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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 1) 2008 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 2) 2008 

Estimates Committees A and B Report and Minutes — Presentation 
MS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo — Deputy Speaker) [7.21 pm]: I present to the Legislative Assembly the reports 
and minutes of Estimates Committees A and B.  

[See papers 3937 and 3938].  

Estimates Committee A Report — Adoption 
Ms D.J. GUISE: I move — 

That the report of Estimates Committee A be adopted.  

Before I give my usual breakdown of the divisions for each portfolio, I would like to make some observations 
about estimates this year and estimates overall. I will deal first with Estimates Committee A. There were 42 
requests for supplementary information, and I have been advised that all of that information has been received. 
There are some issues that need to be addressed this year. The first issue is that I would like to suggest to the 
management committee that it give some thought to putting the smaller divisions first on the list. I will use as an 
example the education and training portfolio. I suggest that the sessions for the Country High Schools Hostels 
Authority, Education Services and the Curriculum Council be run first. That would eliminate the need for the 
advisers to wait throughout the entire education and training session in case they are asked a question. This year, 
the education and training portfolio was allocated six hours in total. Education and training per se took four 
hours 50 minutes of that time. The Country High School Hostels Authority division took 10 minutes; the 
Curriculum Council took 20 minutes; the Department of Education Services took 23 minutes; and the South 
West Development Commission took 40 minutes.  

If we look back at other years, a similar pattern has occurred. Indeed, it has occurred in other areas where there 
have been smaller divisions before we get to the larger ones that most members have an interest in.  

In consultation with the Whips this year, we were able to organise in advance, for example, road safety to 
precede WA Police, Fire and Emergency Services Authority, and the Department of Water. We did this so as to 
allow some members and our Acting Chairs to be able to move between sessions. We took it to the management 
committee to suggest that this happen and we achieved some cooperation. I suggest to the management 
committee in future that if this were formalised as a process and agreed to in advance, it would make the Whips’ 
job far easier and also assist members.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I heard the member’s argument, but I actually missed her suggestion at the beginning. It is a 
powerful argument, but I do not know what it was about!  

Ms D.J. GUISE: I am suggesting that the management committee, when considering these portfolios, schedule 
the smaller divisions first, cognisant of the fact that historically they take far less time than the major area of the 
portfolio. I used the Department of Education and Training as an example, member for Cottesloe. If we look at 
other areas, we find the same thing comes up every year and members get frustrated about it. One adviser drove 
all the way from Albany for a couple of questions. That was embarrassing. We can eliminate some of this if we 
allocate things differently and advisers would not have to sit around, in this case through four hours 50 minutes, 
before their section begins. That is one suggestion I have.  

The other suggestion is that we canvass members, as we do for the off-budget items, about which divisions they 
would like to ask questions. If we look at the tally that I will give shortly, it can be seen that in some areas no 
questions at all were asked. It was not necessarily just because time ran out; it was the fact that there were other 
divisions that members really had an interest in and they did not particularly care if they did not get to those 
others. Once again, we had advisers sitting through all of this when the time could have been allocated 
differently.  

We certainly seemed to get that right this year, if we look at the time allocated and the questions asked for the 
off-budget items. The only exception to this, in terms of off-budget authorities, was the Country Housing 
Authority in committee B in which only half the time allocated was used. We got all the other off-budget items 
spot-on this time.  

That brings me to an area that has been contentious in past years; that is, the development commissions. I 
undertook some research on this because I was a bit perturbed about whether we were doing the right thing. I 
looked at the following divisions: Peel Development Commission, South West Development Commission, 
Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission, Great Southern Development Commission, Kimberley 
Development Commission, Pilbara Development Commission, Gascoyne Development Commission, Mid West 
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Development Commission and Wheatbelt Development Commission. The divisions for the Peel and South West 
Development Commissions were joined at the hip in the years 2005, 2006 and 2007. In 2005, nine questions 
were asked; in 2006, two questions were asked; in 2007, three questions were asked; and, in 2008, there is an 
exception to the rule, the government asked three questions, the opposition asked 19, and the division took 40 
minutes. There is an exception here.  

The other exception this year was the Goldfields-Esperance Development Commission. In years past it was 
joined with the Great Southern Development Commission; this year it was not. In 2005, two questions were 
asked; in 2006, five questions were asked; and, in 2007, four questions were asked. This year we did far better—
the government did not ask any questions, the opposition asked 24 and the Independents asked five. The division 
took 53 minutes. Keep in mind that the Great Southern Development Commission was separated out of that 
equation.  

I refer now to the Kimberley, Pilbara and Gascoyne Development Commissions. Keep in mind the large area we 
are talking about and where those advisers come from. In 2005, three questions were asked; in 2006, one 
question was asked; in 2007, two questions were asked; and, in 2008, no questions at all were asked. The 
scenario for the Mid West and Wheatbelt Development Commissions was the same: one question was asked in 
2005, one question was asked in 2006, no questions were asked in 2007 and no questions were asked in 2008. As 
I have said, half an hour was allocated for the hearing for the Great Southern Development Commission. I think 
we pretty well got it right. Two questions were asked by government members and 13 questions were asked by 
opposition members. I think the half-hour allocation should probably continue. Obviously, it might work for the 
Goldfields-Esperance, Great Southern and South West Development Commissions. Perhaps that is indicative of 
the fact that a fair swathe of members are from the south west. However, perhaps we need to give more thought 
to consulting members on all the development commissions and whether they want advisers to attend the 
hearings. We held a teleconference with some of the commissions one year. However, if we consider the cost 
and time involved in bringing advisers from the Kimberley, Pilbara, Gascoyne, mid-west and wheatbelt to Perth 
to answer no questions, we must wonder whether it is worth their while and ours and whether that is the best use 
of their time and ours. I urge the management committee to give some thought to those questions. 

I am sure that the Procedure and Privileges Committee will continue to look at ways of improving the estimates 
committee process. For example, is it possible that in years to come we will go down a similar path to that of the 
Senate? Is there a process whereby we can focus on ministers’ policies and allow for programs to be more 
closely examined project by project by members and advisers from the departments? Frankly, all members of 
this place, whether they are from the government or otherwise, want to be assured that they are getting the best 
value for money from a particular project. Is that a process that we might want to consider further in years to 
come? The question that we often ask ourselves after estimates hearings is: are we getting the best possible 
outcome? 
Before I go on to express the thanks that I wish to share with members, I will provide a breakdown of the 
hearings for the reasons that I have outlined in my preliminary comments and in the hope that the management 
committee might refer to it for some guidance. I will start with Estimates Committee A hearings on the Tuesday. 
In the hearing on division 1, Parliament, with the Speaker, government members asked 10 questions and 
opposition members asked 17 questions, and it took 50 minutes. In the hearing on division 2, Parliamentary 
Commissioner for Administrative Investigations, government members asked two questions and opposition 
members asked four questions, and it took 10 minutes. In the hearing on division 63, Corrective Services, 
government members asked eight questions and opposition members asked 32 questions, and it took one hour 45 
minutes. In the hearing on division 64, Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services, government members asked 
two questions and opposition members asked one question, and it took two minutes in total. In the hearing on 
division 65, Small Business Development Corporation, government members asked six questions and opposition 
members asked 20 questions, and it took 58 minutes. The total time allocated was three hours and that is exactly 
what it took. Four hours were allocated for the hearing on division 20, Racing, Gaming and Liquor. Government 
members asked eight questions and opposition members asked 32 questions, and it took one hour seven minutes. 
In the hearing on division 19, Local Government and Regional Development, services 1 and 3, government 
members asked six questions, opposition members asked 19 questions and Independent members asked two 
questions, and it took one hour 38 minutes. In the hearing on division 21, Goldfields-Esperance Development 
Commission, government members asked no questions, opposition members asked 24 questions and 
Independent members asked five questions, and it took 53 minutes. In the hearing on division 57, Consumer and 
Employment Protection, service 2, government members asked three questions, opposition members asked 28 
questions and Independent members asked seven questions, and it took one hour 27 minutes. In the hearing on 
division 58, Registrar, Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission, government members asked no 
questions and opposition members asked one question, and it took five minutes. In the hearing on division 19, 
Local Government and Regional Development, service 2, government members asked two questions, opposition 
members asked 15 questions, and an Independent member asked one question, and it took 50 minutes. In the 
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hearing on division 59, Fisheries, government members asked eight questions, opposition members asked 17 
questions and Independent members asked five questions, and it took 45 minutes. As I mentioned before, for 
division 60, Kimberley Development Commission, division 61, Pilbara Development Commission, and division 
62, Gascoyne Development Commission, no questions were asked because all the time had been taken up on the 
other divisions.  

On Wednesday in committee A, on division 3, Premier and Cabinet, services 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 8, the 
government asked 21 questions and the opposition asked 33 questions, and it took three hours; division 12, 
Industry and Resources, services 3 and 5, the government asked two questions and the opposition 14, and it took 
35 minutes; division 14, Governor’s Establishment, no questions were asked; division 5, Office of Public Sector 
Standards Commissioner, the government did not ask any questions and the opposition asked seven, and it took 
23 minutes; division 6, Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, no questions were asked and that session was 
allocated four hours; division 13, Agriculture and Food, was allocated two hours and the government asked two 
questions and the opposition 34, and that division took one hour 45 minutes, which left division 14, Agriculture 
Protection Board of Western Australia, on which the government asked one question and the opposition two 
questions; division 15, Rural Business Development Corporation, the government asked no questions and the 
opposition two, and it took five minutes; division 16, Mid West Development Commission, and division 17, 
Wheatbelt Development Commission, no questions were asked because there was no time left; and division 35, 
WA Health, was allocated five hours and the government asked 12 questions, the opposition, 97, and 
Independents, 12, and it took four hours 30 minutes.  
Estimates Committee A on Thursday: division 7, Treasury and Finance, was allocated four hours, on which the 
government asked three questions and the opposition 62, and it took three hours 50 minutes; and division 8, 
Office of Native Title, the government asked no questions and the opposition four, and it took eight minutes. 
That left the following divisions on which no questions were asked as time ran out: division 9, Office of the 
Auditor General; division 10, Economic Regulation Authority; division 11, State Supply Commission; and 
division 12, Industry and Resources, services 4 and 6. It begs the question once again in terms of the argument 
that I made earlier.  
Division 18, Great Southern Development Commission was allocated 30 minutes, and it took 30 minutes, and 
the government asked two questions and the opposition asked 13; division 3, Premier and Cabinet, the time 
allocated was three and a half hours, and on service 7, “Support for the Implementation of the State’s Road 
Safety Initiatives”, the government asked three questions and the opposition 20, and it took 50 minutes; division 
22, Western Australia Police, the government asked 11 questions, the opposition, 23, and Independents, 12, and 
it took one hour 40 minutes; division 23, Fire and Emergency Services Authority of Western Australia, the 
government asked three questions and the opposition eight, and it took half an hour; division 24, Water, the 
government asked one question and the opposition 12, and it also took half an hour. The Water Corporation, an 
off-budget authority, was allocated one hour, which it took, and the government asked no questions, but the 
opposition asked 27; division 25, Sport and Recreation, was allocated an hour and the government asked one 
question and the opposition 24, and it took 50 minutes; and the remaining 10 minutes were taken up with 
division 26, Western Australian Sports Centre Trust, and the government asked no questions and the opposition 
asked seven.  
Members I have deliberately gone through the statistics once again this year in the hope that, given the 
comments I made earlier, the management committee will be cognisant of some of those facts and give some 
thought to how it allocates those divisions next year. By the way, it was mentioned by one member that forestry 
did not rate a mention and that somehow or other it was missed. Whether that was a deliberate decision of the 
management committee, I do not know, but it certainly did not get a guernsey this year. I will briefly give 
members the stats for committee B when the relevant question is put.  

Finally, I will conclude by giving a generic thank you. I really thank members for their cooperation and 
participation again this year, with a special thanks to both the government Whip and the opposition Whip. They 
were terrific in getting their troops together and making sure members were present at the right time. I thank the 
Acting Speakers, who gave a tremendous amount of their time and assistance, and the Clerks and Assembly staff 
who gave tremendous support and assistance; it was very much appreciated during estimates committee week.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [7.40 pm]: I will make just a few brief comments. I say at the beginning that I 
thought that, despite its imperfections, the estimates committee process worked better this year than it has in 
more recent years. I also thank the various chairmen, the Whips and the parliamentary staff. I thought the process 
was better organised and ran more smoothly. I think the program by and large worked well, given the time 
constraints in which it was done. One particular area of confusion, which is a function of the way the 
government has organised its cabinet and portfolios, related to the Department of Industry and Resources. With 
three ministers involved, it was frankly a shemozzle going from one to the other. If the government is going to 
persist in having three ministers for one department, I think the process should not be done in order of minister 
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but by the department. There were disputes in committees on whether something was the responsibility of the 
Treasurer, in his state agreement role, or the Minister for Resources. Frankly, when we asked the Minister for 
Resources a question, he said that it was the problem of the Deputy Premier. At least the Deputy Premier tried to 
answer questions. There was a confusion about the roles. If the government is to have multiple ministers for an 
agency, the three ministers or the two ministers concerned need to be there to deal with the agency in one go. It 
was unnecessarily confusing. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I am just thinking of three ministers sitting here trying to maintain consistency in their answers. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Perhaps the Deputy Premier will think of the hapless opposition trying to make sense of 
the shemozzle resulting from the portfolios and the poor, frustrated, struggling agency that does not know who is 
in charge of what.  

Mr P.B. Watson: There should be more ministers! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Why not? In previous years we got into a dreadful shemozzle with signing people on, 
signing them out and working out who could ask questions. That part of the process worked perfectly well and 
the approach to it had a bit of pragmatism and commonsense about it. It is my understanding that the request for 
the supply of information through supplementary questions has been met. Certainly, no-one has said to me that 
he or she has not received answers. I think that has worked well. 
The forensic detailing of questions asked by opposition and government members shows that in most cases the 
opposition got the lion’s share of the questions. That is the way it should be. In a couple of cases in a couple of 
committees that I was involved with or sat in on, dorothy dix questions were asked of ministers. It did not 
happen too often. I think it is absolutely pathetic if a minister is not across his or her portfolio and has to rely on 
dorothy dix questions. Let alone at question time, where they should be banned, they should be absolutely 
banned from an estimates committee. They serve no useful purpose other than to waste time. Having said that, in 
some cases government backbenchers did have legitimate questions on items in the budget dealing with a policy 
or electorate matter. I do not deny their right to ask legitimate questions, but blatant dorothy dixers are frankly an 
insult to anyone’s intelligence. May I just say, as one of my little swan song statements, whether it be a Liberal 
or Labor government, it is invariably the poor ministers who have dorothy dix questions asked of them. The 
good ministers do not need them; it is only the poor ministers, whether they be Liberal or Labor, who need 
dorothy dixers.  

A couple of ministers thought that they did not have to answer questions. In those cases the chairpersons were 
strong and reminded them that they did have to answer questions and they did have to be accountable. May I 
suggest to ministers—they varied in the way they handled it—that if a question is of a policy nature or perhaps a 
political or contentious nature, it is appropriate for a minister to handle it. That is what a minister should do. 
However, when a question is simply of a factual, statistical or informational nature, again a good, confident 
minister will simply defer to a public servant who will deal with it directly. That is a minister being competent in 
his or her role as a minister and having confidence in his or her staff. That is what a minister should do. One of 
the members opposite referred to the Senate estimates committee hearings, in which chief executive officers of 
departments answer the majority of the questions. Estimates hearings provide the opportunity for the Parliament, 
not to grill members, which is what we do every day of the week, but to ask questions of the senior bureaucrats 
in Western Australia about the administration of their departments. When it is a policy or political issue, sure, the 
minister answers.  
With respect to the suggestion made by the Chairman of Committees that all the minor agencies be heard first, I 
agree with the recognition of that problem; that is, people are left sitting around for a long time to answer very 
little. However, there is the other scenario; that is, when the Minister for Health looked as though he had an 
entire football side with him. There were more members on the government side than are in this chamber when it 
is question time. That is the other extreme. I do not agree that the solution is necessarily to put the minor 
agencies first. Inevitably, people will then ask questions and the committees will run out of time for the major 
portfolios. We should perhaps consider deciding in advance whether questions are to be asked of those agencies, 
or to allocate a period at the end. That is a fair point of view. 

In spite of the fact that the estimates committee process itself worked better this year, it is still a flawed process. I 
think a better functioning Parliament and perhaps a more accountable one would take a longer-term approach to 
it. It seems to me that it is quite appropriate that, given it is the Parliament that allocates public money and is 
ultimately responsible and accountable for those public moneys, the Parliament should have the ability to 
scrutinise the expenditure of that money and the performance of various agencies, perhaps almost in an apolitical 
way. As I have said in this house before on previous such occasions, I would like to see an ongoing process, if 
not throughout the year, perhaps for the second half of the year following the presentation of the budget. We 
would not hold up the passage of the budget. We could sit a bit longer or deal with it during non-sitting weeks. 
Perhaps we could then deal with a lot of the minor agencies and, gradually, over a number of weeks, arrange for 
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the chief executive officers or agencies to appear here at set times for any member to ask questions. It would be a 
modernisation of the processes of this Parliament and provide a better reporting mechanism.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: There is no reason that the standing committees could not do that for the agencies they have in 
their remit. They could let other members of Parliament know that they are having a morning of hearings with 
regard to the various agencies, and that they are welcome to turn up.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It could be done through the Public Accounts Committee, for example. It should be seen 
not only as a committee role, but also as a broad parliamentary role. Every Tuesday morning for a number of 
weeks, for example, the Parliament could deal with day-to-day machinery issues. That would not be a bad thing 
for agencies themselves. It is interesting to watch the demeanour of some public servants. Some come in with a 
sense of trepidation because they are in Parliament; they are a bit apprehensive and have prepared at great length. 
My observation is that the more long-serving senior bureaucrats do that. Some public servants have a flippant 
arrogance that I find insulting. If I see it, I point it out if I have the chance because I think it is unacceptable. 
Public servants need to be reminded why there is a distinction between executive government and Parliament. 
Ultimately, Parliament is accountable for public moneys.  

It would not be a bad discipline for the public service to be accountable to Parliament, not in an aggressive 
format but a properly managed format over perhaps three months following the delivery of the budget. We could 
work through the winter recess. We do not all have to go to Europe; we can miss out once in a while. Why not 
do that? Why not have a process of accountability continuing for a while? I will not be here next year; I will be 
in Europe. I will think of members and how they are going while I am in Tuscany! I have made similar 
comments before about the estimates committee process; I think we need a better process than the current 
estimates committee hearings.  

I thank members; I think it worked better this year. The estimates committee process has progressively 
improved. However, we have reached the stage at which the structure is beyond further improvement. I would 
like to see a more sustained, forthright analysis and questioning of all the agencies of government in Western 
Australia.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [7.48 pm]: As opposition Whip, I felt that the pain of budget estimates—the Chairman 
of Committees and the government Whip will understand—was a lot less injurious this year. I do not know 
whether that is because I am getting better at it or because I got assistance from the member for Wanneroo’s 
electronic roster. When I first became a member of Parliament and I did the budget roster for the first time, I 
think I went through 13 paper drafts. Members might say that that is part of the job, but I found it very difficult 
to try to line up all the ducks. This year we had three electronic copies of the budget roster. The process was 
made better also by communicating more with my colleagues about what they wanted to be involved in. I thank 
the Deputy Speaker and the government Whip for their assistance in the process. Like the member for Cottesloe, 
I believe that the process was probably as good as it gets. 

When I first came into this place, I found a couple of issues very difficult to come to terms with. At the risk of 
being charged with heresy, I do not for the life of me see the rationale behind the inability of members on this 
side of the house to ask questions of ministers from the other house who are directly involved with a portfolio. 
There is the ridiculous situation whereby a shadow minister from this side of the House must ask the 
parliamentary secretary representing the minister who resides in the upper house very important and sometimes 
difficult and complex questions. The upper house budget estimate hearings are held on just one day. The 
Minister for Agriculture and Food, for example, is a member of the upper house and the Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Minister for Agriculture and Food is a member of the lower house. A lower house representative—a 
proxy—answers questions for the minister in the upper house. There may be a very good reason for that. 
However, to my simple mind, I wonder why it is not possible to involve the Minister for Agriculture and Food in 
the budget estimates for this place. As I said, there might be a very good reason for that. However, if we are 
sincere about making this process work well, we must consider whether there is some way for a minister of the 
upper house to answer questions asked by the members of the lower house. 

I might get howled down for another concern I have. I do not see why the government asks questions of its own 
ministers, which takes up the time of the house. As the Deputy Speaker has said, it is tokenistic, and that is 
suggested also by the figures. The government asked two questions while the opposition asked 13 questions. 
Government members have every opportunity to ask questions of ministers from their own side of politics. 
Government members have an opportunity to ask genuine questions of ministers every day.  

Ms D.J. Guise: Member for Roe, nothing beats asking a question during an estimates committee!  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: If the member for Wanneroo wants to ask a question of a minister during an estimates 
committee, she should give it to me and I will ask it! I watched government members during the estimates 
committee and, quite honestly, it seemed as though they attended because they had to attend. They attended 
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hearings on portfolios in which they had no real interest or experience. Government members were told that 
three government members had to attend each division hearing so they fulfilled that role. Sure, some government 
members asked important questions on behalf of their electorates, as the member for Wanneroo indicated. 
However, I believe that in many cases the system could be streamlined.  

This year’s estimates process was much more constructive and useful than was the case on previous occasions. 
The system worked very well. Indeed, when I returned to Parliament I found a stack of answers to the 
supplementary questions I had asked. That is a useful process. There are two aspects of heresy. First, why can we 
not ask a question of a minister regardless of whether that minister is a member of this house or the upper house? 
Second, should government members slavishly adhere to the requirement that three government members attend 
each estimates hearing, especially given that they ask questions only because they have to? Should the 
government slavishly stick to that formula? Members opposite may say that once the opposition is in 
government, things might be different. However, if we sincerely want to make the process work better, we must 
consider those issues. This year’s process worked very well. I look forward to next year’s estimates committees.  

Question put and passed.  

Estimates Committee B Report — Adoption 
MS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo — Deputy Speaker) [7.58 pm]: I move —  

That the report of Estimates Committee B be adopted. 
I will not repeat the comments that I made when I spoke about committee A, because they apply equally to 
committee B. Suffice it to say that there were 48 requests for supplementary information. I have been advised 
that all the requests for supplementary information have been fulfilled, which is excellent. For the same reasons 
that I did it for committee A, I will provide a breakdown of the questions in the hope that the statistics will 
inform next year’s management committee when it allocates divisions and times.  

The analysis for estimates committee B on Tuesday is as follows. During the hearing on division 47, Disability 
Services Commission, government members asked 10 questions, opposition members asked 46 questions and the 
Independents asked 10 questions. The hearing took two hours 20 minutes. During the hearing on division 48, 
Western Australian Tourism Commission, government members asked two questions and opposition members 
asked 31 questions, and the session took one hour 15 minutes. No questions were asked during the hearings on 
division 49, Culture and the Arts; division 57, Consumer and Employment Protection, service 1; and, division 
72, Communities, service 5, which related to multiculturalism. Interestingly, the session finished one hour 15 
minutes early. Five hours were allocated but clearly not all that time was taken and no questions were asked 
during the hearings on the three divisions. A management committee, next year, might like to look at that 
particular portfolio area — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I will share my advice from Brussels with you. 

Ms D.J. GUISE: I thank the member for Cottesloe! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Expect an email! 

Ms D.J. GUISE: That is very kind!  

Education and Training was, in total, allocated six hours. The breakdown, as I alluded to before, was as follows. 
On division 50, Education and Training, the government asked two questions; the opposition, 13; and 
Independents, 20. It took four hours 50 minutes. Division 51, Country High Schools Hostels Authority, took 10 
minutes. The government asked no questions and the opposition asked six. Division 52, Curriculum Council, 
took 20 minutes. The government asked two questions and the opposition asked six. Division 53, Education 
Services, took 23 minutes. The government asked no questions and the opposition asked five questions. Division 
54, South West Development Commission, took 40 minutes, and the government asked three questions and the 
opposition asked 19.  

On Wednesday, division 43, Planning and Infrastructure, and division 46, Western Australian Planning 
Commission—I understand they were combined, with the agreement of the committee—took two hours. The 
government asked 12 questions; the opposition, 22; and Independents, six. Division 44, Commissioner of Main 
Roads, took 20 minutes. The government asked three questions; the opposition, six; and Independents, one. No 
time was left for division 45, Public Transport Authority, so no questions were asked. 

One hour was allocated to the Western Australian Land Authority, an off-budget authority, and one hour was 
taken. The government asked two questions; the opposition, 21; and Independents, one. The Esperance Port 
Authority was allocated half an hour, and all this time was taken. The government did not ask any questions and 
the opposition asked 13. I think they were probably all from the member for Roe.  
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On division 55, Office of Energy, the government asked nine questions; the opposition, 42; and Independents, 
27. It took one hour 50 minutes. No questions were asked on division 56, Chemistry Centre (WA). Division 12, 
Industry and Resources, services 1 and 2, took 10 minutes. The opposition asked three questions and the 
government asked none. Two hours were allocated to that group of agencies, and two hours were taken. One 
hour was allocated to Verve Energy, an off-budget authority, and it was certainly all taken. The government 
asked one question and the opposition asked a total of 25. One hour was allocated and taken for Western Power 
(Networks). The government asked five questions and the opposition asked 12.  

Division 66, Environment and Conservation, took two hours 40 minutes. The government asked 12 questions 
and the opposition asked a total of 47. No questions were asked on division 67, Botanic Gardens and Parks 
Authority. Division 68, Swan River Trust, took 20 minutes. The government asked three questions and the 
opposition asked three. No questions were asked on division 69, Zoological Parks Authority, and division 70, 
Peel Development Commission, as no time remained because the bulk of it—three hours in total were 
allocated—was spent on Environment and Conservation. Once again, there is an argument for looking at how we 
allocate time on the day. 

On Thursday, a total of four hours was allocated to the morning session of Estimates Committee B, and it was 
broken up as follows. On division 27, Attorney General, the government asked four questions; the opposition, 
27; and Independents, seven. It took one hour 15 minutes. No questions were asked on division 28, 
Commissioner for Equal Opportunity. Division 29, Corruption and Crime Commission, took one hour 
15 minutes. The government asked 20 questions and the opposition asked 20. Division 30, Parliamentary 
Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission, took five minutes. The government asked three questions 
and the opposition asked three questions. No questions were asked on division 31, Law Reform Commission. 
Division 32, Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions, took 45 minutes. The government asked one question; 
the opposition, 15; and Independents, 17. Division 33, Commissioner for Children and Young People, took five 
minutes. The government asked no questions, the opposition asked two, and Independents asked five. Division 
34, Office of the Information Commissioner, took 11 minutes. The government asked no questions, the 
opposition asked two, and Independents asked seven. Division 36, the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission, took two minutes, and Independents asked two questions only. 

A total of three and a half hours was allocated to the portfolio area of housing and works, and the time was taken 
up as follows. On division 37, Housing and Works, the government asked five questions; the opposition, 22; and 
Independents, six. That took 53 minutes. On division 38, Housing Authority, the government asked five 
questions and the opposition asked 34, and the session took one hour seven minutes. On division 40, Heritage 
Council of Western Australia, the government asked one question and the opposition asked three, and it took 15 
minutes. On division 41, National Trust of Australia (WA), the opposition asked four questions in 12 minutes. 
On division 42, Western Australian Land Information Authority, the opposition asked three questions in five 
minutes. Division 39, Indigenous Affairs, took 43 minutes, and the government asked one question and the 
opposition asked 20. The Country Housing Authority, an off-budget item as I referred to before, was allocated 
half an hour but took only 15 minutes. The government asked no questions and the opposition asked 11. On 
division 71, Child Protection, the government asked 25 questions and the opposition asked 41. Three hours in 
total were allocated to this portfolio area and it took two hours 15 minutes. On division 72, Communities, 
services 1, 2, 3 and 4, the government asked nine questions and the opposition asked three in the 37 minutes that 
remained. 

That gives members a breakdown of those portfolio areas and divisions. I think the member for Roe will find 
from that information provided that certainly opposition members and Independents had a very fair go. I 
commend government members for asking only those questions that they felt were important to their electorate 
or, strategically perhaps, to send a message to the minister. I watched a few ministers pale when some 
government members decided to ask them something that perhaps was not on script, which is very healthy, I 
believe, for our process in this place. I appreciate it when government members allow the opposition to ask as 
many questions as possible. I know it is very much appreciated on the other side, and, as roles switch over time, I 
am sure that it will also be appreciated by those who end up being on the other side. 

Finally, I reiterate once again my thanks to everyone involved. The support from the members, the Whips, the 
Acting Speakers and particularly the staff was exceptional. It certainly helped make those three days, albeit long 
days, as enjoyable as possible. Therefore, I thank everyone very much. 

Question put and passed.  
 


