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Division 1: Parliament, $67 972 000 — 
Mr S.J. Price, Chair. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly. 
Ms K.M. Robinson, Clerk of the Legislative Assembly. 
Mr R.J. Hunter, Executive Manager, Parliamentary Services Department. 
Ms P. Traegde, Deputy Executive Manager, Parliamentary Services Department. 
Ms B. Corey, Director, Parliamentary Information and Education, Parliamentary Services Department. 
Mrs D. Gilchrist, Acting Chief Finance Officer, Parliamentary Services Department. 
Mr J. Mordini, Acting Chief Finance Officer, Parliamentary Services Department. 
The CHAIR: Good morning, everyone and welcome to estimates. 
The estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available the following day. 
It is the intention of the chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and answered and that both 
questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration of the estimates will be 
restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the consolidated account. Questions 
must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current division. Members should give 
these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility of more than one minister, 
a minister shall be examined only in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee, rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information 
she agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, 
I seek the minister’s—in this case, the Speaker’s—cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk 
by close of business on Friday, 1 October 2021. I caution members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on 
notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice through the online questions system. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: Are there any questions? I give the call to the member for Cottesloe. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you, chair. 
The CHAIR: Member for Cottesloe, you can stay seated, mate. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Sorry, yes; cheers. I need the exercise! 
The CHAIR: Sorry, I should say Leader of the Liberal Party. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I refer to the summary table in budget paper No 2 on page 29. The total cost of services for the 
Legislative Council drops by seven per cent — 
The SPEAKER: Sorry, that is the Legislative Council, which we are not doing. 
The CHAIR: Yes. It is related to the Legislative Assembly only. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Okay. It is in those parts, but we are not doing the costs for the Legislative Council? 
The CHAIR: No, it is only the Legislative Assembly. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Okay, in that case, for the Legislative Assembly, the total cost of services drops by almost 
six per cent from the 2021 actual to 2021–22 — 
The CHAIR: Sorry, member. Which page are you on? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It is the summary table on page 35 of budget paper No 2. The total cost of services drops by 
almost six per cent from the 2021 actual to the 2022 estimate. Is there a reduction of services? 
The SPEAKER: No, it is not about reducing services. Clearly, there have been some changes in expenses this year. 
I will ask the Clerk to address that for the member. 
Ms K.M. Robinson: Last financial year, because of the large number of members who retired, we had an amount 
of $1.174 million budgeted for payments to members retiring. That is why we had an additional amount for the 
last financial year. An additional $626 000 was required to facilitate those payments, which is why we had a larger 
amount in the previous financial years than for future years going out. 
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The SPEAKER: The member would be aware that termination payments are given to members of Parliament, 
which was put in place some years ago. A much higher than anticipated and higher than usual number of MPs left. 
As a result, those payments were significantly higher. 
Ms K.M. Robinson: During the previous four years, $101 000 was given to us each year as grant funding for the 
Commonwealth Parliamentary Association because the Legislative Assembly administered the CPA in the last 
Parliament. That has now been taken over by the Legislative Council, which now has the $101 000 each financial 
year for the next four years. We have lost that funding, which is another reason we will have a drop in funding 
over the next couple of years. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: On table 1, page 31, again, we see the difference between the — 
The CHAIR: Sorry, member; once again, that is for the Legislative Council. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Yes, sorry. 
The CHAIR: It is from page 35 onwards. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to the operations of the Legislative Assembly and the total cost of services. I would assume 
that the committees not travelling would have an effect on the budget. 
The CHAIR: Sorry, member; which particular page and line item are you talking about? 
Mr R.S. LOVE: It is total cost of services on page 35. The operations of the committees would be somewhat 
cheaper than they have been in other years, but there does not seem to be any difference in the budget. What would 
the effect be of the inability to travel? 
The SPEAKER: I will ask the Clerk to address that further in a moment. Yes, effectively, there has been zero travel 
by committees because of COVID, so there has been a significant reduction there. It is anticipated that, into the future, 
we will resume some travel again. As I understand it, some of that money has effectively been reallocated to other 
purposes, which I will ask the Clerk to elaborate on. 
[9.10 am] 
Ms K.M. Robinson: Since we did not have committee travel, we had some additional funds that we dedicated to 
some projects that we did over the last financial year. For example, in the last financial year, we were able to give 
nearly $552 000 to the Parliamentary Services Department to be able to do the Legislative Assembly chamber 
upgrade works, in terms of sound reinforcement and cabling. In the last financial year, we also spent about $260 000 
on redoing the LA office, in terms of lighting, new cabinetry and desks, and a new kitchenette in the office for staff. 
We also spent $110 000 on redoing the LA carpet to put the blue carpet back in the chamber and in the corridors 
around the chamber and the offices. The old green carpet was about 20 years old and showing signs of wear, and we 
were able to contribute money for that. In the last financial year, we also spent about $21 000 on the LA committee 
office reception area. We were able to make that into a better office reception area for the committees. We also 
spent about $20 000 on redoing the Premiers’ portraits in the corridor. We had new framing done and enhanced 
the photographs, which were of poor quality in a lot of cases. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The budget, then, was simply reallocated to other activities. Is there a fair degree of flexibility 
once the money is received? Can it be spent as is seen fit and not have to be approved by the Speaker, or is it run by 
the Speaker and that is the process that is employed? Is it completely separate and at the discretion of the Speaker? 
Is that how the system works? 
The SPEAKER: It is principally at the discretion of the Speaker and the President but there is, effectively, a committee 
of management that includes the Speaker, the President, the Clerk of each house and Mr Rob Hunter. That is how those 
decisions are taken. Obviously, there is the recurrent funding and the capital funding. It was part of our recurrent 
funding that was able to be reallocated to other projects. Again, I will ask the Clerk to provide further information. 
Ms K.M. Robinson: About 60 per cent of our budget, not counting the budget for members’ salaries and allowances, 
is spent on salaries and staff costs. For example, our discretionary spend last year was about $2.3 million. As the 
member said, normally we would spend that on committee travel and those sorts of things, but, because we were not 
doing that, we were able to spend it on these projects that we feel assist the operations of the Assembly and members. 
If we do not spend it, it goes back and we cannot use it, so as much as possible we try to use it to enhance the building 
and the infrastructure. But everything is done with the approval of the Speaker for any expenditure on those big 
items—the projects and any committee travel or anything to do with that. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I have a further question on the topic of how money can be spent within that process as the 
Legislative Assembly sees fit. Has replacing the window winder in room 1.18 ever been considered? The window 
cannot be shut and has not been able to be shut during this term of Parliament. 
The SPEAKER: The member is probably getting into the parliamentary services area there, but there is a long list 
of maintenance projects, as the member is probably well aware. The good news on that front is, as can be seen 
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from the capital allocation, that an extra $500 000 will be available to us each year to be able to do a combination 
of conservation works, improvements and the like. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I refer to page 36 of budget paper No 2, volume 1, and the significant increase in the cost of services 
from the 2019–20 actual to the 2020–21 estimated actual, which largely carries through to the 2020–21 budget. 
The SPEAKER: Exactly whereabouts on the page is that? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It is the bottom table “Support the Operations of the Legislative Assembly”. There has been 
a 27.6 per cent increase in the spend on the Legislative Assembly. Could the Speaker elucidate the reasons for that 
increase from the 2019–20 actual to the figures for the 2020–21 budget and the estimated actual, which, mysteriously, 
are identical. That seems unusual; it is very good accounting. 
The SPEAKER: To be clear, the member is referring to page 36 and the table “Support the Operations of the 
Legislative Assembly”. Can the member read out the figures under the total cost of service? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The 2019–20 actual is $4 629 000, the 2020–21 estimated actual is $5 908 000 and there is a slight 
rise going forward. 
The SPEAKER: Effectively, we are doing the budget for this year in which there is not much of a rise at all. The 
budget for 2020-21 is $5 908 000 and the estimated actual is $5 908 000, and the budget for 2021–22 is $5 992 000. 
The member referred to 2019–20. I understand that that is connected to motor vehicle contributions by employees 
towards car benefits. The Clerk will add something further. 
Ms K.M. Robinson: My understanding is that 2019–20 was an unusual year in that we had the actuals listed in 
the budget papers. I think last year the budget was done in October, so by that time the budget papers reflected the 
actuals, as opposed to 2020–21, which now just says “budget”. Because we did not spend a lot in the last financial 
year because of COVID, the actual figure was a lot lower than the budgeted figure, so that is why there is that 
large discrepancy there. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to page 40, spending changes, and the decrease in spending for the parliamentary precinct 
project over the next couple of years. Can the Speaker explain to me what that is about and perhaps how the delivery 
of that project going? 
The SPEAKER: I will defer to Mr Hunter to answer that question. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: Thank you, Madam Speaker. The parliamentary precinct project relates to the new construction 
across the road, on Harvest Terrace. Our part in that is simply as a tenant; however, we took on a role of providing 
some input into the design, particularly for the three departments that will occupy the building—the committee 
offices, parliamentary services IT and the library. Part of that involved some project management, so we were 
allocated funds for project management, which was in the out years—four years, basically. That was about $170 000 
for a project manager; however, it became apparent to us that the project management was for the entire building, 
and we will be the occupants of only three departments, not the electorate offices et cetera. We were allocated the 
funds and then we returned the funds, so the adjustment that can be seen, apparently, shows the money that went 
in and then in subsequent years the money that would have gone out. When members see the numbers coming down, 
that is the result of us withdrawing our involvement in the project management of the building. 
[9.20 am] 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Sorry; I missed who is actually managing the project. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: It is Treasury’s government office accommodation division under the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I refer to the provision of infrastructure and facilities under the heading “Services and Key 
Efficiency Indicators” on page 42 of budget paper No 2. I assume that this is the appropriate opportunity for us to 
ask questions about our IT infrastructure. I am interested in whether or not over the last 12 months our IT system 
has been exposed to any cyber attacks. 
The SPEAKER: The member is quite right. Cyber threats are now very common and sophisticated attacks evolve 
quite quickly. It is true to say that attempts have been made to penetrate the network here at the WA Parliament. 
I am advised that there are a number of ways to protect our IT systems, which include an agreement with the 
Australian Signals Directorate cybersecurity unit for monitoring and response; some filtering hardware and software, 
otherwise known as the firewall; penetration testing; recovery testing; systems security policy; procedure compliance; 
encrypted user authentication; up-to-date software patching; maintaining software licences; maintaining and 
replacing hardware such as network switches, servers and back-end infrastructure; and—the hardest challenge 
of them all—educating users. I know that other parts of government have done some testing on that and found that 
people have done some incredible things that have left their systems vulnerable. Having a simple password is 
probably the number one offence, but people also leave their computers open and upload unknown things onto 
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their computer, which then gets into the system. I understand that a significant number of incoming emails are actually 
spam. Clearly, there is a significant recurrent cost for the IT infrastructure. I know that it is often a frustration 
for MPs. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Does the Speaker know how many attacks we have had on our system in the last 12 months? 
The SPEAKER: I defer to Mr Hunter to give whatever detail he feels is appropriate. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: I will answer the question about attacks on the basis that it has caused an interruption. About 
88 per cent of all incoming emails et cetera is spam. Depending on what actions people take when they receive those, 
it can result in an interruption. Deliberate cyber attacks might include ransomware, which disables the system and 
requires the user to pay a ransom, or a code is put into the system that also disables the system. In the last 12 months 
there have been two attacks, one of which we shared with the federal Parliament. However, our systems with the 
Australian Signals Directorate cybersecurity centre and our password phrasing has now protected us to a better 
degree. Recently, there is nothing to report. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I think Mr Hunter may have answered this question, but did either of the two attacks penetrate 
our system or were they defended by the system? 
The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: I have described it when answering a similar question in this way: if Parliament’s data existed 
behind a castle wall and the moat was the first layer of defence, on both occasions the attackers were able to cross 
the moat but were unable to get into the castle. The integrity of the data has been preserved, but they certainly got 
through the first layer of our defence, which required us to bring in specialists. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I think this was answered then, too, but, just to be clear, was any information compromised in 
either of those two attacks? 
The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter has advised no. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Is the frequency of cyber attacks increasing or is it a constant threat to the system? 
The SPEAKER: It is a constant threat to the system. As Mr Hunter alluded to, I think the cyber attack on the federal 
parliamentary system was pretty widely reported. It is like we hear on Anzac Day: eternal vigilance is required. 
I do not know whether Mr Hunter can add any more to that. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: Certainly there is a high propensity now for people to try this type of attack. Once upon a time, 
it would have been ancillary for IT to pay attention to a cyber attack, but more and more it is becoming a requirement 
to dedicate someone’s role to cyber defence. Obviously, data mining and grabbing credentials is an important part 
of these people’s intent. They are using some very sophisticated techniques, including using people’s email titles 
and addresses and capturing images from our web. Members may have experienced that already in the form of 
receiving an email from another member, the Speaker, security or me asking members to do certain things. They 
are becoming quite clever. They are navigating around the outside because they cannot get through, but we are 
very aware of it and we are looking to try to establish a dedicated resource to cyber defence as well as the things 
we already have in place. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Is the IT system managed by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet or is Parliament managing 
the system? 
The SPEAKER: It is managed by Parliament. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I refer to the spending changes outlined on page 40 under the headings “New Initiative” and 
“Parliament House—Salaries and Allowances Tribunal Administration”. I am wondering, Speaker, if you could 
outline what that involves and just where the responsibilities lie under the changed arrangements for the various 
parts of the salaries and allowances determinations. 
The SPEAKER: Members are very much aware that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal ruling has had a very 
large impact. Most of the administrative burden of that change has fallen upon the Parliamentary Services Department 
and an additional half an FTE needed to be allocated to that purpose. I will get Mr Hunter to speak more directly 
about that impact and how it is being managed. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: We asked for additional funding for the purposes of the administration of the new SAT arrangements. 
Initially, the workload to manage those arrangements was quite significant, particularly around education. 
Five variations of the determination have been issued since the first one was issued in December 2020, so that 
made it very difficult for us. Essentially, that is a human resources payroll function and is mainly around chasing 
up members to do their quarterly forms. I took on some of that responsibility in the initial stages, but I am hoping 
that after a while, members will become accustomed to the ritual of submitting the forms. However, we expect that 
the monitoring and reporting will require half an FTE payroll officer’s workload on an ongoing basis. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: Does the SAT determination determine whether the DPC or Parliament is responsible for administering 
a particular matter for members of Parliament, such as the allowances under the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal? 
How does Parliament arrive at who is responsible for which part of those determinations, because some allowances 
are administered by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and some by the Parliament? By what arrangements 
does that happen?  
[9.30 am] 
The SPEAKER: As the member will be aware, our payroll has always been managed here at Parliament House. 
There have been two components of that—one being MPs’ wages and the other being electorate allowances. The 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determination basically impacted on the electorate allowance. Rather than members 
automatically getting paid that electorate allowance by the Parliamentary Services Department on a monthly basis, 
there is now this quarterly drawdown system, which has added some complexities. It has changed the system for 
existing members of Parliament. We also have quite a large number of new members of Parliament, and I think 
the system of allowances and claims is particularly confusing for new members of Parliament, particularly country 
members who have accommodation allowances and some even greater complexities with air travel and so forth. 
Those claims have generally been managed here at Parliament House, so nothing has changed in that regard, but 
I will ask Mr Hunter to add something further to provide some greater clarity. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: Thank you. Part of the administration of the allowances is historic. The Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet has always had responsibility for managing electorate offices and the associated costs of the electorate 
offices, including their leases and maintenance, and obviously looking after the electorate staff as well. DPC always 
administered things like air charter and the old imprest account. Parliament always took the principal role of payroll 
and some of the base accommodation allowances and electorate allowances. Not much has changed, other than that 
the old imprest account, which was $27 000 over four years, has now gone back to DPC. That was with Parliament 
for a period and was represented as a $6 750 allowance that was paid annually. That determination has now set that 
as being the responsibility of administrating agency. Rather than identifying either DPC or the Parliamentary Services 
Department, SAT determined that the administering agency is responsible for that, and it does not actually say 
PSD or DPC. Given that imprest is determined to be administered by the Premier’s office, the administering agency 
is DPC. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The structure of that return from Parliament to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet is in 
the determination itself, is it? Why exactly did it go back to DPC? It has always seemed to me to be quite extraordinary 
that the Premier determines whether a member, especially an opposition member, can or cannot travel. 
The SPEAKER: I think that the reference is just to the administering agency. It was for only a small period that 
the Parliament actually had the administration of imprest, you might say. Parliament was not actually handling claims 
for imprest; it was literally just paying the money in addition to electorate allowances. In the same way that payroll 
services in the Parliamentary Services Department paid the electorate allowance into people’s bank accounts, it 
was effectively an additional amount of money that went straight into the electorate allowance. That extra $6 750 was 
effectively just added into that allowance. Now that the system has effectively reverted to largely how it used to 
be, whereby it is an application-based system for the imprest funds, my understanding is that that has always been 
done by DPC. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am looking at page 46 of budget paper No 2, volume 1, appropriations and expenses. 
The CHAIR: Sorry, member, that is division 2; that is not this division. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: We have not got to that. I thought we were considering it cognately, but that is okay. 
The CHAIR: It is open to the committee. Normally, we would deal with division 1, but if the member lets us know, 
by agreement of the committee, we can move on to questions on division 2. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I have more for division 1. I want to go back to the comment that was made earlier regarding the 
total cost of services and the retirement of members. 
The SPEAKER: Is that the Legislative Assembly papers? 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes—page 40. When a member retires or is retired, shall we say, from Parliament, the system 
now is that the payments can be split between the two years. If that happens, do the payments appear entirely in the 
year in which the election was won or lost, or are they carried forward to the next year; and, if so, could the department 
inform us how many members chose to split that payment? 
The SPEAKER: Yes. There were a number of requests for the payments to be split or alternatively to be paid in 
this current financial year rather than the previous financial year, but either Mr Hunter or the chief finance officer 
might be able to answer with more information. 
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Mr R.J. Hunter: I will start with the answer, if that is all right, Madam Speaker, and then hand over to Debbie Gilchrist 
to give some more information. Essentially, members having the choice to be able to split the funds depends on 
a lot of things. For example, if the member has been here for a long time, they might get nine months’ worth of what 
used to be called the settlement allowance as opposed to, say, three months. They are very much in control of when 
those funds are distributed. It does not matter what we have in our budget; at some point, we are going to have to 
make those payments to members, based on their choices. That also means that we have to make some adjustment 
on how we get the money. We get the money down from salaries and allowances, and we get it automatically. We 
say, “This is how many members are leaving for this period”, and then we pay them, and it depends on whether it 
is this side or that side of 30 June. As to when it occurs in the financials, it has to occur in the year in which it falls. 
If a person deferred their settlement amount until, say, 27 July, it must appear in this financial year. If they had taken 
it on termination, on 22 May or 13 March, it would have occurred in the last financial year. 

The SPEAKER: The chief finance officer. 

Mrs D. Gilchrist: Thank you very much. Yes, about $1.17 million was put aside for transitional allowances, 
and, due to the increase in member turnover, it actually ended up that we owed $1.8 million. That full amount of 
$1.8 million is expensed in the 2020–21 financial year, even though $1.5 million of that was actually deferred to 
be paid in the following year. The large majority of those funds were paid in the next financial year. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: That means that it is reflected in the previous year, but actually the payment may be made in the 
following year? 

Mrs D. Gilchrist: To clarify, that means that in the income statement, it will be shown as an expense in the 2020–21 
year, but the cash flow will show that the funds have not been paid until the following year; in fact, it is sitting in 
the balance sheet as a payable at the end of the financial year. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Okay. I was a bit puzzled. The determination sets out that the allowance is for retraining and 
adjustment. Is there any measure of check or balance to see how that that money is spent or is it just provided to 
the member upon their request? 

The SPEAKER: I understand it is the latter, but does anyone else have a contrary view? 

Mr R.J. Hunter: That is right. 

The SPEAKER: It is up to the member how that money is expensed. Some may use it more wisely than others. 

[9.40 am] 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I refer to page 43 of volume 1 of budget paper No 2 and the asset investment program. In the 
table at the top of page 43, there is a new works item for heritage conservation. I wonder whether the Speaker could 
explain the nature of that new item. 

The SPEAKER: This is the good news in the budget for Parliament. In round terms, we previously had $1 million 
and now we have $1.5 million to expend there. About 10 years ago, there was a draft conservation plan, and now 
we are going to have a conservation plan developed. In terms of where the additional money will be expended in 
this financial year—I always have difficulty with directions—people will be aware that some members have had 
issues with different things on this floor on the eastern side of the building. The air conditioning in some offices 
effectively has not worked for some years now, so a significant amount of the money will be expended on addressing 
the air-conditioning issues from the northern end of this floor on the eastern side of the building to the southern end. 
While people are about that, the opportunity will be taken to recarpet those offices. There has been some reference 
to the new blue carpet that has replaced the old green carpet with a gold star or dot in it. At the same time as the 
air conditioning is going in over the summer period, those offices will be repainted and refurbished. The same blue 
carpet that has been put down in the corridor will be put down in all those offices. It is anticipated that there is 
sufficient money on budget to refurnish those offices. As most members will be aware, the furniture in most of the 
offices here has not been updated for a considerable period, so now that we have this extra money this year and into 
the forward estimate years, the opportunity will be taken to improve it section by section. It obviously makes sense 
to fully do those offices while there is the disturbance of doing the air conditioning. Opportunities will be taken in 
future years to properly refurbish other sections of offices. It is very good news, because I know that it has been very 
uncomfortable for quite a few members making do in a room where they cannot open the window and they have 
no air conditioning. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Or they cannot shut the window. 

The SPEAKER: In some instances, they cannot shut the window. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Further to the issue of ongoing expenditure, will any money be expended in improving the parking 
situation around Parliament, especially for those visiting Parliament House? It is quite constrained. 
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The SPEAKER: I think Mr Hunter is proud of some of the changes he has made to the parking in recent years. 
A significant number of car bays were added to the members’ car park, but some works have taken place, and further 
works will take place, on the old tennis court. There is also the new visitor parking at the front of Parliament House. 
It is one of Mr Hunter’s favourite topics, so I will let him elaborate! 

Mr R.J. Hunter: Yes, parking is an enjoyable subject! There are a couple of things to consider when we look at 
parking. When parking is provided to a member of Parliament or a staff member, it attracts a fringe benefit tax 
cost. That cost for the Parliamentary Services Department—the Assembly also has some costs—is about $260 000 
a year in FBT to provide parking for staff. If we increase our dedicated parking for members or staff, we increase 
our FBT cost. The 16 bays that were added to the members’ car park attracted an FBT cost. Visitor bays, however, 
as they are for casual parking, do not attract FBT. The intention is to identify about 24 new bays, which will be located 
on the old tennis court that will be asphalted, as visitor bays—they would not attract FBT—and also to include up 
to six e-stations for charging electric vehicles. Four of those will be proposed for the members’ car park and another 
two will be proposed for the new asphalted tennis court. Those plans are underway now, so we are having a look 
at the final costings for those. It would be our hope to do that work in the summer recess this year, so that should 
ameliorate some of the parking issues. 
The SPEAKER: We have the other division to do before 10 o’clock. I just alert members to that. I am more than 
relaxed about spending the time on how members want to allocate it. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: We have discussed the timing. I return to page 40 and the spending changes for the parliamentary 
precinct project. I asked before about the timing of that project and when it might be delivered, but I do not think 
the Speaker answered. Are there any changes to the parliamentary precinct project? 
The SPEAKER: I will defer to Mr Hunter. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: I will start by restating that it is not a Parliamentary Services Department project. It is actually 
a project of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet through its Treasury division. Our understanding is that the 
project is about a 20-month build. The build commenced last month, so I suspect that we will have occupancy in 
late 2023 or in 2024. That is when the occupancy will occur, but it is not our project. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: That might not be a Parliamentary Services Department project, but it will involve the relocation 
of many of its departments, so when it will actually happen must be foremost in the executive manager’s mind. In 
terms of the effect on the Parliament building as it stands, will there be significant cost implications to repurpose 
the existing library and so on? What is the plan there? 
The SPEAKER: As the member is no doubt aware, Parliament has traditionally leased a number of properties, 
and that has had an ongoing cost. This will mean that those parliamentary divisions will be able to move into the 
new leased accommodation. Obviously, we are very keen to do that. I will again ask Mr Hunter to answer the rest 
of the question. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: Essentially, the costs are being completely paid for by Treasury. The current cost for Parliamentary 
Services of leasing at 10 Harvest Terrace is about $200 000 a year. Those costs will be met by Treasury. Whatever 
the new cost is with the new building will be met by Treasury, so it will have no net effect. The first part of the 
member’s question was about the impact on accommodation generally. There will be no net effect on Parliament House. 
Parliament House itself will remain exactly as it is. No space will be freed up as a consequence of it, but there is 
good economics in a model that will consolidate all the parliamentary satellite buildings into one area in close 
proximity to Parliament—for committees, the library and IT, and also for those electorate offices that are sporadically 
set out around West Perth. Economically, it is a good model for the government. We just happen to be one of the 
beneficiaries of it. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Is planning in place for there to be more electorate offices in that building, and how many could 
be accommodated in the building? 
The SPEAKER: I think the plan is just to accommodate those that are currently located in this vicinity. There is 
not a proposal to have any additional ones. 
[9.50 am] 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Is there a plan to have 37 electorate offices across the street? 
The SPEAKER: Not at all. It just acknowledges the fact that those offices have chosen to be there and it consolidates 
them, and it is a good financial plan. As Mr Hunter has suggested, it is really a Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
matter, rather than a matter for us, because it provides the electorate offices, as the member is aware. We will 
effectively be the leaseholders of a number of floors of the building. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: To get back to the topic of Parliament House, will the library be moved to the other place, in which 
case we would have a big empty space? Is there a plan to turn that into something else? Is there a plan for the building 
after that change? 
The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 
Mr R.J. Hunter: The first thing is that the library stays. The current library on the top floor of the building stays; 
that does not change. There are two parts to our library. We have always had a library annexe and a primary library, 
which is the one located in the building. Those people already located in the annexe have been relocated to 
10 Harvest Terrace. They will be relocated to the new building, so there will be no net effect. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
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