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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 1) 2006 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED FUND) BILL (NO. 2) 2006 

Estimates Committees A and B Reports and Minutes - Presentation 
MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [3.04 pm]:  I present the report and the minutes of Estimates 
Committees A and B. 

[See papers 1581 and 1582.] 

Estimates Committee A Report - Adoption 
MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [3.04 pm]:  I move -  

That the report of Estimates Committee A be adopted. 

The committee considered and recommended the appropriations for the divisions indicated in the report.  The 
operation of Estimates Committee A worked well.  Once again, the use of the call sheet by the Acting Speakers 
enabled them, as Chairmen, to keep a good record of members seeking the call while allowing a reasonable 
number of follow-up questions on items.  Chairmen were also instructed to endeavour to ensure that opposition 
shadow ministers received the first call and that other committee members were given opportunities to explore 
lines of questioning.  Additional time was allocated this year for off-budget authorities.  In committee A one 
hour was allocated to the Water Corporation, and 45 minutes to Racing and Wagering Western Australia.  These 
sessions ran well and I am sure that members were appreciative of the additional time allocated to those off-
budget items.   

I also noted this year that the opposition committee membership was made up of members of the Liberal Party, 
the National Party and an Independent for many of the divisions.  That appeared to work well, and I commend 
members opposite for the level of cooperation shown in that committee membership.   

A matter brought to my attention related to the appointment of committee members for specific divisions and 
difficulties that can occur when divisions covered are broad and not defined by a certain time slot.  One example 
was the time allocated for the Minister for Water Resources and Minister for Sport and Recreation.  Two hours 
were allocated but no definitive time was allocated to the separate portfolios.  Given the very different nature of 
the subject matter, it is reasonable to expect that, just as the advisers change, the members of the committee may 
also wish to change.  I suggest that this matter be given consideration by the management committee next year, 
because accommodating such a change would provide valuable assistance to the respective Whips in their 
endeavour to fairly allocate committee time to members who are interested in specific divisions.    

Over all, 170 advisers attended Estimates Committee A.  It was apparent that any member of the public dressed 
in a suit and tie who inadvertently came into view of the estimates committee was clearly in a very dangerous 
position because it seemed that some ministers were very eager to ensure that all their advisers were present and 
accounted for and they eagerly sought the participation of anyone so dressed!  Perhaps ministers need to take 
notice of that.  I should perhaps warn members of the public that if they are dressed in a certain way they might 
find themselves on the floor of the chamber advising us!  I will leave it to members present to decide whether 
our deliberations could benefit from such participation!   

As is the usual practice, I will go through the number of questions asked and answered by committee members in 
the following divisions.  When I refer to the “opposition”, I am referring to the committee members on the 
opposition side of the chamber.  On Monday: Parliament, division 1, took 47 minutes, the opposition asked 21 
questions, and government members asked seven; the Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative 
Investigations, division 2, 13 minutes, opposition four, government three; Water Resources, division 23, one 
hour seven minutes, opposition 34, government one; Sport and Recreation, division 24, 44 minutes, opposition 
12, government eight; WA Sport Centre Trust, division 25, six minutes, opposition four, government nil; and the 
Water Corporation, the off-budget authority I referred to earlier, took one hour, and the opposition asked 24 
questions and the government asked five.   

On Tuesday: Department for Planning and Infrastructure, division 39, services 1, 3 and 4, one hour 20 minutes, 
opposition 21, government nine; WA Planning Commission, division 42, 19 minutes, opposition five, 
government two; Commissioner of Main Roads, division 40, one hour seven minutes, opposition 21, government 
eight; Public Transport Authority of WA, division 41, 57 minutes, opposition 18, government seven; Premier 
and Cabinet, division 3, services 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 9, one hour 55 minutes, opposition 28, government 12; Industry 
and Resources, division 4, service 3, 50 minutes, opposition 19, government three; Office of Shared Services, 
division 5, 27 minutes, opposition nine, government three; Governor’s Establishment, division 6, 11 minutes, 
opposition five, government three; Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner, division 7, 19 minutes, 
opposition six, government two; Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, division 8, nil; Attorney General, division 
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26, two hours 10 minutes, opposition 33, government 12; Commissioner for Equal Opportunity, division 27, five 
minutes, opposition four, government one; Corruption and Crime Commission, division 28, 16 minutes, 
opposition seven, government three; Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption and Crime Commission, division 
29, two minutes, opposition nil, government one; Law Reform Commission of WA, division 30, five minutes, 
opposition nil, government one; Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions, division 31, 10 minutes, 
opposition six, government one; Office of the Information Commissioner, division 32, nil; WA Electoral 
Commission, division 34, 10 minutes, opposition three, government three.  

On Wednesday: Education and Training, division 19, four hours 17 minutes, opposition 97, government 14; 
Country High Schools Hostels Authority, division 20, 20 minutes, opposition seven, government five; 
Curriculum Council, division 21, one hour five minutes, opposition 33, government seven; Education Services, 
division 22, four minutes, opposition one, government nil; Health, division 33 - another big portfolio area - five 
hours, opposition 69, government 40. 

On Thursday:  Treasury and Finance, division 9, two hours 32 minutes, opposition 51, government eight; Office 
of Native Title, division 10, 15 minutes, opposition seven, government two; Office of the Auditor General, 
division 11, opposition four, government nil; Economic Regulation Authority, division 12, opposition five, 
government nil; Lotteries Commission - an off-budget authority - 45 minutes, opposition nine, government two; 
Conservation and Land Management, division 46, one hour five minutes, opposition 15, government nine; 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority, division 47, nil; Environment, division 48, 46 minutes, opposition 10, 
government eight; Swan River Trust, division 49, opposition 10, government two; Zoological Parks Authority, 
division 50, opposition one, government three; Racing, Gaming and Liquor, division 51, opposition 11, 
government two; Racing and Wagering Western Australia - an off-budget authority - 45 minutes, opposition 17, 
government two. 

I am advised that 65 requests were made for supplementary information and only one response remains 
outstanding.  It is expected this week.  I would like to take this opportunity to thank all the Chairmen who 
assisted during the week in Estimates Committee A for a job well done, and also to participating members for 
their cooperation.  I especially thank the Legislative Assembly staff who helped ensure that the committee ran 
smoothly and that the Chairmen were well supported. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.13 pm]:  I would like to make some comments on the conduct of the 
estimates committees.  I thank the staff and Chairmen who worked long hours through those two committees.  
As an overall comment, I think the estimates committees worked reasonably well.  There is no doubt, as has just 
been stated, that a large number of questions were asked, and in most cases they were answered fairly and to the 
best of the ability of the minister or the minister’s advisers.  There were a few occasions on which ministers 
chose to talk at length about unrelated issues.  It did not happen as much as in previous years, but it is something 
this Parliament could really do without. 

I would like to make some broader comments about estimates and some of the things that did not work so well.  I 
do not mean that in a negative way but as a constructive contribution.  First, the estimates committee is seen by 
all of us as something to get through.  From a government’s perspective, it looks forward to the week being over 
and done with.  To some extent the attitude can be the same in opposition.  I dare say it can be the same for the 
staff of the Parliament, too.  That is a problem because there is an undercurrent of thought in this Parliament that 
estimates is something to get through.  It should not be.  Improvements have been made but we should give some 
more thought to improving the estimates committee process.  The estimates are important to the parliamentary 
calendar.  It is an important process for scrutiny and accountability.  An effective modern Parliament that is 
contemporary and relates to the community on real issues will do what it can to improve the estimates process.  
A very good example of that is the federal Senate estimates process, which has gradually gained increasing 
stature in the federal Parliament.  We should think the same here. 

Members on both sides of the house generally participated well in the estimates committees.  Most ministers 
answered the questions appropriately.  Some were excessive and verbose in their answers.  The sign of a good 
minister is one who can answer a question accurately and quickly.  They are invariably the effective ministers 
and the ones who go down as having performed well in their portfolios. 

A lot of supplementary material was agreed to by ministers and, as has just been said by the Deputy Speaker, all 
but one of those questions have been answered over a two-week period.  I think that is acceptable; in fact, it is 
commendable.  The inclusion of off-budget agencies, which has now become a feature of the estimates 
committees, is a good innovation.  I think it probably worked better this year than it did previously. 

I think we are all pretty well used now to the accrual system and the outcomes structure and performance-
managing style of the budget papers themselves.  I make two suggestions, and these are probably directed more 
at the Treasurer.  Two things should be more explicit: firstly, the levels of staffing in government departments 
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and agencies.  One should not have to search for a footnote to find out how many FTEs a department has.  Given 
that probably two-thirds of government spending is on salaries and wages, staffing levels and a recent history of 
changes in those levels should form an integral part of the budget papers.  They should not be hidden in the 
footnotes. 
The second thing, which is a little more complicated, is there should be a statement on the mix of federal and 
state funding in various programs, maybe not by individual program but broadly across the department.  For 
example, in the Department for Community Development it would be far easier to disentangle the various 
programs and objectives if there were a clear statement of the relative shares of state and federal funding.  It 
would also be public information of value.  Most people, particularly if they have held ministerial positions, are 
continually trying to come to grips with the mix of federal and state funding and often try to put it into some 
perspective.  My own experience in education was that I had to continually remind some of our federal 
colleagues that, while I appreciated their interest, they provided only about 10 per cent of funding for 
government schools.  That is about where their relative importance should lie.  Therefore, we should include 
staffing levels and make them explicit, and make state-federal funding of programs explicit on an agency basis. 
There were some problems with the estimates timetable, which have been referred to.  Most of those problems 
came from continual changes to the timetable leading up to the time at which we were about to begin.  I think we 
have to get rid of that; we cannot have that.  It is not good enough.  I say to ministers, having been one for eight 
years, that it is not good enough to decide that they have an appointment or meeting and want to shoot off 
somewhere, and therefore the parliamentary timetable should change.  I am sorry, but ministers are probably the 
easiest group to fit in with Parliament.  The timetable for the budget estimates should be determined by the 
government of the day at least a couple of weeks in advance and ministers should stick to it.  It was unacceptable 
that changes were made to the schedule up to the actual day of the estimates because a minister had to attend a 
meeting.  Ministers are responsible to this Parliament. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That was not a factor in setting the timetable.  The issue was the changing of portfolios. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I accept that.  However, many changes were made, which was confusing. 

Another aspect related to that is the way this government has structured government departments, which makes 
the estimates committee proceedings more difficult.  For example, the Department of Industry and Resources is 
effectively spread across three ministers.  That makes it difficult to conduct the estimates committee.  A single 
agency has three ministers. 
The major point I make is the use of the Legislative Assembly committee room.  The staff, ministers and 
parliamentarians tried to make the best of it and they tried to make it work.  However, no matter what anyone 
says, it did not work.  There is no point pretending otherwise.  It was crowded, messy and confusing, and it 
lacked formality and dignity.  The estimates committee of Parliament should be a formal, dignified and properly 
functioning forum.  It was anything but that in the Legislative Assembly committee room; it just did not work.  
Members were mixed up.  It was not possible to tell the government members from the opposition members and 
it was not obvious who was the minister and who was the member chairing the committee.  There were no 
obvious signs to identify members.  At one stage I saw cans of Coke, potato chips and coffee mugs on the table.  
It looked like anything but a proper, formal parliamentary process.  I ask the government to please not ever 
entertain that idea again.  I understand that the reason the hearings were held in that room is that the Legislative 
Council chamber was not available for use.  However, we cannot afford to go down the path of holding the 
estimates in that Legislative Assembly committee room again.   
Parliament would be far better to improve the estimates committee overall - as I have been saying, although 
some members will argue against it - by holding one estimates committee conducted in this chamber over two 
weeks.  I suggest that six members from the government and six members from the opposition form part of the 
estimates process and that any other member of Parliament who chooses to participate be able to do so.  Frankly, 
if it means that the Parliament should sit for one more week, even if it sits during a week of school holidays, so 
be it.  It is not that onerous.  There should be one estimates committee.  The government will talk about its 
budget and its spending programs, as governments do.  However, I remind members that all members of 
Parliament approve the spending of public funds.  If we do not avail ourselves of the opportunity to participate in 
the scrutiny of spending some $14 billion, we are failing in one of our primary duties.  We should conduct the 
committee as one estimates committee over two weeks in this chamber.  That would be a far better and more 
formal process. 

Another recommendation I will make, which we could adopt from the Senate process, is that members of 
Parliament should be able to ask questions directly of either the minister or the chief executive officer of a 
department.  Members of Parliament should not be able to ask questions of anyone else, and certainly not 
ministerial staff.  However, they should be able to direct questions to either the minister or the CEO of the 
agency or department concerned.  If the CEO did not wish to answer the question or thought that the question 
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was political in nature, the CEO could defer to the minister and vice versa.  Members of Parliament should be 
allowed to ask questions directly of the CEO of a government department.  How the CEO answered the question, 
and indeed if the CEO wished to answer the question, would be up to the CEO.  That would give a lot more 
relevance to the estimates committee.  Ministers should have confidence in their CEOs.  When I was a minister, I 
always preferred Des Kelly to answer a question on resources development rather than me because he knew 
more about it.  Likewise, I preferred Peter Browne to answer questions on education because he knew about 
schools and learning.  It is not a threat to ministerial prowess to do that.  A good minister would be happy for a 
CEO to answer questions, particularly if the questions were factual, departmental, technical or professional-type 
questions.  The minister and the CEO should have a close enough relationship to decide whether a question 
required a factual answer or whether the question was political.  That would be worth doing. 

The Legislative Assembly committee room should not be used in the future to conduct the estimates hearings.  It 
was embarrassing for this Parliament and it should not be done again.  We should have one estimates committee 
and spread its proceedings over two weeks.  We should sit during a week of school holidays if that is what it 
takes.  The chairmen of committees should be nominated and members should be allowed to ask questions 
directly of the minister and the CEO.  I urge ministers, no matter from what side of politics, to continue to do 
what generally happened this time; that is, to answer questions as well as they are able and as quickly as they are 
able.  I thank the staff and the chairman of the committees.  It was a better estimates committee process than that 
of the estimates committees that have been conducted over the past few years.  However, there is much to be 
done to get members over the psyche of believing that the estimates hearings are something they must get 
through.  The estimates hearings must be made a significant part of the parliamentary year. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [3.25 pm]:  I will be brief.  I endorse 
the comments made by the member for Cottesloe.  I thank the member for Wanneroo for the way in which she 
handled the committees of which she was the chairman and for her general demeanour.  This year the opposition 
asked more questions than in previous years and the government allowed the opposition more flexibility to 
follow a line of questioning.  Opposition shadow ministers should be able to continue to pursue a line of 
questioning rather than have to wait until six or seven other members have asked a question before being able to 
follow-up the initial question.  In the interest of receiving a good response to the estimates committee process, it 
would be better for the chair to allow that type of flexibility.  I must admit that that did occur to some extent. 

The member for Wanneroo informed us of the number of questions asked by opposition members compared with 
the number asked by government members.  Most of the questions asked by the government members were 
much longer than those asked by opposition members.  The member for Cottesloe may have already mentioned 
that the length of ministers’ answers took up a lot of time.  I do not know whether that was a deliberate tactic.  
Like the member for Cottesloe, I believe that the estimates committees are an opportunity for the minister of the 
day to prove his or her stripes and to prove that the minister is across the portfolio.  They allow the opposition to 
cross-examine ministers as much as they like.  When I was a minister, I welcomed the estimates committee 
process.  It is a good opportunity to put on the record the achievements of the government and the initiatives that 
are intended for the future.  If we can shorten the length of questions and answers - some of them were 
inordinately long - 

Mrs D.J. Guise:  It is always a challenge. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It is a challenge, whoever is in government.  However, there was an improvement this 
year, certainly in the flexibility the chair gave to opposition members to pursue a line of questioning, which I 
welcome. 

The area of off-budget agencies could be expanded.  Obviously a large number of off-budget agencies are not 
normally part of the estimates committee process.  I am sure that the agencies would welcome the Parliament 
scrutinising what they are doing.   

The member for Cottesloe raised the issue of full-time equivalents.  The opposition should be able to scrutinise 
the issue of FTEs far more broadly.  The suggestion that opposition members be able to directly ask questions of 
the heads of a department or of CEOs is positive.  Invariably when a minister is not across a portfolio, the 
minister must defer to the head of the department or another adviser anyway.  I agree with the member for 
Cottesloe.  CEOs should be across all areas of their responsibility and it is important for them to establish 
themselves in the overall scheme of things. 

This year was an improvement on the estimates committee process, although there certainly is more room for 
improvement.  The issue of the Legislative Assembly committee room must be addressed.  We must make use of 
this chamber for a longer time or use this chamber and the Legislative Council chamber.  The government should 
be able to organise the Legislative Council so that it is not sitting during the week of the budget estimates so that 
the Legislative Council chamber can be used.  Some options are available.  We will approach those issues in the 
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spirit of ensuring that we can get a better result from the estimates hearings.  I thank members again for their 
cooperation. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.30 pm]:  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), I will not get onto your 
favourite topic, which is the strength of the Melbourne backline and its capacity to rebound! 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member is getting very close to a point of order. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I thought you would be wearing a black tie, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  It was a great soccer result. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I will take a few minutes to express my appreciation for the service to the state of 
Des Pearson, who recently announced that he will be moving on to be the Auditor General of Victoria.  The state 
has been outstandingly served by Des Pearson as Auditor General.  I may not have been the Chair but I was 
certainly a member of the Public Accounts Committee when Des Pearson was appointed Auditor General.  He 
has significantly changed the role of the office of Auditor General in this state, and overwhelmingly for the 
better.  He has strongly interacted with Auditors General in other jurisdictions to constantly review his role, 
which is a great credit to him.  I am sure that he will do Victoria a great deal of good.  It is a pity that we will not 
have his services, but we have had the benefit of his services for approximately 15 years.  I will probably not 
have an opportunity when the time comes, but I am sure that government members will express their recognition 
of the role played by the Auditor General.  I rate him extremely highly. 

Most members of the chamber will understand that I am not a great fan of the estimates committee process.  
However, I noticed two encouraging aspects this year.  I agree with the previous comments made about the 
Chairs, not only with regard to the particular Chair who was pointed out.  On every occasion when I sat on the 
committee the Chairs did a very good, balanced job, and I appreciated it.  It has not always been the case.  I 
instantly recognise that it is not easy to chair such meetings when one’s colleagues can be a quite boisterous part 
of the process.  I also thank the backbench members of government.  On the whole I thought the way in which 
they approached the estimates committee process was very reasonable.  Many government backbench members 
recognise that the estimates committee process is an opportunity for the opposition, and they were not over-
possessive of the time.  I want to put that on the record.  During the two full days on which I sat on the 
committee, I consider that to have happened.  Those were very positive matters.  They mean that the members 
are trying to make the estimates process in this place much better.  However, I will argue at a later date about 
adopting a different method. 

Although I missed the first few comments of the member for Cottesloe, and I will read Hansard to see what he 
said, I agree in general with the matters he raised.  I want to raise a few matters of my own.  I do not pick on the 
Minister for Energy, who is not in the chamber, and it may well be that I would have done it were I a minister, 
but I do not think that it should be part of the mechanism of the estimates process for members to ask a dorothy 
dix question and the minister to then read a prepared statement.  All ministers do it.  I congratulate Chairs who 
allow ministers to make only one or two of those statements.  However, it is not part of the function of estimates 
committees.  They are about the budget; they are not an opportunity for ministers to run out something that is 
good for them.  Ministers have the opportunity to make three-minute statements at the beginning of each sitting 
day, and they can make 20-minute statements if they so wish.  I know the temptation is there because it is an 
opportunity to get information to the media, and I do not pick on particular ministers for doing it, but it is not a 
function of the estimates process, so we should try to curtail it.  I will be working on those issues and talking to 
many members about them.   

I realise that the Minister for Small Business is a brand new minister and very enthusiastic, but I draw attention 
to the time available for the small business portfolio and the length of the answer he gave to the first question as 
a portion of that time available.  The Leader of the Opposition a few minutes ago raised the question of the time 
that was taken up by answers.  It does not matter very much that the minister was enthusiastic and took 10 to 15 
minutes to answer the question because he thought the information was important.  The problem is that six other 
members sitting around the table during a 30 or 40-minute session who wanted to ask a question were cut out of 
the process.  I do not pick on that minister in particular, but he is an example.  Again that is not what the 
estimates process is supposed to be about. 

We must ask ourselves a very serious question.  The debate has been going on for some time, but we always pass 
over the question.  Do we want the passage of the budget to be a function of this house?  Do we want to run the 
budget through this house and pass it in this house because the government is in this house, or do we want to 
allow the other place to control the budget?  That is not happening, because my perception of the activities of the 
other place is that its members concentrate less on estimates.  However, we should take absolute control of the 
budget process.  There is no greater core issue in the governance of this place than the government introducing 
the budget and this house rigorously scrutinising it and passing it.  What happens elsewhere is immaterial.  
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Governments are formed and carried in this chamber, and nowhere else.  It is absolutely critical, therefore, that 
we have a very good estimates process.  That estimates process needs to be about the budget, not about the wants 
of the ministers, or even, on occasion, the needs of backbench members who want to raise a red herring.  We 
must have a process in which the budget gets examined. 

I heard most of the speech of the member for Cottesloe.  He made an excellent point, which I believe is 
absolutely critical.  Any member of any standing committee of this place has the right to ask directly a question 
of any public servant right down to the tea lady.  Therefore, why is it, when we sit as an estimates committee of 
this place, that we can ask only the minister a question?  If we were to pull out of the estimates committee 
process and operate under the Public Accounts Committee or any other standing committee, committee members 
would have the right to ask questions directly of a public servant.  Why do we not do that in the estimates 
committees?  We should be seriously looking at that issue.  I know why we do not do it, but the reason is 
political and not one of function.  I will argue, as has the member for Cottesloe, that the current process protects 
weak ministers and not strong ministers.  I have never seen a strong minister get into trouble during the estimates 
committee process.  Any ministers who were even half across their portfolios would have no difficulty in an 
estimates committee. 

If we want this house to scrutinise the budget and its authority, we need to conduct the estimates process better.  
Time is an issue.  I could not believe that when we were questioning the Minister for Energy, for example, we 
barely got started when the time was up.  I know there is difficulty in pitching these matters, and I do not pick on 
the Leader of the House or his staff.  In one year issues in a portfolio may be uncontroversial, but the next year 
things may hot up.  It is very difficult to decide, therefore, how much of the week should be allocated to each 
portfolio.  It is a problem when we are not able to ask all our questions.  The answer is not to say that we can ask 
them in the house.  If that was the answer, why not cut out estimates altogether and ask questions in the house?  
The estimates process is about examining the budget; it is not about political point scoring.  It is meant to be a 
scrutiny of the budget.  To improve that process, I have been speaking to a lot of people.  I have spent several 
hours a week speaking to academics, members of this chamber, previous members of this chamber and the other 
place who have left in recent years and the Australian Society of Certified Practising Accountants.  I have 
spoken to a raft of people about how we can improve not our processes but the information coming in. 

We can argue about our processes, as the member for Cottesloe and the Leader of the Opposition just did, but I 
think we will substantially solve the problems of estimates if we can agree on the type of information that is 
included in the budget documents.  I do not want to put these people on the spot, but 100 per cent of the people I 
spoke to, including the Under Treasurer, agree that we should do something different.  The Under Treasurer did 
not say that directly, but he did say in another debate that he would be prepared to hear from me and talk about 
what happens.  He quite correctly remarked that we are the clientele of the budget papers.  If the budget papers 
do not suit the members of Parliament, they are not carrying out their function.  I do not quite agree with that.  I 
think Treasury does a fantastic job with the presentation of the budget papers, but they are prepared under the 
requirements of international reporting standards so that academics and others can look at them and compare us 
with any other state in Australia or places such as New Zealand or California.  They can get a fair comparison 
because the budget papers are put together in a common format and follow an international standard.  That is 
useful for the commentators of the world who want to see whether Western Australia is doing well and pick on 
points within the economy, but it is not useful in our process. 

Years ago when the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985 came into force, there was a process of 
outcomes-based management that Treasury looked at for several years.  Then it was thrown out.  There were 
programs that were heavily oriented on performance indicators.  We are now moving to key performance 
indicators.  That is an unfinished process; it is a journey.  If we are going to complete that journey, we need to 
move to a final audit, an outcome audit, of all programs.   

I am trying to convince a few academics to give us a hand in putting the information that is already in every 
agency in Western Australia into a separate document, on disc or in some other format that allows us to look at 
the core process of the state, whether we are talking about this budget or a budget 10 years hence.  We need to 
identify programs so that members can follow that process.  With performance audits, there is meant to be a 
mission statement for each agency within the Budget Statements.  I actually picked on one of the agencies.  Some 
people got pretty upset when I said that their mission statement was just a muddled statement, and it was.  The 
point I was trying to make is that if we cannot work out what the mission is, how do we judge whether that 
program has done well?  We are meant to have a strong statement of why a program starts and then we are meant 
to have performance indicators over the years of that program so that we can look at the performance audit to see 
that it is moving in the direction in which it is meant to head.  None of us should be upset if partway through a 
five-year program an agency needs to change direction because things have changed or the information was not 
quite right.  We should applaud that.  That should not be a negative.  If an agency needs to change its programs 
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because of its internal examinations, we should say that that is good news.  However, at the moment we do not 
know about that program-by-program process.  I suggest that even backbench members do not know.   

All of us have issues in our electorates that are really important to us.  I spent a few minutes with the Minister for 
Health talking about mental health.  Mental health in the wheatbelt is really important to me.  It would be good if 
I could follow the program of mental health in the state budget, but I cannot.  In the current budget there is a 
program title and a global figure.  I cannot tell the difference between what is happening in the wheatbelt and 
what is happening in Victoria Park, and nor can the member for Victoria Park.  That is important.  If we are 
going to function as members as Parliament, that is an important process.  I will keep on pursuing my interests.  I 
am a member of the Procedure and Privileges Committee.  I will go to that committee with a point of view.  I do 
not want to change the estimates process.  I am very happy to argue the point with the member for Cottesloe.  I 
think the process of the estimates committees is a problem of its own, particularly how many hours we sit and 
where we sit.  All those things are our property and we will make the decision.  The information that comes into 
the budget process is nowhere near adequate.  I hope that the CPA, both the private division and the public 
division, will get into an Australia-wide debate about performance indicators, key performance indicators and 
outcome auditing.  I think that two bills that are coming into this house are inappropriate.  I will argue that at the 
time.  The new audit act does not have outcome audits in it.  I will argue that that is missing in the process.  Also, 
the Auditor General Bill is deficient because the Auditor General will still be a part of the executive, will be paid 
by the executive and will be funded by the executive. 

I would also like to thank the Treasurer.  He was a hardworking member of the Public Accounts Committee 
years ago when working on the bid for and the funding of the Auditor General.  However, the bid for and the 
funding of the Auditor General is $730 000 out.  There is a serious problem there.  We will have that debate.  
The Treasurer has taken away the Auditor General’s ability to use A-grade auditors.  He will make the Auditor 
General go to B-grade auditors for a cheaper price and a lower quality audit.  That is a significant issue.  The 
Treasurer and I will be having that debate within weeks.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I knew I shouldn’t have given you that information.  That was a mistake.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I hope that the Treasurer and I are relatively good friends.  I would like to point out 
on a friendly basis that many of his hardworking public servants are now being headhunted by the B-graders in 
private industry to pick up these contracts.  That is a fact.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That leaves the C-graders. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is right.  I do not want to be unfair to those private companies, but a range of 
private companies now see that they can get into contracting with the Auditor General even though they do not 
have the skills.  Where do they get the skills?  They go to the Treasurer’s people, offer them the money, put them 
into those businesses and then apply to the Auditor General to get those contracts at a lower rate.  The Treasurer 
and I need to have a debate about this because he has not done the right thing.  We can argue about not funding 
early reporting.  The labour market factor of $560 000 is a highly critical issue that was cut out of the Auditor 
General’s budget.   

The quality of the audits will be down by several steps.  That is of interest to this chamber and we will debate it 
at another time.  However, that is not the purpose of today’s debate.  I have said what I want to say, but I will 
come back to it and I would like to do it through a bipartisan process.  I have spoken to many members on both 
sides of the house and I know there is general unhappiness about the way estimates hearings operate.  Members 
do not mind that they take place over a week or so, but they want the process sharpened.  The Leader of the 
House and I get on well and I hope I can talk to him about this some time in the future with a genuine attitude 
towards changing the process. 

Question put and passed. 

Estimates Committee B Report - Adoption 

MRS D.J. GUISE (Wanneroo - Deputy Speaker) [3.50 pm]:  I move - 

That the report of Estimates Committee B be adopted. 

I thank members opposite for their comments; they were very valuable and we will take them into consideration 
in our further work on the estimates proceedings.  To that extent, the work that the member for Avon in 
particular is undertaking with a view to consideration by the Procedure and Privileges Committee is very 
valuable. 

I wish to report specifically on Estimates Committee B, not only to put the statistics on the record but also to 
share my view on the worthiness or otherwise of undertaking those proceedings in the Legislative Assembly 
committee room.  I have to say that the overcrowded conditions that we all experienced were not conducive to 
the smooth running of the estimates committee hearings.  Although the management committee endeavoured to 
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allocate the smaller portfolios to that room, which were deemed to need less space, I must advise members that 
in fact 161 advisers were present throughout the week in Estimates Committee B; that is, only nine fewer than 
were present in the Legislative Assembly chamber for Estimates Committee A.  It is my view that the Legislative 
Assembly committee room is totally inadequate for the purpose of estimates hearings.  I am extremely 
disappointed that the Legislative Council did not agree to accommodate us in the secondary chamber for that 
week of estimates hearings.  It is particularly galling considering that the Legislative Assembly allocated its 
chamber to the other place to use while the Legislative Council airconditioning fit-out was completed.  
Therefore, not only was the room overcrowded but also Reporting Services incurred some $30 000 in costs for 
outsourcing the recording of Assembly Estimates B daily Hansard during that week.  I acknowledge that the 
proceedings for estimates committees will be given further consideration, both in the physical sense and in the 
content or presentation on how to get better value out of those budget papers.  However, in lieu of any other 
arrangement, I urge the Leader of the House and the management committee to consider the less than 
satisfactory conditions experienced by ministers, advisers, members of this house, staff, media and members of 
the public, with a view to securing the use of the other place for estimates hearings each year, if the committee 
cannot come up with a better process, as that room was truly unacceptable.   

Having got that off my chest, I will proceed with some of the statistics.  Four off-budget authorities were 
considered in committee B: the Rottnest Island Authority, the State Housing Commission, the Forest Products 
Commission and the Electricity Networks Corporation.  There have been, therefore, some improvements to the 
consideration of off-budget authorities and in the times allocated to them.  I will quickly refer to some statistics 
to put them on the record.  Industry and Resources, division 4, service 2, and Science and Innovation, division 4, 
services 5 and 6, took one hour and two minutes, and the opposition asked six questions and the government 
asked 10; Energy, division 52, the opposition asked 21 questions and the government six.  The Energy division 
included the Electricity Networks Corporation, an off-budget authority; interestingly, they seem to have been 
combined, as I could not find a timeline.  Small Business, division 68, took 32 minutes, and the opposition asked 
six questions and the government three.  That might make an interesting analysis, given the member for Avon’s 
earlier comments.  The South West Development Commission, division 70, took 28 minutes, and the opposition 
asked six questions and the government five.  There was no debate on division 69.  Industry and Resources, 
division 4, services 1 and 4, took two hours and two minutes, and the opposition asked 77 questions and the 
government five; Consumer and Employment Protection, division 53, took one hour and 20 minutes, the 
opposition asked 54 questions and the government three; Registrar, WA Industrial Relations Commission, 
division 54, took 10 minutes, and the opposition asked four questions and the government one; Goldfields-
Esperance Development Commission, division 55, took 23 minutes, and the opposition asked 17 questions and 
the government two.  There was no time available to debate the Great Southern Development Commission, 
division 56; therefore no questions were asked.  Fisheries, division 62, took 20 minutes, and the opposition asked 
16 questions and the government five.  At the Kimberley Development Commission, division 63, session the 
opposition asked three questions and the government four.  The Pilbara Development Commission, division 64, 
took 38 minutes, and the opposition asked four questions and the government one.  The Gascoyne Development 
Commission, division 65, took one minute, and there were no questions from the opposition and one from the 
government - somebody therefore got in a quick question.  Agriculture and Food, division 14, took two hours 
and 47 minutes, and the opposition asked 25 questions and the government six.  The Agriculture Protection 
Board of WA, division 15, took 22 minutes, and the opposition asked seven questions and the government one; 
and the Rural Business Development Corporation, division 16, took three minutes, and the opposition asked two 
questions and the government one.  There was good productivity in that division.  The Midwest Development 
Commission, division 17, took eight minutes, and the opposition asked two questions and the government one.  
Unfortunately no time was available for the Wheatbelt Development Commission, division 18; therefore, no 
questions were asked.  The Forest Products Commission, an off-budget authority, took 30 minutes, and the 
opposition asked eight questions and the government five; Local Government and Regional Development, 
division 61, took one hour and 48 minutes, and the opposition asked 57 questions and the government 23; 
Housing and Works, division 35, took one hour and 57 minutes, and the opposition asked 28 questions and the 
government 17.  The Heritage Council of WA, division 36, took 35 minutes, and the opposition asked seven 
questions and the government nine.  The National Trust of Australia (WA), division 37, took six minutes, and 
the opposition asked four questions and the government four; Land Information, division 38, took 17 minutes, 
and the opposition asked five questions and the government four; the State Housing Commission, an off-budget 
authority, had an hour allocated but took only 50 minutes, and the opposition asked 17 questions and the 
government 10; the state’s road safety initiatives, which are covered by the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, division 3, service 8, took 35 minutes, and the opposition asked 17 questions and the government three; 
the Police Service, division 57, took one hour and 16 minutes, and the opposition asked 32 questions and the 
government nine; the Fire and Emergency Services Authority of WA, division 58, took eight minutes, during 
which the opposition asked four questions and the government two; and Corrective Services, division 59, took 
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two hours, and the opposition asked 34 questions and the government 12.  There was no time available to debate 
the Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services, division 60; therefore, there were no questions asked.   

On Thursday, Community Development, division 67, services 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9, took two hours and 
40 minutes, and the opposition asked 74 questions and the government 16; during the Motor Vehicle 
Registration and Driver Licensing Services, division 39, service 2, hearing the opposition asked three questions 
and the government four; Indigenous Affairs, division 43, took one hour, and the opposition asked 22 questions 
and the government eight; Tourism, division 44, took one hour and 10 minutes, and the opposition asked 14 
questions and the government 10; Culture and the Arts, division 45, took 20 minutes, and the opposition asked 
nine questions and the government two; Rottnest Island Authority, the other off-budget item, took 30 minutes, 
and the opposition asked 10 questions and the government four; the Disability Services Commission, division 
66, took one hour and 30 minutes, and the opposition asked 24 questions and the government nine; and during 
the Community Development Women’s Policy and Progress, division 67, service 4, hearing the opposition asked 
five questions and the government four.   

In committee B, 64 requests were made for supplementary information, which is a similar number to those asked 
in the other committee.  The supplementary information has been provided with the exception of one item that is 
outstanding, but it is expected this week.  Once again, I thank the acting chairmen who assisted in committee B.  
I particularly thank the Acting Speakers who chaired committee B, as it was not without its difficulties.  I also 
thank the members who participated in that room for their cooperation and collaboration during the week.  They 
put up with extreme difficulties during the week in that room, which was very unpleasant and not an easy place 
in which to do good business.  I therefore thank them particularly for their cooperation.  Also I especially note 
my thanks to the staff who helped us to run the committee relatively smoothly in very difficult circumstances.  I 
cannot express my thanks enough for the support we received in committee B.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [4.00 pm]:  I thank the Deputy Speaker and all the 
members who chaired the estimates committees for their work and for making the committees run so smoothly.  
I thank the members who contributed to the debate on estimates committees A and B, and to all the members 
who served on the committees.  I also thank the staff, who were absolutely crucial to the smooth functioning of 
the estimates hearings.  It is pleasing to hear the positive comments that members believe that the estimates 
committees generally worked well.  As the Leader of the Opposition indicated, some elements have worked 
better in previous years.  Clearly the opportunity exists to do better, and we will continue to review the estimates 
committees to see how they can be improved.  The biggest problems arose because earlier in the year - as 
members will be well aware - we had to deal with the resignation of the Premier, the election of a new Premier 
and a change of ministries.  That meant that the programmed arrangement for the estimates hearings in a non-
sitting week of both houses - so that one estimates hearing could be held in the Legislative Assembly chamber 
and one in the Legislative Council chamber - could not be fulfilled.  The delay in new ministers taking up 
portfolios meant that the budget date slipped back a bit.  A later budget date caused a lot of problems.  Given the 
positive reports that the estimates committees worked and that they worked well, people obviously tackled those 
problems.  Clearly there were inconveniences, and there are things that we hope to do better next year.  I would 
like to give a guarantee; however, I cannot.  However, there will not be a change in Premier next year and we 
will not have to change our schedule.   

Mr T. Buswell:  Will there be a change of ministers? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I hope not, but we will see.  Hopefully, we will be able to arrange to use the Legislative 
Council’s chamber and in that way we will not run into the difficulty of trying to cram too many people into a 
small room.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Would you give some consideration to having next year, on a trial basis, one estimates 
committee over two weeks?  I urge the government to consider that.  I do not think it can ever work; we tried 
when we were in government and the Labor Party has tried since it has been in government.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I am not sure what the advantages would be if both chambers were available.  However, I 
am happy to take up the member for Cottesloe’s point.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I think it should be looked at by the Parliament.  I do not think that I or any other member 
should have to choose on day one between taking part in the estimates debates on water versus electricity.  
Members of Parliament should be able to choose not to attend the hearings; however, they should not be forced 
to choose between different portfolio areas.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is part of the reason that in all the years - this is the sixth year I have been involved 
in the estimates hearings - we have held discussions to determine whether we could change the scheduling to 
minimise, or totally eradicate, a potential clash for a particular member who has a keen interest in two portfolios 
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that are on at the same time in different rooms.  We seek to minimise such problems.  The member for 
Cottesloe’s comment is the first complaint I have heard about a clash in the scheduling.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is a matter of principle.  I think it should be raised.  The way modern Parliaments are going, 
estimates hearings should be more important than they have been.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We have extended the coverage.  We have sought to go down that road, and on that basis 
I am happy to have discussions with the member for Cottesloe about how we can improve the estimates hearings 
and make them even better.   

Question put and passed.  
 


