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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 1) 2007 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 2) 2007 

Estimates Committees A and B Reports and Minutes - Presentation 
MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [3.22 pm]:  I present the report and the minutes of Estimates 
Committees A and B. 

[See papers 2773 and 2774.] 

Estimates Committee A Report - Adoption 
Mrs D.J. GUISE:  I move - 

That the report of Estimates Committee A be adopted. 

I begin by thanking all the acting Chairmen and Chairwomen who assisted during the estimates week for a job 
well done.  I also thank participating members for their cooperation.   

Ms J.A. Radisich:  It was an excellent job.  

Mrs D.J. GUISE:  It was an excellent job.   
I also wish to acknowledge the assistance given by the Legislative Assembly staff who helped to ensure that the 
estimates committees ran smoothly and that the Chairmen and Chairwomen were well supported.  
This year Estimates Committee A ran for three days from 9.00 am to 10.00 pm.  Rather than give the usual 
analysis, I advise that the call sheets indicate that opposition members asked the vast majority of questions.  I 
will provide a time line and the total number of questions for the benefit of the management committee and 
members.  I will then raise a few questions about the estimates process, particularly given my participation in the 
overview of estimates this year and in past years.  This year crystallised a few things for me.   
I will give an analysis of committee A.  The first session, which involved divisions 1 and 2, related to the 
Parliament.  That session took one hour, during which time 35 questions were asked.  The second session related 
to the Minister Assisting the Minister for Federal-State Relations and dealt with division 3, service 6.  It took 
15 minutes, during which time four questions were asked.  The next session involved divisions 60 and 61, which 
related to corrective services.  During that session there was a 10-minute break.  It took two-and-a-half hours, 
during which time 61 questions were asked.  The session on small business, which related to division 62, took 
17 minutes, during which time seven questions were asked.  The reason that I am outlining this information will 
become obvious later.  Session 3, division 19, the Department of Local Government and Regional Development, 
received one hour, with 27 questions asked; the Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor, division 20, 
received one hour and 10 minutes, with 36 questions asked; the Goldfield-Esperance Development Commission, 
division 21, had 45 minutes and 17 questions; and Racing and Wagering Western Australia - this was an off-
budget authority - was allowed one hour, and 26 questions were asked.  In session 4, child protection, division 
68, was before the committee.  It took one hour and 45 minutes, and 42 questions were asked.  Community and 
family support, division 69, services 1, 2 and 3, took one hour and five minutes, during which time 26 questions 
were asked.   
On Wednesday, we started with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, division 3, services 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 
and 8.  It took three hours and 10 minutes, with 57 questions asked.  The Governor’s Establishment took five 
minutes, and attracted one question.  The Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner, division 5, took 
17 minutes with four questions asked.  The Salary and Allowances Tribunal, division 6, took six minutes with 
four questions; industry and resources, science and innovation, division 12, service 5, took 20 minutes with eight 
questions asked.  Session 3, division 34, the Department of Health, took five hours, and 116 questions were 
asked; the Department of Fisheries, division 56, took one hour and 40 minutes with 37 questions; the Kimberley 
Development Commission, division 57, took 15 minutes with three questions; the Pilbara and Gascoyne 
Development Commissions, division 58 and 59, took five minutes with two questions asked.   
On Thursday, the Department of Treasury and Finance, division 7, took two hours and 55 minutes, and 
55 questions were asked; the Office of Native Title, division 8, took 20 minutes with 10 questions asked; the 
Office of the Auditor General, division 9, took three minutes with one question; the Economic Regulation 
Authority, division 10, took seven minutes with two questions; the State Supply Commission, division 11, took 
one minute for one question; the Department of Industry and Resources, division 12, service 8, had nil questions 
asked as time expired; and the WA Treasury Corporation - an off-budget authority - took 30 minutes with 
13 questions asked.  In session 2 we moved to the Department of Agriculture and Food, division 13, which took 
one hour and 30 minutes for 47 questions.  Then we moved to the Forest Products Commission, which is another 
off-budget authority, and 30 minutes was allowed and 10 questions were asked.  Session 3 was the Water 
Corporation - another off-budget authority - for which one hour was allowed and 28 questions were asked.  Then 
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we moved to the road safety initiatives, division 3, service 7, which took 41 minutes with 24 questions; the 
Western Australia Police, division 22, took one hour and 55 minutes with 57 questions asked; the Fire and 
Emergency Services Authority, division 23, took 30 minutes, with 20 questions asked; the Water and Rivers 
Commission, division 24, took 20 minutes, with eight questions; the Department of Sport and Recreation, 
division 25, had 23 minutes allocated and 22 questions were asked - a pretty good effort there; and the WA 
Sports Centre Trust, division 26, had nil questions asked as time expired.   

I have read those numbers into the record for a reason.  They provide a useful analysis.  I will go through some 
points that came to me during the week.  They have been raised before, but more so this year.  Firstly, there is 
the confusion between the minister’s title and the actual division before the estimates committees, including 
when the services were split between two or three ministers.  We have discussed this matter before, but this year 
it created some problems for people.  Often, members looked at the title rather than what the division was, or an 
explanation of that division.  There are a couple of ways in which that can be remedied.  The management 
committee needs to take a closer look at it, but we can come up with a different format.  It needs to be spelt out 
more clearly, to avoid that confusion.  I notice that the staff, thanks to Kathy Hoare, were able to come up with a 
slightly better format, albeit in only one of the committees.  This might provide some difficulty for the Whips 
and me, because we need to see both.  On the day, at least, it provided a much clearer format for everybody to 
work off.  If we could improve that format, we could show the divisions more clearly and what they actually are, 
rather than just putting divisions under the title of ministers.  That is something we need to look at. 

Secondly, in reference to some of the divisions and in fact a couple of the off-budget authorities, if I have heard 
it asked once, I have heard it asked a million times and again this year from members: why are we doing this?  
That was interesting given that members are meant to provide feedback to the Leader of the House and the 
committee about which off-budget authority they want to investigate.  However, an analysis of questions asked 
indicates why we are doing this.  It is a problem for us when we bring people to Perth from the regions.  Several 
members in a couple of instances were actually embarrassed and felt that they had to ask at least one question of 
people we had brought here from all over the place, including the Kimberley, the Pilbara and even Peel.  They 
had stayed all day at Parliament House and were rushed through at the end of the day.  Members felt that they at 
least owed them the courtesy of asking them a few questions since they had been brought all that way.  It seems 
to me that perhaps the management committee and members need to be a little more specific about what they 
want to do in estimates.  Maybe in that way we can save that embarrassment and make the time a bit more 
productive for members.  That is one aspect of the estimates committee process that we need to look at a bit 
more.  Members cannot just blame the management committee; they must provide feedback to it.  Incidentally, 
some of these issues will be referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee, as we in that committee have 
decided that we will look at the committee system, of which estimates is part.  I know that the member for Avon 
is very keen, along with the rest of us, to have a look at estimates. 

Another point that was raised with me again, and has been asked before in this place, was why we cannot have 
more definitive times set for each division.  I know that it is confusing when members switch hats from one 
portfolio of interest to another.  That creates difficulties when no definitive time is set, and it makes the Whips’ 
lives during the week interesting.  The estimates committee process is not therefore without challenges.  Whether 
or not that is doable would require the assessment of better feedback from a broader range of members.  It is left 
to the committee to try to juggle the time for a division on the day.  To give the committees their due, they tried 
to do the best they could and cooperated among themselves, for which I thank them.  However, the question 
about being a bit more definitive comes up all the time.  In the first instance, if we could be clearer about the 
divisions and their allocations, perhaps that time management issue would go away.  It is just one of those things 
that we have to look at. 

I have raised these matters briefly today.  They are part and parcel of the whole estimates picture that we need to 
look at, but were the most obvious that struck me from the comments members made to me during the week.  I 
think therefore that we definitely need to look at them.  I encourage all members to think about the estimates 
process and to provide some feedback to either me or the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  I, as chairman of 
estimates and on behalf of the Speaker and the committee, certainly want to receive members’ feedback.  If 
members have anything they would like to add to that, I am sure we will pass it on.  Basically, then, the message 
to the management committee will be that we would like it to accommodate members’ wishes on how it 
organises estimates next year.   

I was actually quite pleased with the estimates process this year.  I did not hear any negative feedback about the 
9.00 am to 10.00 pm format over three days.  I would be interested to hear comments from any member about 
that.  However, I think there is a desire from members for a more constructive format that would allow rigorous 
scrutiny of the budget papers so as to ascertain the level of achievement for each department or authority in 
reaching their desired outcomes.  As I stated before, we will certainly look at that. 
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There was one other matter, which has nothing to do with the actual investigation of the papers.  It is an issue 
that the member for Murdoch raised with me and that we perhaps should think about; that is, the number of 
advisers who from time to time can be seen lurking in the corridor, blocking the way and looking like they need 
a home.  In most instances, the advisers were waiting for their minister, exercising a bit of protocol about 
entering the chamber after the minister, or waiting between sessions.  It might be an idea to have a designated 
place for the advisers to go, particularly when such large numbers are present.  The member for Murdoch was 
quite right to raise the matter with me.  There were huge crowds outside the chamber on more than one occasion.  
We could have accommodated them better.  I will bring that matter to the attention of the Speaker and the 
management committee.   

I only wanted to speak briefly this year.  They were the main points I wanted to make.  I am advised that there 
were 61 requests for supplementary information in Estimates Committee A.  As at two o’clock this afternoon, all 
answers have been provided.  That concludes my speech on Estimates Committee A.   

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [3.35 pm]:  It is appropriate to make some comments on behalf of the opposition 
about the functioning of the estimates committee process.  To a large degree, I agree with the Deputy Speaker.  I 
certainly thank her for her work in putting the budget estimates committees together.  It is no small task.  I thank 
all the Acting Chairmen, yourself included, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper), for chairing those 
committees.  I would like to briefly raise a few issues about the functioning of the estimates committees.  I am 
happy to do it all in one hit.  My comments do not relate specifically to Estimates Committee A but relate 
generally to estimates so I do not need to say everything twice.   

I agree with the Deputy Speaker.  The issue of cross-ministerial responsibility remains a rather vexatious one in 
that a number of subsets might be related to one minister.  There was some confusion.  The subject of state 
agreements is probably a good example.  The Treasurer was constantly asked questions about state agreements 
when the Minister for Resources and for Industry and Enterprise was probably more responsible for that area.  I 
understand that the Treasurer did his best to answer when he could, but there was still a degree of confusion.  I 
say to the Treasurer that I am talking about the state agreements and members trying to ask questions during the 
Treasury estimates rather than during the estimates of the Department of Industry and Resources, resulting in a 
level of confusion.  There should be a better way for everybody to understand when questions should be asked.  I 
suspect that we might need to do more work in the lead-up to the estimates and not during the activity that occurs 
during the week of budget estimates.   

We may need a greater degree of interaction from the opposition in particular, not so much from the government.  
It might be of value for somebody in leadership in the opposition to sit down with those who are organising the 
estimates in advance and work through which areas they would like to investigate to ensure that those areas are 
included in the estimates and where they would be included.  It might be best to raise those issues in advance and 
even set aside a specific time for some of those areas.  I know that is not necessarily available under the standing 
orders relating to estimates.  It is something worth considering in the future.  For example, state agreements 
could be given a specific period at the end of an appropriate session that the responsible minister is dealing with, 
be it the Treasurer or the Minister for Resources, which would be a decision of the committee organising the 
estimates.  If we looked at those areas in advance - from the opposition’s perspective, we might give away some 
of our ammunition in advance - at least we would potentially have all the people we required in the same room at 
the same time when questions could be asked.  There might be an opportunity to streamline that process so that 
people do not miss out on asking questions.  It can be argued that questions can be put on notice, and of course 
they can be, but it might be better for the appearance of estimates from both sides that when the eventual slip 
occurs, whichever party is in opposition at that point has the ability in advance to suggest the areas it wants to 
concentrate on.  There needs to be a greater degree of communication with the budget estimates organising 
committee in advance of the estimates process.   

The same applies to the off-budget authorities.  The Deputy Speaker mentioned exactly that.  For example, I 
understand that members of the Geraldton Port Authority were flown down to answer one question.  I must say 
that that is probably not necessarily the most effective use of their time.  They probably have other things to do; 
if nothing else, they may be preparing for lead shipments in the future - who knows?  Again, this is very much 
about pre-estimates communication and organisation, which is the key area that we need to concentrate on.   

The opposition was asked, I think, a week or two before the budget estimates, which off-budget items should be 
included.  We might suggest that the opposition be asked about the off-budget items a little more prior to the 
estimates next year, so that there is more time for the opposition to sit down and look at the way in which it 
manages the process, such as holding a ballot of all members.  It is easy if a party has a dictatorial and 
authoritative process in which the leader simply goes through and picks out the items that he wants, but if a party 
wants to include a more democratic process, and I think members will find that they get a better outcome if they 
do, it takes a bit of time to sit down and organise.  Everybody knows when the budget estimates committee 
process is approaching, but a little more leeway or advance notice would improve the process.  It can be argued 
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that the opposition should already be organised.  However, if a notice comes out through the process, stating that 
the estimates committee hearings are three weeks away - it is probably not inconceivable that four weeks would 
be an appropriate period - and giving a list of the off-budget items, that would enable everyone to go through the 
process and give two weeks’ notice of those off-budget authorities that people want to examine.  We could then 
have the expectation that those authorities would have sufficient time to prepare and we could ask more serious 
questions.  I think that we can handle the process a little better.  It is a matter of greater communication between 
the opposition and the organising committee. 

I have a couple of other issues: time management continues to be a vexatious one, but I do not think there is an 
answer to that.  The committee will always have a group of people who want to concentrate on what they feel are 
the most important issues.  I have seen a number of times in a number of estimates committees members from 
both sides of the house extend the life of questions on an estimate in one section at the expense of the next two, 
three, four or sometimes five sections.  I am not aware of any way in which that can be dealt with.  It must be up 
to the committee to manage the time effectively.  If it fails to do so, we must just don the boxing gloves and fix it 
afterwards.  I do not know how members might come up with a better way to fix that.  There probably is no 
better way, apart from putting in a set time for each of the divisions.  However, that would undoubtedly result in 
an equal number of unhappy people who then come back with a complaint.  I do not think there is an easy 
answer to fix that either.  Unfortunately, I think we have to live with it.  It is a matter of communication within 
the budget estimates process, and there is not much that can be done about that.   

I make this comment not to specifically have a go at the government, because in some cases this particular issue 
was handled very well, but the issue is prepared questions and prepared answers.  Whether prepared questions 
and prepared answers were given will always remain unproven.  However, an independent person sitting in the 
chair, as I and the Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper) were, might have observed instances when ministers quite 
frequently appeared to ignore or have no regard for prepared questions.  Every answer from these ministers was 
obviously given from a great depth of knowledge.  A number of people have mentioned that to me.  The 
Treasurer was one who was generally noted as having a sufficient depth of knowledge that he did not rely on 
prepared questions and answers.  For other ministers, questions and answers were delivered in a style that would 
appear to be rote.  Not that I would accuse any minister of actually doing so, but I just make the point that it 
looks bad for estimates in general if the style of delivery might suggest that rote questions were asked and rote 
answers were given.  It does the system of estimates committee hearings no credit.  If ministers or parliamentary 
secretaries relied on that process, I urge them to reconsider it, because I do not think it does them any credit.  
Such activity would be frowned upon in some of the more robust estimates processes, including the Senate 
estimates process.  It does not reflect well upon our Parliament.  I will make the bold assumption that none of 
that activity occurred, and I shall not get into the debate about whether it occurred.  As an aside, I suspect that 
some ministers of the Crown may have been expecting rather easy and, shall we say, almost predetermined 
questions.  The expressions on their faces indicated that they received none of those questions but received 
questions that they had to think about.  A number of times I witnessed members of the backbench of the 
government in particular ask questions that were unexpected and, on occasions, unanswerable.  I would not like 
to comment on what that has done for their career prospects in the Labor Party.  I suspect that it is not 
necessarily a wise move, although members of the opposition love to see it and think it should be encouraged.  
Certainly, questions did not appear across the board to be known in advance, but there were exceptions.  A 
number of exceptions spring to mind, and none more so than the agriculture estimates hearing during which 
there was a very poor response to a question about Johne’s diseases, which is an issue that is dear to the heart of 
a number of members of the opposition.  I suspect that the parliamentary secretary had no knowledge of that 
question in advance and, unfortunately, had no knowledge of the condition.  It is certainly not the case that 
government members indulged entirely in the dorothy dix process.  I have just praised the Treasurer.  I am glad 
that he was not in the chamber then; I would have turned red in the face. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I shall read Hansard avidly! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The Treasurer will have to read Hansard. 
It does not look good for the Parliament of Western Australia if that is seen to occur.  One hopes that it did not 
occur, but certainly the presentation and the manner in which estimates hearings were held appeared to me to be 
suspect, and we should be above that. 
Those ministers who are not as experienced in their portfolios as are other ministers who have considerable 
experience tended to rely much more on their advisers.  The process of members directing their questions to the 
minister on each occasion became relatively unwieldy when the minister had been responsible for the portfolio 
for a short period, but the advisers had been at the department for a long period and had a much stronger 
understanding of not only the answer, but also the question that members asked.  That is an issue that the budget 
estimates process should address.  I am not referring to the Treasurer, but there are difficulties getting the right 
answer from some ministers.  The Senate estimates committee process in Canberra allows committee members 
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almost unfettered access to the chiefs of staff and various departmental heads who attend the hearings.  I am not 
suggesting that we should immediately adopt that sort of set-up, but the process could be hastened and the 
outcomes could be greater if we had a slightly less fettered approach.  Often ministers attempted to give answers 
and then decided that they could not give the answer because they did not have the technical details at their 
fingertips and so they passed the question on to their advisers.  It is not always politically good, but it would 
speed up the process if ministers could make a faster assessment of whether they can answer a question or 
whether they should pass it on.  Again, ministers who have been responsible for a portfolio for a significant 
period will generally know whether they can answer the question and, if they cannot, they will pass it on very 
quickly.  A minister who, in particular, has not been in the portfolio for a long period will struggle with that 
process and tend to talk around it for a long time before allowing it to pass on.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I can think of two ways that we might deal with the issue you are referring to: firstly, perhaps 
we can relax the rule for independent officers such as the Auditor General or the chairman of the Economic 
Regulation Authority, who are theoretically responsible to me, but who are not subject to ministerial direction in 
any case.  Secondly, perhaps we can implement a process in which the minister can say, “On this issue, you may 
directly address the public servant.”  A series of questions could then be addressed to the public servant.  It 
would still have the minister’s permission, but it would eliminate the requirement for the minister’s permission 
on every single question. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  That is probably good advice.  It would leave in place the ability for the minister to say that 
he wants the question to be referred back to him.  Ministers would have an overriding ability to bring back the 
question to them.  That is an issue that, potentially, would speed up the process.  Those are my key points.  As 
always with budget estimates, if members do not get to ask their questions, there is always the questions on 
notice process to follow up.  

I thought the budget estimates process went very smoothly.  A limited number of hiccups occurred.  There were 
no major complaints, but there are ways we can make the budget estimates process seem to be a more open and 
better process and to run a little more smoothly.  That will allow the opportunity to ask more questions, and, 
ultimately, that must be a good outcome.  I do not propose to say the same things about Estimates Committee B.  
Those are suggestions we might try to take on board and initiate for next year’s process.  

MR T.R. SPRIGG (Murdoch) [3.51 pm]:  I also have some comments as a member of the organising 
committee for budget estimates this year.  I agree with some of the comments my colleagues have made.  Firstly, 
I thank Madam Deputy Speaker for her chairmanship and guidance during this process.  It was the first time I 
have been involved in it.  I also thank members on this side of the house who were very diligent in turning up at 
the various estimates committee meetings.  I thought the process this year was pretty well streamlined.  Despite 
some sittings into the night, opposition members were on board.  I thank also the Legislative Assembly staff, 
who were very helpful in making sure that the process ran smoothly.  I will add my comments to those of 
Madam Deputy Speaker.  I think last year there were three and a half days for the estimates hearings, a slightly 
longer period.  This year we tried to fit them into three days, and we were unable to deal with a few areas.  We 
need to assess whether we take the extra time.  Last year, some sittings were held on the Monday before we 
started on the Tuesday, and we need to look at that.  

Based on the three times I have been involved in budget estimates, I think government ministers must be getting 
more confident.  On occasions, their answers seem to be more confident.  I concur with the member for Capel: it 
is frustrating in opposition hearing the dead-set dorothy dixer questions, and paper number five with the prepared 
answer coming from under the minister’s papers.  However, I think that happened less frequently this year.  I 
commend government ministers for that.  Some very clever, probably experienced, members in this place have 
been here for many years, and are so au fait with the process that they cannot help asking dorothy dixers.  They 
look fondly at the rookie minister and seek to help the minister by asking a nice, easy question.  That happened 
often.  One thing to which I have a distinct aversion in estimates hearings is when the minister who has answered 
a question - I think the member for Capel touched on this - then says, “Perhaps my chief of staff or chief 
executive officer would like to elaborate further.”  That wastes time.  If a minister gets a chief executive officer 
to elaborate on what he, the minister, said, what will the CEO say anyway?  He will say exactly what the 
minister said, but in different words.  Obviously, he wants to keep his job, and he will say exactly that.  
Therefore, that is an issue that I would like to see the Chairs of the various estimates committees perhaps jump 
on a little and say, “We have that answer.  Can we get on to the next question?” 

I put some points through to Madam Chair about the estimates committees.  I concur with what was said about 
the clearer schedules - which I never received until the end of the committees, by the way - about where people 
would sit and the number of people who would be involved.  Once I received the schedule, I saw that it was 
much better than the original conglomeration of names all over the papers that we had seen initially.  I concur 
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that that certainly must happen in future.  Some members on this side could not actually read their names 
because there were so many names on various papers. 

It was difficult when perhaps the Minister for Water Resources and for Police and Emergency Services and so on 
participated in one particular estimates committee.  When a committee starts, it is incumbent on the Chair - 
mostly, the Chairs do it - to say, “We have X number of divisions to deal with, and we have two hours.  Can we 
get some basic agreement, without sticking to the letter of the law, that we are going to do this division for half 
an hour and that service for 20 minutes?”  If we could do that a little more diligently, we would not have advisers 
flying to Perth from all over the countryside and not having a question put to them.  I really would like to think 
that that could happen going forward. 

Madam Chair also mentioned about the advisers hanging around the corridors.  We need to streamline that 
process.  We have the Speaker’s gallery in this chamber and the President’s gallery in the other chamber, and 
they could be utilised.  Some of the advisers seemed reluctant to come into the chamber.  I think that point has 
been made.  There is a coffee area in the Strangers Bar, and there are various other areas around the place.  They 
are good places for them to congregate.  I just think it is a bit unbecoming for heads of departments to be 
hanging around corridors and outside offices, apart from the fact that there is a lack of security there as well.  We 
could do that a little better.  If a minister needs an adviser to come into the chamber in the next couple of 
minutes, there could perhaps be a runner to a central point, or a call could even be made from the Clerk’s phone 
to get the particular adviser into the chamber.  I think we could make the process a little better. 

The acting leader of opposition business, the member for Capel, made a very good point.  One area in which we 
as an opposition failed this year in the budget estimates was that we did not do enough preparation.  There were 
time constraints when the original schedules came out, and there were a few reasons that we did not prepare 
quite as well as we should have.  However, I will give this chamber an undertaking now that we will be better 
prepared next year.  We will discuss the off-budget items that we want to have included in the budget estimates.  
Some members on this side came to me and said, “I wanted to go into the committee that dealt with planning and 
infrastructure because I have an issue with that, but you didn’t put me in there.”  The reason I did not do that was 
that I did not know.  Therefore, I undertake that next year we, as the opposition, will assess this process much 
better.  We will go into it perhaps a couple of weeks before we did this year, so that we can streamline the 
process.  If we implement the things that both sides of the house have mentioned today, this process could 
become even better.  I know that the member for Avon also has some thoughts on this process.  However, I 
wonder whether sometimes government members need to be in budget estimates hearings at all.  I am not sure 
that in a lot of cases they want to be there anyway.  Let us face it; if ministers are good at their jobs, they do not 
need their colleagues sitting in the chamber holding their hands.  I believe the budget estimates process has 
improved this year, but we still have a fair way to go. 
MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.58 pm]:  I agree with the member for Murdoch.  The process has 
improved.  I also extend my congratulations to Madam Chair.  I believe that in the past few years she has 
improved the estimates process out of sight.  It has gone from a dogsbody to half a dogsbody; but it still remains 
a dogsbody.  Unfortunately, we need to talk about these matters directly.  Very few people in this chamber like 
the estimates week.  It is not a week that people look forward to.  The Treasurer may like it because it is the 
highlight of his week, but maybe 56 people in this chamber do not like estimates week - 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I had eight hours of estimates this year. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is not a good process, but it is important to the Parliament and it has to work.  If 
there is an attitude among members of not wanting to go into estimates with their normal enthusiasm as members 
of Parliament, then it will not work as it should. 
The thing that has worked is that we now get a lot fewer dorothy dixers and ministerial statements during 
estimates.  I congratulate this government because members opposite are the ones who have reduced the 
numbers of that type of question in recent years, and it is a very good thing.  I do not think anyone in this 
chamber minds if a minister gets one statement out during estimates, but the reality is estimates is not meant to 
enable ministers to run out 15 statements of policy.  In the past - I am talking generally and not about members 
opposite - a lot of ministers have done that; that is, they have used estimates for a repeated press release process.  
That is not what estimates is meant to be about.   
I also have a strong feeling about who should be asked the questions, and we will get to that matter in some 
future reform.  I think what is meant to happen, and does not happen, is that ministers should field questions of 
policy and public servants should field questions of fact.  We would do a lot better if that was the case.  There is 
no point asking the CEO of an agency what is the agency’s policy on a particular matter because it is not his or 
her responsibility to have a policy.  That is the minister’s responsibility.  But I believe questions about the actual 
operations should go to the public servants.  That is something we can talk about as time goes by. 
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I congratulate the Labor backbench for desisting from asking questions in the committee hearing that I was in.  I 
think that should be appreciated; I certainly appreciated the fact that they had dorothy dix questions and did not 
ask them.  It is a great credit to them that they did not.  Certainly, in the estimates hearings I attended, 
government members allowed opposition members to ask more questions than they asked, and I think that 
should be the natural balance of the estimates hearings. 

Certified Practising Accountants Australia, the chartered practising accountants, wrote to the Speaker a month or 
so ago and the Speaker passed that letter to me.  They pointed out that I had been asking for some changes for 
some time and asked the Speaker whether he wanted to set a process in train.  I thank the Speaker for asking me 
to take that up.  I have asked the member for Capel and the member for Victoria Park to come with me in that 
process.  Thousands of members of this place went to the Public Accounts Committee review of the budget - I 
think three members went - that was chaired by the member for Capel.  It is a pity more members do not go to 
those hearings.  I congratulate the Public Accounts Committee and the member for Capel for his chairmanship of 
it.  If members had listened to the Under Treasurer and a range of people who were there, they would have learnt 
a bit.  The Under Treasurer is keen to look at the documents that come into this house.  He made the point at 
those hearings that if members of Parliament cannot read the budget papers, then what is the purpose of those 
papers?  The Treasurer regularly points out that we have fantastic budget papers, and that is the truth: we have 
the best budget papers in this state for the professionals.  The problem is that around Australia budget papers 
have become too hard for the general public and for members of Parliament to read.   

It is important for chief executive officers of shires and captains of industry to be able to pick up the Budget 
Statements and follow them.  Academics today are able to pore over Western Australia’s budget papers and 
compare them with those from New South Wales or California, which is very good.  I am not trying to change 
that process.  There now seems to be an agreement that we can look at simplifying a portion of the information 
in the Budget Statements so that it is simpler for members of Parliament.  Without putting words into anyone’s 
mouth, I believe that there is agreement on that by Treasury, the Certified Practicing Accountants Australia and 
several members of Parliament.  It may be that we can start something from this chamber that changes the way 
budget papers are presented throughout Australia.  That would make it easier to deal with the matters that the 
member for Murdoch alluded to. 

One of the problems of preparing for the estimates is reading the budget papers.  Perhaps I should not say this, 
but members - particularly new members - know that a hospital in their electorate has not been funded but they 
cannot find a dot point for it in the Budget Statements.  Therefore they cannot ask the government about it.  
Members want to know whether a road or a hospital in their electorate will be fixed or whether a school will be 
built.  The budget papers are not well designed for asking those types of questions.  More importantly, I asked 
the Treasurer a question about shared services, which he did not answer.  That is not true; I did get an answer - 
the answer was no.  He said that he would not answer my question.  It is important to spend a fair amount of time 
during the estimates hearings to talk about shared services and those sorts of things.  That is obviously what the 
estimates are about.  In the past there have been many examples of agencies that have tried to suppress certain 
disasters.  We have a fantastic system with a very competent Auditor General.  I will publicly congratulate the 
appointment of the new Auditor General, Colin Murphy.  I gather that that appointment has been made. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is now official. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I wish Colin the very best.  I have a lot of time for him and have known him for 
many years.  He will be a very good Auditor General.  I congratulate the Treasurer and the people who appointed 
him.  Even though I do not think that the process is correct, that is beside the point because we have ended up 
with a very good Auditor General and I am sure that he will serve the state well. 
We should keep on reviewing the estimates.  We should not say that it does not need to change.  Several 
members have said that they like the estimates committee because it is a good chance to get mentioned in the 
media.  That is true, but that is not what estimates are about.  If members are reported in the media, that is fine.  
However, members must be able to come in here and examine the processes of this state.  They must be able to 
bore down into the facts and figures of the programs and bring to light any weaknesses in the process.  It may be 
that every now and again a non-functioning agency will come to light.  I have a prime example: I have a go at 
Tourism WA during every estimates hearing.  I think it is the worst performing agency in the state.  As a 
member of Parliament, I love to have the opportunity to sit down with those people and ask them about my 
concerns.  I could just wander down there and speak to them, but that is not the point.  I much prefer to do that 
during the committee process when they can be asked about their own performances.  That should take them 
about two minutes, because they are not performing at all.  I like to be given the opportunity to do that. 

My assessment is that the estimates process is improving.  It has improved because of the goodwill of members 
of this chamber and because of the attitude of the Chairman and the Deputy Chairmen.  The way in which the 
estimates committees are conducted has improved immensely.   
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I suggest that the documentation presented to this house be in a different format so that members will have a 
better understanding of budget matters.  I am sure that the Treasurer is aware that the Under Treasurer has 
announced an 18-month review of budget issues.  The member for Capel, hopefully the member for Victoria 
Park and I will represent this house on that review.  I hope that after public debate and professional comment we 
will be in a position to come back to this house and advise members that the review process will result in this 
state taking a Jeff Kennett quantum leap in estimates consideration.   

Question put and passed.   

Estimates Committee B Report - Presentation 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [4.11 pm]:  I wish to table the committee report for 
Estimates Committee B because I neglected do to do that when I presented the report of Estimates Committee A. 

[See paper 2774.]   

Estimates Committee B Report - Adoption 

Mrs D.J. GUISE:  I move - 

That the report of Estimates Committee B be adopted. 

I appreciate the comments by the members for Murdoch, Capel and Avon.  Rather than repeat what has already 
been said, for the reasons I gave earlier I will read the analysis of the divisions for the purpose of organising the 
estimates committees next year.  It might prove useful in light of the comments we have heard today.  I will then 
make some closing comments.  The analysis for Estimates Committee B on Tuesday is as follows.  Session 1 
started with the Disability Services Commission, division 47, and took one hour and 25 minutes, and 
33 questions were asked.  WA Tourism Commission, division 48, took one hour, and 26 questions were asked.  
Culture and the Arts, division 49, took 35 minutes, and 22 questions were asked.  Consumer Protection, division 
36, service 1, took 45 minutes, and 11 questions were asked.  One hour was available for communities and 
multiculturalism, division 69, service 4 but no questions were asked on this division; therefore, it finished early.  
For session 2, Safety and Employment Protection, division 36, service 2, took 45 minutes, and 28 questions were 
asked.  Registrar WA Industrial Relations Commission, division 37, took 25 minutes, and 12 questions were 
asked.  Housing and Works, division 38, took one hour and 35 minutes, and 46 questions were asked.  
Indigenous Affairs, division 39, took 43 minutes, and 22 questions were asked.  Heritage Council of WA, 
division 40, took one hour, and 26 questions were asked.  National Trust of Australia (WA), division 41, took 
18 minutes, and 12 questions were asked.  WA Land Information Authority, division 42, took 20 minutes, and 
nine questions were asked. 

The analysis for Wednesday is as follows.  For session 1, Planning and Infrastructure, division 43 and WA 
Planning Commission, division 46 were combined, and they took one hour and 50 minutes, and 36 questions 
were asked.  Commissioner of Main Roads, division 44, took 1 hour and five minutes, and 22 questions were 
asked.  Public Transport Authority of WA, division 45, took 22 minutes, and 12 questions were asked.  For the 
Geraldton Port Authority, an off-budget authority, half an hour was allocated and 18 minutes were taken, and 
13 questions were asked.  For session 2, Office of Energy, division 55, took one hour and 35 minutes, and 
32 questions were asked.  Industry and Resources, division 12, services 1, 2, 4 and 6, took 30 minutes, and 
19 questions were asked.  Verve Energy, an off-budget authority, took 30 minutes, and 14 questions were asked.  
Western Power, an off-budget authority, took 30 minutes, and 13 questions were asked.  Horizon Power, an off-
budget authority, took 30 minutes, and 15 questions were asked.  The off-budget authorities were evenly placed.  
Foe session 3, Environment and Conservation, division 63, took two hours and 13 minutes, and 47 questions 
were asked.  Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, division 64, took 10 minutes, and six questions were asked.  
Swan River Trust, division 65, took 15 minutes, and nine questions were asked.  For Zoological Parks Authority, 
division 66, it was agreed that no questions be asked and the committee moved on to the next item.  Peel 
Development Commission, division 67, took 15 minutes, and four questions were asked.   

Session 1 on Thursday contained a 20-minute break.  Attorney General, division 27, took one hour and 
30 minutes, and 40 questions were asked.  Corruption and Crime Commission, division 29, took 33 minutes, and 
20 questions were asked.  Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions, division 32, took 50 minutes, and 
38 questions were asked.  Commissioner for Equal Opportunity, division 28, took 14 minutes, and three 
questions were asked.  Time expired.  There were no questions put for division 30, Parliamentary Inspector of 
the Corruption and Crime Commission; division 31, Law Reform Commission of WA; division 33, Office of the 
Information Commissioner; and division 35, WA Electoral Commission.  For session 2, the Great Southern, 
division 18, took 30 minutes, and 11 questions were asked.  For session 3, Education and Training, division 50, 
took four hours and 50 minutes, and 128 questions were asked.  Country High School Hostels Authority, 
division 51, took 15 minutes, and 10 questions were asked.  Curriculum Council, division 52, no questions asked 
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were asked.  Education Services, division 52, took 25 minutes, and 11 questions were asked.  South West 
Development Commission, division 54, took 25 minutes, and 20 questions were asked. 

There were 61 requests for supplementary information in Committee B, and all that information has been 
received.   

Once again, I thank the Acting Chairmen for their assistance - they did very well in committee - as well as 
members for their cooperation.  Following the comments from the opposition, it was good to see that 
government members pretty much contained themselves to questions concerning their own policy or electorate 
interests to allow time for the opposition to examine the budget papers, which is what budget estimates is all 
about.  I congratulate government members for that.  I thought they acted very well, and that has obviously been 
recognised by the opposition.  I also once again congratulate and acknowledge the assistance given by 
Legislative Assembly staff in Estimates Committee B, and I thank the Legislative Council for the use of its 
chamber.  It is always appreciated; it makes our job much easier. 

I really thank members for the comments they have made today.  The member for Avon has indicated his interest 
and we will be looking forward to the work he will undertake in preparing to come before the Procedures and 
Privileges Committee.  As much as I have tried to make the estimates committee process relevant for members, I 
think there is an appetite for review and reform.  Members’ comments and feedback will be greatly appreciated.  
I look forward to the work that the member for Avon will undertake so that we can move on and improve the 
process even more.  I thank members very much. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [4.17 pm]:  It was very good to have Estimates Committee B back in the 
Legislative Council.  I suggest that the Legislative Assembly committee room is not an appropriate or efficient 
place to conduct budget estimates.  We were very pleased to have the Legislative Council chamber back.  I hope 
that, unless the Legislative Council decides on another upgrade, we will not actually be removed from there in 
the near future! 

Question put and passed. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 
 


