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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Seventy-third Report — 
“2017–18 Budget Cycle — Part 1: Estimates hearings and related matters” — Motion 

Resumed from 16 May on the following motion moved by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the Opposition) — 

That the report be noted. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I just want to make a few comments on this. This actually goes way back; this is from 
last year’s estimates hearings. I have a few observations to make on the report and also on the processes. I mean 
no disrespect to Hon Alanna Clohesy—I have great respect for her—but I have to be honest: I did not think last 
year’s estimates hearings worked as well as they had done in the past. I felt that individual members were far too 
constrained in their opportunity to ask questions. I felt far too much time was allocated to the actual committee 
members. Of course, estimates hearings are fundamentally the hearings of the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations—that was identified and I understand that—but the situation was a lot different from 
previous years. In previous years, members had an opportunity to pursue a line of questioning, and if one member 
was pursuing a line of questioning, other members had the opportunity to come in on that line of questioning. I felt 
that opportunity was not provided last time. In response to a comment made in this debate by my very good friend 
Hon Tjorn Sibma that non-members had more time than members, I would say that of course they do; twice as 
many non-members as members of the committee turn up to these hearings. There might be five members of the 
committee present and 10 non-members. 

I ask Hon Alanna Clohesy not to take this personally; this is an observation. I have been in this place a long time. 
I will tell members now that the way the estimates hearings operated the last time was different from the way they 
had operated previously. I personally did not feel that I had sufficient time to scrutinise some agencies. I put in 
those comments. I responded with that casual critique. I was delighted that there were some changes at this year’s 
hearings, which I felt were much better and more productive. That is all I want to say. As I said, I am not making 
a political statement and I am not being overly critical; all I am saying is that last year I felt I was not provided 
with an opportunity to really get a run into a particular issue or to engage in a line of questioning that interested 
me as well as one of my colleagues, whereas we had been able to do that previously. For example, previously if 
a member raised an issue about a road in a particular town and another member felt the necessity to ask a question 
on that matter as well, they could do so, whereas members were denied that opportunity in the 2017–18 estimates 
hearings. The committee obviously took on board some of those comments—I would like to think so—because 
I felt that the situation was much improved this year. I felt that there was a lot more flexibility this year. It is still 
not quite the way it was. I am a conservative; I like things to remain the way they are. I acknowledge the fact that 
I am a minority now!  

Having said that, there is obviously a good spirit on the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. 
It is good that the committee is getting involved, but the estimates committee is one real opportunity for the entire 
chamber to scrutinise agencies—it is that one real opportunity. We can ask a plethora of questions but the estimates 
allow us to get in there and find an issue, an issue that they may not be aware of and have no intention of isolating, 
but they get it on the day. With an agency head there, members can scrutinise and say, “Hang on. What about this, 
what about that and the other thing?” That is a great opportunity. As a minister, I never felt threatened in estimates. 
I hope the ministers in the chamber do not. If they are comfortable with their budget and papers, they should feel 
comfortable in estimates. I used to give my directors general, or whoever it might have been, the opportunity to 
answer as many of the questions as they wanted. I did not want to respond with extraordinarily verbose responses 
that would eat into the hour and a half that I had for education. That was not why I was there. The whole point of 
the exercise is to provide our colleagues with an opportunity to identify and nut down on a particular issue, which 
is what the estimates hearings are all about. Estimates are about providing a unique opportunity to scrutinise 
something—not with questions without notice or whatever it might be—because members can actually move in 
on a particular issue and get forensic within that issue. 

Having said that, I thank the chair, Hon Alanna Clohesy, for doing a good job. There is obviously a collegiate 
attitude on the committee. I thank it for a job well done. The estimates hearings are a very, very valuable tool and 
I would like to think that they will continue to play a valuable role in the years ahead. 
HON ALANNA CLOHESY: I thank all members for their comments on this report. I will take a brief moment 
to respond to some of the issues. Yes, this last estimates hearings and the ones just past are different from those in 
previous years; it is a different committee with different personalities and its priorities are different from those of 
the standing committee in previous Parliaments. That makes a lot of difference in the way that the estimates are 
run in not only who chairs it, but also the way in which the committee involves itself in the estimates process. That 
is why there is a significant difference. 

The major reason members did not have as much time to ask a line of questions is that in this Parliament there are 
more opposition political parties. There are more participating members, not committee members, seeking more 
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time with each of the agencies. In the previous Parliament, there were, in effect, two opposition political parties, 
Labor and the Greens, that sought time to ask questions in estimates. In this Parliament, there is the Liberal Party; 
the National Party; One Nation; the Greens; the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party; and the Liberal Democrats. 
Each of those parties sought as much if not more time as participating members than did the equivalent opposition 
parties in previous Parliaments, and that, in part, explains why it was difficult to put all those requests together. 

Hon Peter Collier: The Liberals sent only two people. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Yes, but the Liberal Party is only one political party. 

Hon Peter Collier: Yes, I know, but previously we would have had at least half a dozen. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: But not all them always sought the call and not all of them always got the call. It 
was run in such a way as to allow the lead speaker from the official opposition the most time and we tried to spread 
out evenly the amount of time for each other participating member. Participating members got a lot more time than 
committee members. 

The committee wanted to ask its own questions. Yes, the committee took up some time, but it also put a lot of its 
questions that followed themes that it is pursing—I will talk about that in a minute—on notice. The difference is 
that members probably noticed committee members asking questions. The committee has always asked questions. 
I know this because I was on the committee in the previous Parliament and I have always asked questions as 
a committee member. As chair, I would not stop anybody asking as many questions as they could, particularly 
a committee member. The committee is very clear that this is one way of examining the budget in a cycle. There 
are estimates hearings and annual report hearings. 

Another issue was about following a line of questioning. We tried to give one questioner as much time as possible 
to follow a line of questioning. If someone had a similar or related question, I tried to make sure that they did not 
interrupt the questioner because that is the best way of gazumping a question. If a member is asking a question of 
a minister and another member wants to hop in on that line of questioning, they can completely cut off the line of 
questioning of the original questioner, and that certainly happened in the previous Parliament. The idea was to 
allow the questioner, the participating member, to keep going with their questions without being distracted and 
without another member using their time. If other members had similar questions on a similar topic, it was fairer 
to allow those members to ask those questions on the same topic if they wanted to. 

Those are some of the differences. The committee was concerned to ensure that the hearings were fair and that 
everybody had an opportunity to fairly ask questions based on the time that was available. I think more refinements 
can be made to make it fairer based on the number of members who wanted to ask questions, and maybe the 
committee might need to consider looking at fewer agencies over longer periods of time, keeping in mind that 
more political parties than ever before were seeking the call. That is one solution off the top of my head. I thank 
the agencies, the ministers and the ministers representing for participating in the estimates hearings. They prepared 
and participated with, I think, an openness and clarity around issues, which was welcomed. 

The committee identified a few issues that it continues to carry through in its inquiries, including the provision of 
information to Parliament, which is always of interest to the committee. The committee continued to identify 
instances in which section 82 notices might necessarily be submitted. There were more substantive issues; for 
example, some agencies’ statements of corporate intent, the mismatch between whether the key performance 
indicators in a statement of corporate intent were those met in the budget, the relationship between the two and 
what a second set of KPIs might be in annual reports. The report goes into some detail about the statement of 
corporate intent of one of the government trading enterprises. It is a particularly interesting issue about what KPIs 
are and what they should be. 

Another issue for the committee was why the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal’s annual report is not published 
through the Public Sector Commission. The tribunal gets its own appropriation, so that was an interesting 
discussion about the role of affiliated bodies as an agency. 

A range of topics were identified or discussed, and questions asked, by participating members. Those topics are 
summarised in appendix 2. That appendix demonstrates clearly the depth and breadth of the issues that are covered 
in estimates and what a mammoth effort it is for everyone involved—participating members, members, staff, 
ministers, agency representatives and other witnesses. The committee thanks everyone involved in that process. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I would like to say a few words about the seventy-third report of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations that was tabled on 8 May this year. If the committee chair or any other 
member has a response to my comments, I would be happy to take that briefly by way of interjection so that we 
do not unnecessarily delay matters. 
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I find this type of reporting quite helpful. I encourage the committee to do this by way of a wrap-up of the budget 
estimates hearings for each year. I have to confess that I cannot recall whether this has been a standard practice of 
the committee or whether it is a new thing, but in any event I encourage it to continue. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: There is more substance to these reports in this Parliament. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yes, terrific. As I say, I find quite helpful several of the things, including the appendices 
at the end that summarise the topics that were raised in the hearing. Like other members who are participating 
members and not members of the committee, we do not tend to go to all of the hearings; therefore, having a helpful 
summary is useful so that we might then be minded to go back to the transcripts if there are particular topics of 
interest. I draw to members’ attention paragraph 2.9 on page 3 of the report under the heading “Changes to 
Committee procedures”, which states — 

In 2017, the Committee made the following changes to the procedures: 

• Members were asked to email the Committee with nominations for agencies to appear for a hearing 

• introduction of the Electronic Lodgement System … 

• individual Members were allocated a specific amount of time for questions at hearings 

• Members were surveyed for feedback on the hearings and the Electronic Lodgement System. 

I am operating from memory, and I defer to the chair who has far greater experience on this committee than I, but 
when I look at the first dot point, I feel that that has happened every year that I have been here. I do not know that 
it could necessarily be categorised as the committee having made a change to the procedures. I stand to be 
corrected if that is a new procedure, but without having the opportunity to interrogate my deleted and sent items 
in my email, I feel relatively confident to say to members that in each year I have been asked to nominate agencies 
to appear and in most of those years I have taken up that opportunity. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: In some years it was not done by direct email; it was done by your party representative or 
leader. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Okay, that perhaps explains it because certainly 2017 is the year that we are looking at 
here and in all previous years I was a member of the Legislative Council supporting the government and I dare say 
there probably was not too much consultation with the respective leaders of the government at the time. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: Noted. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is probably more of a consultation for opposition members. That probably explains why 
I have taken it upon myself in past years to nominate agencies in any event. 

The introduction of the electronic lodgement system is listed as the second dot point under paragraph 2.9. I agree 
that that is certainly a change that has been made to the procedures by the committee. For what it is worth, I have 
found that to be a helpful process. I do not know whether that is universally the case with other members. 
I certainly have had no difficulty with it. It is easy for me to say that, given that I have outstanding staff who use 
the electronic lodgement system under my direction, so I do not profess to be an expert on the system, but 
I certainly have had no difficulty with it. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: I understand that they probably get a lot of experience in using that, member. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Right, they are now experts in the system, which is fantastic. 

The third dot point is that individual members were allocated a specific amount of time for questions at hearings. 
That certainly was a change to the procedures and, as members can see from the report, that has generated quite 
a bit of feedback from members. We have heard some of that in the debate this afternoon. I will come back to that 
point in a moment. 

Finally, members were surveyed for feedback on the hearings and the electronic lodgement system. It seems to me 
that that surveying process was undertaken in the past, to the best of my recollection, but I hasten to add that at 
paragraph 5.2 on page 13 the report ends with this quote — 

In this round of estimates, the Committee also introduced new procedures for its hearings and reinstated 
the Members’ survey. 

That indicates that presumably for a period there was no feedback. I was not aware of that, so I congratulate the 
committee on reinstating that. Plainly that should happen and it should continue. I think members will agree—
maybe it is a bit of a presumption on my part—that as a result of the feedback that arose from this particular set of 
hearings, the latest round of hearings have been better. It demonstrates the need for continuing to survey members 
and obtaining the feedback. 
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I draw to the attention of members, and in particular to the committee, paragraph 2.27 on page 5 of the report, 
which states — 

The Committee is satisfied that the evidence in Table 1 supports the conclusion that the time allotted to 
participating Members was reasonable. 

If members have the opportunity to look at the report, they will find a table entitled “Minutes spent on questions 
in each hearing”. It lists each of the agencies that appeared before the committee in various rows. The columns in 
the table indicate the time that was allocated to committee members and a separate column identifies the time 
given to participating members. The total amount of time provided to committee members is said to be nine hours 
and 21 minutes, but for participating members it is 19 hours and 59 minutes, so the total is 29 hours and 20 minutes. 
Respectfully, that table is not evidence to support the conclusion that the time allocated to participating members 
was reasonable. It is simply evidence that the total amount of time used by participating members was greater than 
the total amount used by committee members. However, there are only five committee members—one of whom 
is in the chair, so there are four committee members. Any number of members could be participating members. In 
fact, it could be every other member in the chamber. By any reading of this data it is hardly surprising that the 
participating members’ total time would be greater than the committee members’ total time. That is supported by 
the recent remarks by the chair of the committee, who indicated that in this Parliament one of the difficulties for 
the committee is the large number of participating members. Respectfully, I request that if the committee is 
inclined to include a table like this in its next report, which I think would be valuable, it would be helpful to identify 
the proportion of time in each of the hearings that was allocated to committee members and participating members 
on a pro rata basis rather than showing the total amount of time. That would give us a bit of a sense of how much 
time was given to participating members versus committee members. For example, the second line of table 1 shows 
data for the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, which was not a hearing that I attended. 
I note that, according to the committee, committee members were provided with 27 minutes. 

The CHAIR: Hon Nick Goiran has the call. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I was just remarking on the second line item of table 1 on page 5 of this report. I note that 
in the hearing for the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 27 minutes were allocated to 
committee members. Plainly, one committee member was in the chair, which leaves four committee members. 
That is nearly seven minutes per committee member. Participating members had 55 minutes. For all I know 
10 participating members may have been there, in which case, each would have had less than six minutes each. 
I simply do not know the answer to that question. I think the table could be improved by providing that information. 
Then, and only then, would the committee have evidence to support its conclusion. I encourage the committee to 
take up that issue. I do that without making any observation about who ought to have the greater amount of time. 
I can understand committee members, who have put their names forward to be on this committee and been 
appointed by this chamber, taking the view that they should have the majority of the time. They are volunteering 
to be on the committee and of the rest of us who are part-time members, if I can use that phrase — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Fairweather friends! 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am not going to say fairweather friends. I am going to say that part-time members, rather 
than full-time members of the committee, might not be entitled to have quite the same amount of time. I can 
understand why committee members might hold that view. I can equally understand the view of those of us who 
are not committee members, and get only modest opportunities to interrogate agencies, holding the view that we 
would like to maximise the time when we are there, whereas the committee members can effectively call hearings 
whenever they like. I can see an argument for both cases and I do not want to spend too much time debating that. 
I simply ask the committee to ensure that the data it provides in the report in the future will help us to get to the 
bottom of this and ascertain truly whether participating members were given a reasonable amount of time. 
I will move on to paragraph 2.31 of this report under the heading “Members with Executive Responsibility”. I am 
not quite sure why the plural term “members” is used there. I would have thought that the heading should be 
“Member with Executive Responsibility” but it may just be a typo. Paragraph 2.31 says — 

The Chair vacated the chair during those hearings for which she was appearing as a witness (WA Health 
and the Mental Health Commission) and absented herself from relevant Committee deliberations. 

I congratulate the committee on establishing those types of policies and procedures as identified in paragraph 2.32, 
which enabled that to take place. Plainly, that has to be the case. I was encouraged to read at the end of that 
paragraph that the chair absented herself from relevant committee deliberations because it cannot possibly be the 
case that a committee of the Legislative Council that has been tasked with interrogating agencies, including 
WA Health and the Mental Health Commission, could have as one of those members deliberating on those aspects 
the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health; Mental Health. Plainly, that would be improper, so 
I congratulate the committee and the chair for dealing with that matter. The committee has established a very 
important procedure to ensure proper integrity is maintained throughout the committee process. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 15 August 2018] 

 p4552c-4557a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Alanna Clohesy; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Martin Aldridge 

 [5] 

Other than that, I might leave my remarks to our consideration of the upcoming report looking at the annual report 
process, which is a different function that is undertaken by this committee, but I want to ask one question. 
Potentially, the chair can help me and this may have been addressed previously in the debate either today or on 
a previous occasion. The title of this report is “Part 1: Estimates hearings and related matters”. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: That is explained in both the executive summary and the introduction. The committee 
considers the whole budget cycle. Part 1 of the budget cycle is the budget; therefore, the estimates hearings on the 
budget. Part 2 is the annual report. In terms of accountability, it is the whole cycle. The seventy-fourth report is 
from the end of the previous cycle, so the next report will be part 2. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That makes sense and is a helpful clarification. That is what confused me. The 2016–17 
annual report hearings did not say part 2, and this is a new process that has been established by the committee. As 
I indicated earlier, I think it is a good one and helpful. Might I be so bold as to ask when part 2 is likely to be 
tabled? 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: I could not reflect on committee deliberations. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Okay. It is a work in progress. With those comments, I join with others in supporting the 
noting of this report. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I rise to make a contribution to the noting of the seventy-third report of the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations tabled in May this year. In doing so I want to 
congratulate the committee and all the public servants who attended the hearings throughout the course of estimates 
week. I want to reiterate that it is becoming increasingly difficult to adequately scrutinise the budget for a range 
of things. I think Hon Alanna Clohesy mentioned the issue of the increased number of non-government parties in 
this chamber. I also think the machinery-of-government reforms have certainly played a role in making it difficult 
to get public servants who have the expertise that we seek in front of the committee, given that Western Australia 
now has these superagencies, which I think adds to the burden of the committee’s estimates hearings process. 
I want to talk about a couple of things in the report. I know the report did not go as far as making recommendations, 
but I think it made some very good suggestions, particularly under the section “Consideration of related matters”. 
I hope the government will take note of the suggestions on how the budget papers are presented. One particularly 
good suggestion was using paragraph numbering in agency statements. Last year, and increasingly this year, 
members referred to a page number when asking questions and often a specific place on the page to assist the 
ministers, parliamentary secretaries and public servants who are appearing as witnesses. It is difficult when there 
is a long list of bullet points and people have to count up or down and land at the right point on a page. I think that 
is a quite practical and reasonable suggestion that I hope the government and Treasury will consider. 

We are probably approaching the time to consider whether there is a better way of conducting the estimates 
hearings; I do not know how much of an appetite there is for that. I know the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations has broader responsibilities beyond that week of the year during which we scrutinise the 
budget papers, but obviously for those of us who are not committee members, annual reports and budget papers 
are what we tend to focus on during that week. Obviously, the committee does a lot of good work every other 
week of the year. I note that the other place has a different process; it has a two-committee process of the house. 
One of the things I find beneficial about that process is the greater amount of time devoted to it, but also the way 
in which it is reported. All of those hearings and the evidence that is provided in the other place is reported by 
Hansard, so when it comes to us reflecting on the information that is extracted through the estimates hearing 
process, it is quite easily searchable on the intranet. 

Consideration of report postponed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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