
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 March 2022] 

 p1241c-1248a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Jackie Jarvis; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Pierre Yang; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Dr Steve 

Thomas 

 [1] 

Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Eighty-fifth report — 
Consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates 

Resumed from 30 November 2021. 

Motion 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

It gives me a great deal of pleasure, in my first year as Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations, to speak to our first report. I appreciate that the government was not too keen on having me as chair, 
but it is a role I enjoy, and I think the committee has worked well. It is probably the hardest-working committee 
in the Parliament, and I commend this outstanding report to everyone. 

I start by thanking very much the members of the committee—first of all, the hardworking deputy, Hon Samantha Rowe, 
the hardworking Hon Jackie Jarvis, the hardworking Hon Dr Brad Pettitt and the hardworking Hon Nick Goiran—
for their very cooperative and collaborative approach to performing their role in this committee. The estimates 
committee is an extremely significant committee, providing an opportunity for all members, not just the opposition 
and the crossbench, to gain access to and scrutinise the spending priorities of the government. That is an absolute 
imperative. If we lose sight of that, we might as well go fishing. With that in mind, we wanted to make sure that, 
as a committee, we provided every possible opportunity for all members of the Legislative Council to scrutinise 
the appropriation papers of the government. 
I would also like to thank the committee’s advisory officer, Andrew Hawkes; advisory officer (legal), Denise Wong; 
and the committee clerk, Margaret Liveris, who have performed their roles outstandingly. They were meticulous 
in their preparation and extraordinarily professional in their advice to the committee, ensuring that we proceeded 
in a very seamless fashion. 
I draw the attention of members to page 14 of the report. I just briefly go through this, but I invite members to have 
a thorough look at the report to see what was achieved during the estimates hearings. I draw members’ attention 
to a couple of things that occurred during the estimates hearings. The committee invited all members to submit the 
agencies they wanted to scrutinise, and we had a number of recommendations. Members nominated 29 agencies; 
we selected 15. That was not based on any favouritism at all; it was based on the number of members who wanted 
to choose particular agencies. For example, if one member wanted a particular niche or smaller agency, while three 
or four members wanted a larger agency, obviously we chose the latter. We tried to accommodate members through 
questions and annual report processes that we are going through at the moment. We distributed and finalised the 
list, and every member was provided with that list on 30 September 2021. 
As a result, we then asked members to provide questions prior to hearings. Seven members of the committee 
submitted 196 questions to 75 agencies, and responses were made available on the committee’s website from 
31 October 2021. The committee held 13 separate hearings across 15 agencies, totalling 24 hours. The hearings 
were well attended by members, with participation ranging from six members for the Forest Products Commission, 
the Department of Justice and the State Solicitor’s Office, to 11 members when the Department of Health and the 
transport agencies appeared. Attending members were able to ask questions of the minister, the parliamentary 
secretary and the agency witnesses. Ministers took 128 questions on notice, and responses to those questions were 
available on the committee’s website from 1 December. We have continued with that process over the past few 
months, seeking a few final answers to the committee’s satisfaction from particular ministers. 
Having said that, that aspect of the hearings went well. We did not have any hiccups. I have been a member of 
this place for 17 years, and I have attended every estimates hearing, as an opposition member, as a minister, as 
a participating opposition member again, and now as chair. The committee wanted to make sure that every single 
member was provided an opportunity. We adhered to the mantra of sharing the love, for want of a better term, on 
the day, and gave each member a particular allocation of time. The responsible shadow minister was given a little 
extra time. For all intents and purposes, that worked well. No negative feedback was received, but today will provide 
an opportunity for members to provide any recommendations. We asked for feedback from members after the 
hearings as well about any way members might recommend for us to improve the process. Having said that, we can 
never provide enough time for all members to ask all questions. It will just never happen under any circumstance. 
There is an opportunity post the hearings for members to put in supplementary questions, and we have had dozens 
of those. This provides an opportunity for all members to scrutinise the government.  
The use of Dorothy Dixers by government members is a practice that is not adhered to in the Legislative Council. I have 
to say that I did not see it too much in the last round of hearings, and we generally do not in the Legislative Council 
because we tend to respect the process. Every now and again there will be a friendly question to a particular minister, 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 March 2022] 

 p1241c-1248a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Jackie Jarvis; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Pierre Yang; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Dr Steve 

Thomas 

 [2] 

but that is fine; that goes with the process. The Legislative Council is unlike the other place, with its rank amateurs 
who already have predetermined questions and predetermined answers. That serves no purpose at all. I am pleased 
to say that the respect shown by all members was appreciated by the committee. 
Two recommendations were made in the report. The first one was about making sure there is consistency with the 
use of the term “forward estimates”. In some papers it refers to three years and in others it refers to four years. We 
recommended to Treasury that there be consistency in the use of the term “forward estimates”, which does refer to 
four years. The government has accepted that recommendation, which I am pleased about. It has also accepted the second 
recommendation about the issuing of section 82s under the Financial Management Act 2006. Again, I am pleased that 
the government has agreed to our recommendation about the use of section 82s and will adhere to its statutory obligation. 
Having said that, I am not going to talk too much more about the content of the report; I will leave that to individual 
members. I would like members to use this opportunity to perhaps provide further feedback to the committee and 
me about ways in which we could potentially improve the process. 
There is one thing I would like to finish on, not so much as the chair of the committee but as someone who has been 
here for a number of years—I have mentioned this in the past—and that is that there seems to be more of a propensity 
by some ministers over the last couple of years to insist on line items in the budget, which concerns me. It has never 
been done before, I have to say; it really has not. I hope that we do not go down that path. Again, that is something 
that the LA insists upon. I agree that there has to be some sort of clarity for the advisers and the minister to respond, 
but to refuse to answer a question because no particular line item is given is most definitely not a practice or 
convention that has been adhered to in the Legislative Council. As I say, it is not used all the time; it is only when 
there is a difficult question that some ministers request a specific line item. I hope we do not go down that path 
because, as I have said, one of the great attributes of being in the Legislative Council is that we do things differently. 
We allow for more scrutiny of the government. Inevitably, the tide always turns and the guys on that side of the 
chamber will be on this side of the chamber. I like to think that we can allow an enormous amount of scrutiny of 
the government papers so that when the tide does turn, it is exactly the same for the other mob. Having said that, once 
again, I would like to most sincerely thank the committee and its staff. You are a champion group. I thoroughly 
enjoy chairing the committee and I think, quite frankly, we did a damn good job. 

Hon JACKIE JARVIS: I thank the Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, 
Hon Peter Collier, who has spoken about some of the processes that the committee went through. It is obviously 
my first term as a member of Parliament and my first term on the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations. Every day I ask myself what I did to deserve the honour of being on the estimates committee—the 
hardest working committee in Parliament! I want to talk about some broadbrush figures so that other members can 
perhaps drill down if they wish to. 

I remind members that the estimates committee and the budget process is about reviewing the appropriation bills. 
If we look at the broad numbers, there are two appropriation bills. The Appropriation (Recurrent 2021–22) Bill 2021 
requested $23.8 billion in the 2021–22 budget, which was spread across 89 items of recurrent expenditure. Also 
outlined in the report is the Appropriation (Capital 2021–22) Bill 2021, which provided $8.8 billion just in the 
2021–22 budget spread across 61 individual line items in the budget papers. Members can see that we were certainly 
spoilt for choice when it came to asking questions of the various agencies. 

Appropriations obviously represent the state government funds that are going to agencies or being spent on capital. 
There are obviously other income streams for government—fees and charges, grants, fines and that sort of thing. 
The appropriations that we looked at in this report are based on those appropriation bills. 

The report notes that the budget process is aligned to the government of the day’s key goals. The four key 
government goals outlined in the report were: strong and sustainable finances; the WA jobs plan; safe, strong and 
fair communities; and growing our communities. Some important highlights outlined in the 2020–21 appropriation 
bills that are included in the eighty-fifth report are: $1.8 billion allocated for the new women’s and babies’ hospital; 
$400 million to support land acquisitions in the Kwinana industrial area for the upcoming Westport project; the 
$750 million social housing investment fund to build new dwellings and increase social housing; and $500 million 
for the digital capability fund to upgrade information and communications technology systems in the public 
sector. There are some really interesting things built into that $500 million—geoscience data transformation for 
the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety and $8.1 million for a digital capability fund for the 
Western Australia Police Force to maintain its critical information technology systems. There is obviously the climate 
action fund of $750 million, which includes the $350 million for the softwood plantations, which we have spoken 
about often in this place. There is also $150 million for standalone power stations and some funding to manage coastal 
erosion hotspots. Not all these things necessarily got an airing during our budget estimates process, but I encourage 
members to read through the report because there are some really good highlights. These major funding allocations 
were possible because the McGowan government set aside $2.4 billion from higher than expected operating surpluses. 
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I fully expect the shadow Treasurer to pull out his Scrooge McDuck line at some point during the debate on the budget 
estimates report. We are certainly spending money when we have higher operating surpluses, as I outlined. 

The committee made some recommendations, some positive findings and some findings about things that can 
be improved. The committee noted that a larger number of government trading entities reported a broader range 
of financial and non-financial information in this year’s budget. Previously, government trading entities were not 
necessarily required to provide the full range of financials. In the past, some reported only their planned asset 
investment program. Finding 1 notes that — 

The Committee’s capacity to scrutinise agencies improved with the expanded level of information in the 
Budget Statements for government trading enterprises.  

Hon Peter Collier has already spoken about the recommendation about the use of the term “forward estimates”, 
which has been dealt with. I echo his comments about thanking the committee staff, but I also want to thank the 
ministers and the parliamentary secretaries who appeared at budget estimates hearings, as well as the broad range 
of public servants, who obviously put a lot of work into preparing for those questions. 

Hon Peter Collier spoke about the finding about section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006. For those 
members who are not au fait with the Financial Management Act, it states that when a minister decides it is not 
reasonable or appropriate to provide Parliament with certain information about any conduct or operation of an agency, 
within 14 days of making that decision, the minister is to cause written notice of the decision to be laid before each 
house of Parliament or dealt with under section 83 and given to the Auditor General. When we talked about the 
non-provision of information relating to the Financial Management Act, that is what we were discussing. 

In relation to the hearings, the committee noted in the report that there were eight occasions on which a minister 
was not able to provide all the information requested prior to the hearing. On two occasions, the minister referred 
to legal professional privilege and on two occasions there were minor redactions of police officers’ names for privacy 
and security reasons. There was one occasion out of the eight on which information was considered commercially 
sensitive, and on three occasions, the provision of information would have required an agency to allocate or divert 
substantial resources to provide the data. 
The Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations has worked very collaboratively, I think, on 
acknowledging that when the provision of information would create a substantial amount of work for the public 
servants involved, we would certainly try to work around that and ensure that we are not creating work just for the 
sake of it. On the occasions when information was not provided, finding 2 of the report notes — 

The Committee’s consideration of the … estimates of expenditure was not adversely affected by … 
decisions not to provide certain information. 

Overall, it was a very positive experience and the committee was able to get the answers it sought. 
There is a finding on a missing line item from the final print. I am sure members who closely read the budget 
papers noted that an appendix in a budget paper unfortunately omitted a line item for the provision of the social 
housing investment fund. Again, the committee found that our consideration of estimates was not adversely 
affected by this printing omission and we were notified in November that it had been corrected. The online version 
of budget paper No 3 has been amended to correct this omission. 
I am pleased to note that the committee states in this report that it is satisfied its consideration of the estimates positively 
contributed to the important role that this house, the Legislative Council, plays in scrutinising the financial operations of 
government. As Hon Peter Collier mentioned, there were 13 separate hearings, across 15 agencies, totalling 24 hours. 
I was really pleased to see that the hearings were well attended by members of this place, and I extend my thanks to all 
members who took the time to ask questions during the estimates hearings. The role of the estimates committee is to 
lead a process whereby the members of this place can provide an appropriate level of government scrutiny. I have learnt 
a lot on this committee, and I thank my more experienced colleagues for assisting me in that process. Again, I want 
to pass on my thanks to everyone who attended the hearings, the staff and my colleagues. I know that members 
are waiting with bated breath for the budget estimates hearings this year, which will be held in only a few months’ 
time. I know I am excited! On that note, I will leave it to other members to speak to the report. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As a member of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, I am pleased 
to rise to consider the committee’s eighty-fifth report, which was tabled in the second last month of last year. I want 
start my consideration by drawing members’ attention to the fourth paragraph in the executive summary, which reads — 

This report also identifies eight occasions where a Minister decided not to provide certain information to 
the Committee for reasons of resourcing, legal professional privilege, privacy and security, and commercial 
sensitivity. 
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Members will note that in the summary provided by the committee four matters are categorised—that is, resourcing, 
legal professional privilege, privacy and security as a bundle, and commercial sensitivity. I encourage members to 
look at pages 11 to 13 of the report, which deal with the provision of information. This is a particularly important 
point because, as has been well documented, at the moment the McGowan Labor government is considered by many 
to be the most secretive government since WA Inc. In a situation like this, in which Parliament is being informed, 
once again, that McGowan government ministers are not providing information to Parliament, members should take 
due note. I mentioned that there are four categories of reasons ministers have not provided information that are itemised 
at table 4 of the report, which starts at page 11. The categories cross a number of portfolios. There is the Minister for 
Housing, the Attorney General, the Premier and Treasurer, who is of course the same person, and the Minister for 
Emergency Services. In terms of individuals, we are really talking about four individuals who cover the eight matters 
for which information was not provided to Parliament. As I said, the committee identified four categories of reasons 
why ministers did not provide information to Parliament and this led to recommendation 2, which reads — 

For the occasions of non-provision of information due to legal professional privilege, commercial sensitivity 
or agency resourcing, the relevant Minister consider issuing a notice under section 82 of the Financial 
Management Act 2006. 

Members who have read the report will note that the committee has not recommended, or suggested, that a section 82 
notice be provided for all four categories. No. The committee suggests that this should be considered for three of the 
four categories. The one category that is missing, which the committee has not included in its second recommendation, 
is the category dealing with privacy and security. Members will note that on two occasions the Premier declined 
to provide information to the committee on the basis that police officers’ names were redacted for privacy and security 
reasons. The committee has not taken that any further. Members can read into that what they like. My personal 
view is that that is understandable because people can read into it that the committee is saying that the provision 
of such information for privacy and security reasons means the redaction of information is reasonable and necessary 
and it is not necessary for the relevant minister, in this case the Premier, to issue a section 82 notice. Although that 
might be justified in two of the eight cases, it remains unclear whether there are valid reasons for the other six matters, 
hence the committee has recommended that in those other instances—whether it is for legal professional privilege, 
commercial sensitivity or agency resource saying—the relevant minister consider issuing a notice under section 82 
of the Financial Management Act. 
Keep in mind that this report was tabled in this place by Hon Peter Collier in November last year. Have any section 82 
notices been issued by ministers? The requirement under the law of our state is that those notices be provided not 
only to the Auditor General, but also in this chamber. The government has since responded to the second report 
and it was tabled on 15 February. Last month, the government provided a half-page response to the committee’s 
recommendations. On the second recommendation, the government said — 

Ministers must follow the requirements of section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006. 
Will they? Because it does not appear that it has happened. The report was tabled in November. Since November, 
the government and relevant ministers—that being, the Treasurer, the Attorney General, the Minister for Housing 
and the Minister for Emergency Services—have been alerted to this matter and not one of the four have taken any 
action. Instead, we get this response from the government — 

Ministers must follow the requirements of section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006. 
Obviously, not! Obviously, this is another Labor lie. It is all very good to say, “We’ll follow the requirements of 
the act”, but when we bring up this matter on 23 March, where is the notice? It is locked away somewhere in some 
kind of safe. It is another secret document. Even the section 82 notices are kept secret. That is how secretive this 
government is. It will not even provide the section 82 notices to Parliament or the Auditor General, such is its disdain 
for the law of Western Australia, led by the Premier, in this instance, in his capacity as Treasurer. Who is going to 
look into this matter on behalf of the government? Is this going to be another matter that the government thinks 
can be just swept under the carpet? I do not think so. Members can rest assured that this will continue to be raised 
every Wednesday until such time as someone does something about it. If the government believes there is a cogent 
reason as to why the section 82 notice should not be provided, it should say so. That is what the committee is saying — 

For the occasions of non-provision of information due to legal professional privilege, commercial sensitivity 
or agency resourcing, the relevant Minister consider issuing a notice under section 82 of the Financial 
Management Act 2006. 

If the government does not think that that is right, it should say so, but it should provide an explanation. That is 
apparently asking too much of the Treasurer, the Minister for Emergency Services, the Attorney General and the 
Minister for Housing. In fairness to the Treasurer and the Attorney General, they have been very busy in recent 
times, having to give evidence in court hearings and the like, so maybe they have not had quite the same amount 
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of time as the Minister for Housing and the Minister for Emergency Services, but some of these ministers must have 
had some time to be able to deal with these things, considering it was first brought to their attention in November. 
In this instance, it should be drawn to members’ attention. Most members, if not all, participated at some time or other 
in these agency hearings. The agency hearings started in October last year—specifically, on 18 October last year. The 
first hearing was with the Department of Communities. As we all know, the Department of Communities is now 
a mega-department because of the ill-conceived decision of the McGowan government when it first came to power in 
2017 to amalgamate all these portfolios into a mega-department. On 18 October, rather than have a farcical situation — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The Minister for Regional Development knows nothing whatsoever about Community Services. 
I would like the Minister for Regional Development to find out what is happening with those section 82 notices. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I have an idea for the Minister for Regional Development. In this instance, why does she 
not keep her mask on? That would be a good idea. 
On 18 October 2022, the Department of Communities had two portfolios come before us: community services and 
child protection. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: I rise to speak to the eighty-fifth report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations, Consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates. I think it is important to note that the budget is very 
important and that the scrutiny of the budget and government operations is also very important. I take this opportunity 
to thank Hon Peter Collier, the hardworking chair of this committee, for the work he puts in. I also thank all the 
other members and staff of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. 
When I came to this place as a new member five years ago, I was first involved in the budget estimates process as 
a backbencher. I am still a backbencher, but I was a backbencher at that time as well. I worked with Hon Martin 
Pritchard, who was the extraordinary Labor Party government Whip for the Legislative Council. He gave me a roster 
and said, “Pierre, you need to be here at this time for the budget estimates. Read the budget and find out the relevant 
parts for your electorate.” I was like, “Yes, sir! I’m new here, and I’m very happy to be guided by someone who’s 
been here for some time and can give me guidance.” That is what I did. The current President of the Legislative 
Council, Hon Alanna Clohesy, was the chair of the estimates committee at that time. There were four other members 
of that committee from four different parties, so there were five parties represented in the estimates committee 
during the last Parliament. That is something I just wanted to bring to the attention of new members. 
I saw at firsthand how hard it was and the amount of work that the members of that committee put in. It was a process 
that lasted for sometimes four days, sometimes five days in Parliament. I was here for only one day or half a day; 
I cannot exactly remember. Maybe I can ask Hon Martin Pritchard to remind me of how many days I was present 
for my first budget estimate week. The committee members had to work through that whole week. It was a non-sitting 
week. As a backbencher, I was here for a short period of time, but the committee had to be here for a whole week, 
and I want to acknowledge those committee members. No doubt, under the leadership of Hon Peter Collier, that 
will be replicated this year. I acknowledge the deputy chair as well. 
The amount of work that goes on behind the scenes is enormous as well. It is not like the committee members just 
show up, chair the meeting and hear questions from members of all parties in this place; they have to do a lot of 
preparation. They have to put in a lot of work to make sure that due scrutiny of the executive government’s actions 
is carried out. It is very important in a democracy that is guided by the rule of law in Western Australia that we 
have the necessary checks and balances and the necessary scrutiny of all entities—government entities and sometimes 
private entities that receive public funding—to make sure that they carry out their functions. 
I turn to the 2021–22 budget. Before I do that, I note that the federal budget will be released very soon. It will be an 
election year budget, so there will be a lot of policies and initiatives provided in line with that. The state budget will 
be released in May, and as is the tradition of the McGowan Labor government, I am sure it will be a fantastic budget 
that will support the economic activities of this state. I am sure that it will support more jobs for Western Australians 
and provide a lot of support for people in light of current economic circumstances around the world, including the 
recent spike in fuel prices. The media is reporting that the $2 peak we saw last week may not be the last peak and 
that there could be another one coming very soon. That will put a lot of pressure on household budgets and on 
Western Australians who are trying to balance their family’s priorities, such as school fees, mortgages, rent, groceries, 
activities for their children and health care. It is important that we bear that fact in mind. The last Liberal–National 
government wrecked the state’s finances and left us with a record amount of debt and a record rate of unemployment—
I think in the order of 100 000 Western Australians were out of a job. It is a shame that although the Liberal–National 
government enjoyed a once-in-a-lifetime mining boom between 2008 and 2017, it squandered it. What did it spend 
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the money on? It spent it on singing toilets and plastic cows. What a disgrace! In contrast to those kinds of pathetic 
initiatives and waste-of-money exercises, we see this government’s prudent economic management. 
A member interjected. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: I am not taking any interjections. 
Members of this place need to remember that the state was in a financial crisis when this government took over 
in 2017. We made sure that the state budget and the state’s financial situation improved. When the COVID pandemic 
hit, we were in a situation in which we could respond appropriately to support the economy of Western Australia 
and Western Australians. If we had still had the Liberal–National government, God help us! All members who were 
here before 2017 should have a good hard look at themselves in the mirror because they were part of the government 
that wrecked the state’s finances. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: The honourable member opposite thinks it is funny, but I do not. Every one of those 
100 000 Western Australians who were out of a job because of his government had to pay the price at that time. 
Ministers of the Crown and members of that government should be ashamed of themselves. I think that the current 
Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations should apply a lot of financial acumen to 
his job and make sure that lessons are learnt from the last Liberal–National government. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: All I can say after that last contribution is thank goodness we have a 10-minute time 
limit on our contributions! I would like to bring the Committee of the Whole House back to the eighty-fifth report of 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, as opposed to the ancient history that the Labor Party 
seems to obsess over so frequently. 
I want to recognise the hard work of this committee and the important process of estimates hearings, which I note 
will be upon us again shortly. As one of the 36 members of this chamber, I value the process, particularly the process 
of asking questions before, as well as during and after, the hearings. If there is one thing that I would like to impress 
on other members who engage in the estimates process, it is the value in asking questions prior to hearings, pursuing 
those issues at the hearings and also tying up some loose ends following the hearings. I believe that last year’s 
estimates process worked quite well. I recognise the comments made earlier by the chair of the committee that it 
is always a balancing act in trying to give people enough time—we always want more time and we never get the 
time that we want. That is a challenge that has faced every chair of this committee for some time. I recognise the 
opportunity that we got to examine the agencies that were called, but I also note the opportunity to examine, at least 
by written notice of questions, the agencies that were not called. This is where I want to talk a little bit about some 
of the matters with the Department of Fire and Emergency Services that were identified through this process today. 
Deputy chair, you will realise that on pages 11 to 13 of this report, there is a section called “Provision of information” 
and it has a list of eight instances in which the committee has identified occasions of the non-provision of information 
to the committee. From my review of the questions, I do not think that that is necessarily an exhaustive list; I think 
there are a few other areas in which there has been the non-provision of information to Parliament. It was interesting 
to listen to the contribution by Hon Nick Goiran about section 82. For members who are not familiar with it, in my 
first term in this place, the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, of which I was a member, 
comprised Hon Rick Mazza, Hon Ken Travers, Hon Alanna Clohesy and, for a short period, Hon Liz Behjat. It 
reported to this chamber on the provision of information to Parliament in its sixty-second report. For members who 
perhaps may not be familiar with that report, it is worthy of their consideration, particularly the comments on the 
application of section 82 of the Financial Management Act. It is interesting to note that the sixty-second report of the 
standing committee recorded the genesis of section 82 of the Financial Management Act as the Royal Commission 
into the Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters. It is interesting that that is the case, because the 
current practice of ministers with section 82 notices seems to show that there has been quite a significant change 
in recent times. Certainly, I would not say that every instance of the non-provision of information in the last 
Parliament resulted in a section 82 notice, but I think that more frequently it did. In fact, I was looking at tabled papers 
on this matter today, because members will be aware that when a section 82 notice is provided pursuant to the 
Financial Management Act, that notice is required to be tabled in both houses. I did a search of such notices in the 
tabled papers section of Parliament’s website today and I could identify only one. It is tabled paper 213 and it relates 
to Legislative Council question without notice 110 asked of the Minister for Forestry by Hon Diane Evers. It resulted 
in the Minister for Forestry, Hon Dave Kelly, doing what is required under section 82 of the FMA, which is to table 
a notice in both houses of Parliament. It is interesting to note that I have not been able to identify one other single 
notice being provided by a minister since that time, notwithstanding that during most question times in this place, 
there would be at least one instance that would require a section 82 notice to be presented to both chambers. 

I also want to recognise at this point the work that the committee does. The estimates process can be a far more 
effective scrutiny tool than necessarily the debate that occurs in this chamber, whether it be on a bill or during question 
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time. Members of the estimates committee, regardless of the construct of the committee, have a very strong regard 
for the principle of scrutiny and accountability. I certainly know from my experience during the last budget estimates 
period, which we are contemplating in the eighty-fifth report of the standing committee, that there were numerous 
occasions of the non-provision of information to Parliament. Some of those remain unresolved and some of those 
were resolved, thankfully, by the intervention of the committee. 

I draw member’s attention to the respective page of this inquiry on the Parliament website. As I said, I was going 
to make some comments about the Department of Fire and Emergency Services, which was not called to a hearing. 
Nevertheless, we had the opportunity to scrutinise it through written questions. There were instances when detailed 
questions were asked around the financial operations of the agency and the minister’s response was that the honourable 
member place the question on notice to allow proper consultation to occur. I have not been here as long as others in 
this place, but that is a remarkable response, an extraordinary response, to give to a standing committee of this 
place that is engaged in the scrutiny of the financial estimates ahead of the passage of the appropriation bills in this 
house. I am thankful that eventually some response was given to that question, but there were at least two occasions 
during the estimates process when I had submitted questions to a minister and I was told to put the question on notice. 
When a member gives written notice of a question ahead of an estimates hearing, I am not sure how that might differ 
in terms of notice. It is probably similar to the sort of time frame in the current standing orders that require an answer 
within one calendar month of receiving notice. It would be something in that order. I am sure that the report probably 
steps out that timetable quite well. It would be comparable in terms of putting in a question on notice. 

To conclude on this point, there are certainly some other aspects of the budget estimates hearings that I look forward to 
exploring in a couple of weeks as we consider this report more fully. I am appreciative of the work of this five-member 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations on the provision of information. Unfortunately, it has 
not resulted in compliance with section 82 of the Financial Management Act. Hon Nick Goiran remarked earlier that 
it is interesting to note the government’s response to this report, particularly on section 82, and what would appear 
to be its endorsement of and support for recommendation 2. It has said that ministers will follow the requirements of 
section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006. That is quite an extraordinary response by the Premier–Treasurer 
on 24 January 2022 to the standing committee because I would argue that almost on a daily basis, ministers in this 
place and the other place contravene section 82 of the Financial Management Act. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is a great joy to make a few brief comments in the remaining time on the operations 
of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. Let me start with a compliment. As someone who 
is something of a tragic, and has been for many years, when it comes to the estimates process, the current committee 
in my view is doing a sterling job in its work. That has not always been the case. There have been a couple of 
significant improvements. The first, I suspect, is more about the make-up of the committee than anything else. It was 
a pleasure to go through an estimates process in which the committee, rather than have its members traditionally 
start the questioning process by asking questions first, was focused on getting information rather than asking questions 
for questions’ sake. I have seen the happen previously, and not uncommonly. What happens then is that by the 
time the committee members finish asking questions, particularly if it is a one-hour estimate hearing on a particular 
department, there is effectively no time left for members to ask questions, including the shadow minister whose 
role it is to hold the government to account through the estimates committee process. I have been in estimates when 
the membership of the estimates committees took almost all the time available and left basically no time for more 
than a couple of questions from anybody else, including the shadow minister. It was actually quite a pleasure to 
be a part of an estimates committee hearing where that did not occur. Perhaps this house might look at the operations 
of the other place that shall not be named. My memory of the estimates process in that place is that shadow 
ministers are given priority over everybody else when asking questions. In a one-hour hearing, that is pretty critical. 
If the estimates committee is the avenue for accountability, and it has been put to me, and it is probably right, that 
it is often the only avenue of accountability, that critical component of accountability is missed if a large number of 
the questions come from committee members who are asking questions for the sake of asking questions. I commend 
the current committee and its chair, Hon Peter Collier. As the chair, he does not get to ask many questions, but he 
gets a few. This committee’s focus on obtaining information is, by comparison, an absolute delight. 
I want to make a couple of quick comments on things that have already been said. Hon Martin Aldridge raised an 
issue that within the estimates committee process, ministers have been known to ask members to put questions on 
notice. I actually think that this information should be supplied through supplementary information. I know that 
most ministers do that, but I will just relate an example of a hearing held by a previous estimates committee—not 
the current committee, which I am sure would raise questions about it—in which the Minister for Agriculture and 
Food responded to a question of mine and suggested that I put the question on notice. This happened in late 2020 
when the COVID pandemic had started. We had a late set of estimates in November because of the late budget in 
October. When the Minister for Agriculture and Food said that my question should be put on notice, she meant 
that she was not going to answer the question because the next chance I had to put it on notice and register it was 
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in the next sitting week in December, which was the last sitting week of the year; this meant that with no more sitting 
weeks and the government did not have to answer the question. I thought that that was utterly appalling. I am glad 
to say that it is probably the one time that I have experienced that. I would hate to see it become a regular feature 
because that is completely at odds with what the estimates committee process is supposed to do. 
The second compliment that I want to pay to the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations is that 
by focusing far more activity on bringing in departments between the actual estimates, the committee has far greater 
capacity to hold departments to account and, to some extent, therefore, the government. That is an outstanding result 
and I commend the current committee for the work that it has done in this area. It is a move towards a Senate-style 
process that is, in my opinion, a good outcome for the people of Western Australia. Senate estimates happen effectively 
year-round and departments are dragged in at the behest of the estimates committee, which looks at all sorts of really 
interesting things. There have been great Liberal and Labor estimates senators who have done amazing work to hold 
people to account. One can watch them in action and they have been very good. I commend the current committee 
members for a process in which they do a lot of that work throughout the year, which is perhaps why, in the estimates 
process of this committee, it is less focused on asking questions for questions’ sake. With the introduction of bringing 
in departments earlier, the committee has far greater opportunity to ask those questions on which it is quite rightly 
focused. That is an excellent move by this committee that gives everybody else a greater opportunity to question 
departments. For the rest of us, this is a once-a-year opportunity to ask questions, or a twice-a-year opportunity if we 
attend agency estimates. If the estimates committee can do that regularly, it is a great outcome. 
I commend the committee on its focus on those two issues. It is a better estimates process because of the work 
of the committee in-between estimates. There is a reason this committee is the most important committee going 
around—perhaps with the exception of my own—and it is critical that it continues that work. 
Consideration of report adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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