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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Eighty-seventh Report — 
Consideration of the 2022–23 budget estimates 

Resumed from 11 October 2022. 
Motion 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I move — 
That the report be noted. 

I would like to make a few comments about the process of last year’s estimates week and the operation of the 
committee. I thank most sincerely the administrative staff of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations—that is, Andrew Hawkes, Denise Wong and Margaret Liveris. They are exceptional people who provide 
us with valued and considered advice. We rely on them very heavily as we move through the estimates process. It 
is no easy task to provide scrutiny of the budget papers and government finances so we really do rely on them very 
heavily for advice. Thank you very much. 
As chair, I thank my fellow committee members: the deputy chair, Hon Samantha Rowe; Hon Nick Goiran; 
Hon Dr Brad Pettitt; and former member Hon Jackie Jarvis. I thank Hon Jackie Jarvis for her contribution over the 
last two years. She has provided very valuable input to this process. I wish her well in her new role. Being a minister 
in any government is an extraordinary experience, and I wish her every success in that role. Having said that, given 
her new role, she has moved on to bigger and better things, dare I say, so we now have Hon Dan Caddy as a member 
of the committee. I welcome Hon Dan Caddy to the committee. I think he will find it very fruitful and worthwhile. 
We are a very collegiate and cooperative committee. I know this government was not too keen on having me as 
chair, but I perform the role the best I possibly can. I like to think that I do it in an impartial fashion that ensures 
the scrutiny of the budget papers is paramount. 
I draw members’ attention to the four recommendations and two findings in the report. The committee received 
the government response to those recommendations today, and I am pleased to say that the government is receptive 
to the committee’s recommendations. The first three are largely administrative and about the format of the budget 
papers and the account proceedings et cetera. Recommendation 4 reads — 

Attending Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries re-familiarise themselves with the Committee’s 
procedure policy for conducting budget estimates hearings. 

The Premier responded that ministers and parliamentary secretaries will familiarise themselves with the committee’s 
procedural policies. I will talk about that in a moment because it is something committee members felt we need to 
comment on. 
The estimates proceedings were held during the last sitting week in June. We went for a full week. We tried to get 
as many agencies as we possibly could to the hearings, mindful that there were probably requests for more agencies 
than we could possibly hear from. Having said that, members nominated 22 agencies for the hearings and the 
committee selected 16. We have heard from some of the smaller agencies using other avenues. Members could 
put questions to agencies before budget week and before the hearings. Nine members and the committee submitted 
333 questions to 33 agencies. The responses were made available on the committee’s website on 15 June 2022. 
We tried to be as transparent as possible. The committee held 13 hearings across 16 agencies, totalling 25.5 hours, 
which is quite a lot compared with previous years. The hearings were well attended by members across all party lines. 
We enabled access for Hon Martin Aldridge and Hon Colin de Grussa, MLC, who appeared via remote participation, 
I think in both instances due to COVID-related issues. We tried to make sure that they also had access to the process. 
The chair was responsible for the conduct of hearings and provided guidance on procedural matters as well. No 
questions were ruled out of order and that was because the chair does an exceptional job. 
Hon Sue Ellery: We are listening; we can hear what you are saying about yourself. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: That was actually funny! 
The deputy chair chaired a couple of hearings as well and I thank Hon Samantha Rowe. We tried to share the love. 
As I said, there were no issues and no questions were ruled out of order. Ministers took 162 questions on notice. 
Responses to those questions were made available on the committee’s website from 29 July 2022. Additional 
questions could be submitted on top of that so six members of the committee submitted 267 questions across 
27 agencies. Responses to those questions were made available from 29 July 2022. 
For all intents and purposes, in anyone’s language, I think we allowed as much scrutiny of the government papers 
as possible. If there is any criticism of that, I urge members to take this opportunity to provide that feedback to the 
committee. If members would rather not, perhaps they can talk behind the chair to one of the committee members or 
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myself. We have tried to be as accommodating to members as we possibly can. That continues with the hearings that 
we are currently conducting into annual reports. Again, that will provide another avenue for members to participate. 
In the past, the estimates proceedings in the Legislative Council have been quite different from those in the 
Legislative Assembly in that we tend to allow a lot more flexibility in the process. We do not necessarily insist 
upon line items. Questions out of the blue with no relevance to the budget papers would not be allowed but we do 
tend to allow more flexibility. In the last year or two, that process has become a little more constrained. As someone 
with 18 years of experience in the process, I particularly noticed that. In the Legislative Council, we do not for all 
intents and purposes abuse the process through Dorothy Dixers. That is generally agreed by all sides of the chamber. 
For want of a better example, they are if someone asks for an “update” on a particular program. It might be nice if 
the member wants a genuine update and they might genuinely want an update but we generally do not do that. 
Certainly from my perspective, and I share the love with all members of the committee and members in attendance, 
I have found that members generally have sincere and genuine questions on issues in their area of expertise or their 
community. I thank members for respecting that. 
On recommendation 4 about the committee’s procedure policy and for ministers and parliamentary secretaries to 
familiarise themselves, as a committee we were referring to this aspect of the procedures policy. Paragraph 3.11 reads — 

Members may direct questions to the Minister or to individual witnesses. Witnesses may refer the question 
to another witness or the Minister. The Minister may direct a witness not to answer a given question. 

Paragraph 3.12 reads — 
Questions that are unable to be answered prior to the end of the hearing will be taken on notice. These 
questions are identified as “Supplementary Information” in the Hansard transcript and allocated 
a Supplementary Information Number (ie A1, B3, etc). 

That is certainly something I have noticed. It was particularly pertinent in the last round that, on a number of 
occasions, ministers were reluctant to allow witnesses to answer questions even when the witnesses more than 
likely would have had the answer or they were reluctant to take questions on notice. I appreciate that departments 
are busy but, at the same time, there is one way or another. We can put the question on notice or we can use the 
legitimate process through the estimates procedure to ask questions. It would be much easier if, on occasions, 
ministers would provide that flexibility to witnesses to answer questions. That is something the committee felt needed 
to be addressed. There is a procedures policy and we would like that flexibility to continue because that is one of 
the great benefits of the Legislative Council estimates procedure.  
Having said that, I continue to enjoy the process. I hope members found it a valuable process and I look forward 
to their feedback. 
Hon DAN CADDY: It gives me immense pleasure to speak to the eighty-seventh report of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations today as a newly appointed member of the committee. I thank Hon Peter Collier 
for his kind words both in the committee and also for the words he just said. Before I get into this report, I will also 
thank the members of the committee: the chair, obviously, Hon Peter Collier; my good friend and deputy chair, 
Hon Samantha Rowe; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Dr Brad Pettitt; and my good friend and colleague Hon Jackie Jarvis 
who has left the committee in the absolute best of circumstances as she goes on to a role she truly deserves. I would 
also like to thank the staff: Andrew Hawkes, whom I have got to know through other committee work, Denise Wong 
and Margaret Liveris. 
I want to make one point to the committee chair. I listened intently for the 10 minutes he was speaking, especially 
to his comments around the use of Dorothy Dixers. I want to assure him that on numerous occasions this morning 
when I asked for updates, I was being genuine. As a new member, I really wanted to get my head around the report 
and what we were looking at. I want to point out the workload of this committee because it is something I will 
become familiar with. This committee has a significant workload. Page 2 of the report looks at the agencies 
examined in detail. The committee examined 16 agencies in detail and here are some numbers for members to help 
demonstrate this committee’s workload. These agencies had between them 58 desired outcomes, three strategic 
objectives, 209 key effectiveness indicators, 93 service groupings, 160 key efficiency indicators and seven other 
key performance indicators. It is the job of this committee to examine in detail every one of those indicators, every 
one of those groupings and to look in detail and examine every one of those outcomes and strategic objectives as 
well. When I look at those numbers, I see a decent workload ahead but I also acknowledge the work that has been 
done by the members over this reporting period. 
Hon Peter Collier spoke about the recommendations and the response, which was tabled yesterday and was provided 
to the committee this morning. Hon Peter Collier said that the first three recommendations are administrative, which 
is absolutely accurate; they are administrative. The Premier as Treasurer has agreed to the first two. One recommendation 
asks for more information to be included in the relevant appendix and the other one asks for greater funding from the 
special purpose accounts. We often hear members opposite talk about accountability, transparency and all the issues 
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around that as far as government transparency and accountability goes. The fact that there is a letter here from the 
Premier; Treasurer saying that this is supported and that Treasury will ensure this information is included for both 
of those I think goes some way to showing that this McGowan government is absolutely transparent and takes 
accountability and improvements in reporting to demonstrate accountability and transparency very, very seriously. 
I turn to the report and look at recommendation 4. Hon Peter Collier said that this was also administrative, and it 
was, but when we read the recommendation out of context of the report, it would lead us to think that ministers 
and parliamentary secretaries need to re-familiarise themselves with things because they were not familiar with 
the way this committee works. In fact, over this reporting period, the committee made changes to the way the 
hearings were to take place. Bear in mind that I was not on the committee at the time, but my reading of this report 
is that it shows that ministers and parliamentary secretaries are now being asked to re-familiarise themselves with 
this process, but also, in particular, to familiarise themselves with the changes that have been made. 
That said, the report states that the committee was generally satisfied with the processes. On top of being satisfied 
and happy with the processes that were in place, the committee wanted to make further observations on the 
hearings. The committee then went down the path that Hon Peter Collier spoke about. With the knowledge that 
the most productive hearings are those in which witnesses, ministers and parliamentary secretaries can be asked 
questions directly, the committee wanted to ensure that changes were made to make sure that would be the process 
moving forward. 
In conclusion, I turn to the conclusion of the report, which states — 

The Committee is satisfied that its consideration of the 2022–23 estimates positively contributed to the 
scrutiny of Government and its operations. 

That adds to the previous point that I made—that this government absolutely takes transparency and accountability 
seriously—and the unqualified agreement with all four recommendations of this report is further evidence of that. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I confirm the comments made by my colleague, the Chair of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations. I think it is a great committee for increasing transparency. It is vital that 
we have transparency in our discourse, particularly given the current situation we face in this state with some of 
the challenges and crises that we were talking about today on the earlier motion. 
The first element, which was also raised in the earlier motion, is under recommendation 1 — 

The Treasurer direct the Department of Treasury to include the outyears for each special purpose account 
listed in the relevant Appendix in the Economic and Fiscal Outlook. 

That is a very important recommendation, because that goes to the heart of transparency in the presentation of the 
state finances. We have these massive surpluses but we have not seen the debt level go down in any great way. It 
has hovered around $30 billion. A lot of that money has gone into those special purpose accounts, and, of course, 
that has come at a cost. That issue was well teased out in discussion in the estimates process. I think it is vital to 
understand that the government has been creating these hollow logs, so to speak, over the last couple of years, and 
putting money in there does not return the same amount that would be returned if debt were reduced more quickly. 
I think that was a really enlightening piece of information for Parliament as a whole. 
The other aspect I want to touch on within this theme of transparency is the matter of housing and homelessness. 
By way of example, as members of the opposition, we face challenges when asking questions about the situation 
on the ground. The kind of responses we get from ministers in writing are very different from the types of responses 
we get when we can speak. I thank Hon Peter Collier for making sure that there were contributions from officers. 
I think that has been a great improvement in the efficacy and effectiveness of the committee, because we have 
been able to get those more honest answers, we could say, directly from experts. I asked a question on notice many 
months ago; I do not have the date. I recall that I asked it as a question without notice, but it was sent to be 
a question on notice and disappeared into the system for several months. This was question on notice 1118, directed 
to the Minister for Agriculture and Food representing the Minister for Housing. I thought it was quite a reasonable 
question. It reads — 

(1) Since March 1997 to the financial year ending 30 June 2022, how many new social houses 
(not including refurbishments of existing housing) have been constructed for the Housing Authority 
and Department of Communities in the following regions: 
(a) Kimberley; 
(b) Pilbara; 
(c) North West Central; and 
(d) Kalgoorlie? 

The question was about how many social houses have actually been built in those areas. It was a very simple question. 
The question continued — 
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(2) for (a) and (d), listed against each electorate, how many of those were constructed in the financial 
year 2021–22? 

(3) for the same period how many new spot purchases have been made of existing houses for social 
housing for each region listed? 

(4) for the same period how many new spot purchases have been made for the purposes of social 
housing? 

It was a very legitimate and simple question that I would have thought could have been answered by a minister. It 
was put on notice, so there was plenty of time for the agency to go back and look at the data. Instead, the answer 
I received yesterday, which, quite frankly, I thought was embarrassing for the government and the minister, was — 

The Department of Communities (Communities) data reporting system has changed multiple times 
throughout this period. As such, this data would require the manual review of files. Given the level of agency 
resourcing required to provide this information, it is not deemed a reasonable use of government resources. 
However, if the Honourable Member has a more specific question, the Minister will endeavour to provide 
an answer. 
It should also be noted that Communities collects its data by region, not by electorate. 

Well, well, well. Thank goodness we have a committee and thank goodness we have the opportunity once a year, under 
a strict governance framework, to ask questions of the Department of Communities about this really important thing 
called the housing crisis and this really important thing called social housing and what is going on. If we did not have 
that process and this fantastic body, we would not get any information out of the government, as demonstrated by the 
answer that I was given yesterday, after several months of asking, on a very simple issue about how many social houses 
are being built in my region. I mean—seriously! I think that is a very embarrassing answer. I really cannot believe that 
there is no simple way of getting that data, because there is information. This information is provided. Every time 
a building permit is taken out on a construction, there is an obligation under the Building Act to report that, and that is 
how the Australian Bureau of Statistics gets its data. For Hansard, I am referring to the ABS “8731.0 Building 
Approvals” table 16. It provides information in that table that is publicly available. I refer to series ID A422502A, 
“Public sector; houses; new”. Unfortunately, we do not get social housing data and that includes Government Regional 
Officers’ Housing, which is publicly funded housing. Thank goodness for the Australian Bureau of Statistics and 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations because those bodies are not constrained by the 
whims of a minister who does not necessarily want to provide any information and be embarrassed by the terrible data 
on the construction of social housing in my region. Thank goodness for those bodies because there are some numbers. 
I do not have details on the Kimberley, but my understanding is that last year the number for the Kimberley was four. 
I understand that that included two GROH houses in Bidyadanga and maybe a couple of other houses were built in that 
period. I also understand that previously in the Kimberley, going back to 2017–18, hardly a single social house had been 
built. I am willing to stand corrected if the minister can provide that data for me and my constituents because I believe 
that the number was close to zero and has not really grown much at all. We wonder why we have an overcrowding crisis 
that has been developing in that region for some time. If we overlay that with a natural disaster, wherein 130 or more 
homes have to be rebuilt, I have zero confidence in the most dysfunctional agency in Western Australia, the Department 
of Communities, to actually deliver for the people of Western Australia. I have zero confidence in it. 
I will finish on the issue of this data because we have seen what actually happened. The data from the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics goes back to 1974. At least we have these statutory bodies that collect data from the building 
approvals and the data goes back. Under the Barnett government, in 2013–14, the number of new public sector 
houses statewide was 960. In 2014–15, the number was again 960. In 2015–16, the number was 679. In 2016–17, 
the number was 412. There was a bit of a glitch; it went up again in 2017–18 when the number was 701, and we 
know that that was a transition time. But once we start getting into the Labor government period, in 2018–19, the 
number was 534; in 2019–20, it was 336; in 2020–21, it was 723; and in 2021–22, it was 476. 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: I am pleased to rise today to speak on the eighty-seventh report of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations, titled Consideration of the 2022–23 budget estimates. I believe that this is 
the first time that I have had the opportunity to speak on a report by this committee, but it is always a great 
opportunity to review reports that are presented to the Parliament from a wide range of committees. 
I would also like to continue the remarks of Hon Peter Collier and Hon Dan Caddy in congratulating the former 
committee member and newly appointed minister Hon Jackie Jarvis, who has done an incredible job as a committee 
member over the last two years. As Hon Peter Collier—or Hon Dan Caddy; I cannot remember which one—said, 
she has left the committee for — 
Hon Peter Collier: Bigger and better things. 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: Bigger and better things, that is correct. 
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I also noticed, during the time that Hon Peter Collier was speaking, that the honourable member referred multiple 
times to the committee’s working relationship as “sharing the love”, so I am pleased to hear that the members are 
working so well together. I think the honourable member referred to this three or four times; I am sure Hansard 
will let us know. 
As summarised in the eighty-seventh report, there were two findings and four recommendations, which were outlined 
in the executive summary. Finding 1 states — 

The 2022–23 Budget Papers would have benefitted from an explicit notice that some of the Forest Products 
Commission’s financial estimates for 2023–24 and 2024–25 were sourced from the 2021–22 Budget. 

Finding 2 states — 
The Committee’s consideration of the 2022–23 estimates of expenditure was not adversely affected by 
Ministers’ decisions not to provide certain information. 

This included four recommendations, which I probably will not read out today because I believe Hon Dan Caddy 
has already done so. 
The committee considered the budget largely with a thorough examination of 16 agencies and a less thorough 
investigation of a further 21 agencies. The committee noted that it considered the process and the examination 
provided as an appropriate level of scrutiny of the 2022–23 estimates, which is always very pleasing to hear. 
Under “The 2022–23 Budget” on page 2, paragraph 3.1 states — 

The 2022–23 Budget is structured around four governmental goals. The Government describes these 
as follows: 
• Investing in WA’s future: tackling climate action and supporting the arts, culture and sporting sectors 

to promote vibrant communities. 
• Safe, strong and fair communities: supporting our local and regional communities to thrive. 
• Strong and sustainable finances: responsible, achievable, affordable budget management. 
• WA Jobs Plan: diversifying the WA economy, creating local jobs for the future. 

Of the 16 agencies examined in detail by the committee, I know Hon Dan Caddy went through the list of the 
58 desired outcomes, three strategic objectives, 290 effectiveness indicators and so on, but I think it is worth noting, 
and just to put it into perspective, the scale of work that this committee has done. According to my calculations, and 
listed under paragraph 3.3, “Agencies examined in detail”, the total number of examinations was in fact 530. That 
is quite extensive and it is a credit to the committee for the great work that it has done with the 530 examinations 
during that period. 
For the 16 agencies that were analysed in depth, there were some changes to, as stated in the report, the reporting 
structures, and they are outlined under paragraph 3.5 “Changes to performance reporting”. It states — 

For the agencies examined in depth, there have been some changes to their performance reporting framework: 
• The Department of the Premier and Cabinet now lists its ‘supporting the Royal Commission to 

Inquire into and Report on the Affairs of Crown Casino Perth’ service as part of its key effectiveness 
indicators, but notes that it is exempt from reporting on this service. 

• The Department of Treasury no longer reports key efficiency indicators for its three services. 
• The Department of Fire and Emergency Services no longer reports on the ‘proportion of natural 

hazard events which cause a significant impact on the community’ key effectiveness indicator. 
• The Department of Transport replaced two key efficiency indicators for its maritime service. 
• The Public Transport Authority changed the times associated with two metropolitan and regional 

passenger services reliability effectiveness indicators.  
I found valid information on page 7 of the report under the heading “Understanding general government net debt”. 
Paragraph 4.5 states — 

The Department of Treasury hearing included interesting discourse on net debt and its components. The 
Committee explains some of these concepts in this section. Components of net debt, movements in 
general government net debt and the ‘carrying costs of holding debt’ are examined. 

I also noted on page 8 of the report, under paragraph 4.9, the general government balance sheet at 30 June. I will 
not go through the list in the table but it includes some information that members may find useful. 
The report is quite detailed in its reporting on the estimates. On page 24 of the committee’s eighty-seventh report, 
I note its observations on the hearings. This part of the report states — 
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6.1 Although the Committee is generally satisfied with its processes for considering the 2022–23 
estimates, and having reflected on the impact of late answers from WA Health in the previous 
section, it would like to make a number of further observations on the hearings. 

6.2 The Committee considers the most productive hearings are those where attending Members can 
ask questions and receive answers directly from the witnesses. To this end, the Committee 
amended its procedure policy for this consideration to state as follows: 

Hon Dan Caddy went into some of the details of those recommendations and some of the concerns that the 
committee raised about the questions. 
It was quite pleasing to see the level of participation by electronic communication. The report states — 

The Committee facilitated two Members to attend hearings remotely, using a web conferencing service. 
The Members appeared via a large screen in the Legislative Council Chamber, where the hearings were 
being held. They were able to listen to the evidence provided, view the chamber and ask questions of 
Ministers and witnesses … 

I am pleased to hear that that facility was available to those members. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is important at the outset to acknowledge that we are considering the eighty-seventh 
report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. We are not considering some other kind 
of report. Observers of these proceedings might be confused, given that some of the speeches made seem to 
indicate that the government should be congratulated for the level of transparency it showed during the estimates 
process. Evidently, those members have not read the report. If we read the report, we will see that in a massive number 
of instances, there was non-provision of information—the precise opposite of transparency. In fact, there has been 
great secrecy by the government, so much so that the committee felt it necessary to devote an entire chapter of this 
report to the provision of information. 
I found it curious earlier this afternoon that Hon Dan Caddy, who is away on urgent parliamentary business, seemed 
to suggest that the government’s response to one of these recommendations was indicative of the government being 
transparent. The response by the government is dated 19 December last year. In particular, I note in this instance 
that the government’s response was authored by none other than the member for Rockingham, the Premier of 
Western Australia. The Premier, on behalf of the government, responded to the third recommendation by saying 
that it is noted—he did not say that it has been supported—and also that ministers will be reminded, where applicable, 
of a notice in line with section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006 under which information is required to be 
tabled. I put it to Hon Dan Caddy, who is away on urgent parliamentary business, that the noting of a recommendation 
does not amount to anything of the sort when it comes to transparency by the government. This government 
could demonstrate that it was serious when it came to transparency if we saw some of these section 82 notices 
actually issued. 
Deputy chair, you will note that on pages 17 to 22 of the report the committee itemised 23 occasions of non-provision 
of information and recommended that ministers consider issuing a section 82 notice. How many of those instances 
have resulted in a section 82 notice being issued? Will that involve a member from the government? Will there be 
a government response to that? Who is here to represent the Treasurer to defend this response that was provided 
on 19 December 2022? Here we are four days shy of another two months having passed. Have any section 82 notices 
been issued with respect to these matters? I note that they relate to the Minister for Emergency Services, the Treasurer, 
the Minister for Child Protection and the Attorney General. How many of these ministers attended to these particular 
matters? The Minister for Emergency Services, who is present in the chamber, might take note of page 17, which 
sets out three instances in which information has not been provided. I would be interested to know if the minister 
has issued a section 82 notice on that and, if not, whether it is his intention to do so. Otherwise, there is very little 
point in the committee going out of its way to devote an entire chapter of its report to the non-provision of information 
by executive government to whom it is responsible—that is, the Parliament—if the government’s arrogant response 
is simply to say, “Well, that recommendation is noted. We will remind the members and the ministers, where 
applicable, that a notice should be issued.” Have the ministers been reminded? If not, I am reminding the Minister 
for Emergency Services now. It would be good if somebody could pass that message on to the other ministers who 
are in breach of their requirements under section 82 of the Financial Management Act. 
As I said, this is nothing new. Hon Peter Collier tabled this report in this place in October last year. Ministers have 
had ample time to do this. We should keep in mind that when Hon Peter Collier tabled this report in October last 
year, he was reporting on the budget estimates process. The non-provision of information took place many months 
prior to that, yet we have a situation in which, as far as I can tell, quite possibly not one single minister has complied 
with this particular obligation. If there has been one, that is fantastic; tell us who it is, and what happened with the 
other 22 instances of non-provision of information. As I said, some of this information was not provided in June 
last year as a result of the budget estimates process. Will we find ourselves in a situation whereby we will shortly 
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be having the next round of budget estimates and this information relating to last year’s budget estimates will still 
not have been provided to the Parliament and, worse than that, the government will have arrogantly said that it 
will not even dare notify the Auditor General, who has a statutory obligation to consider these matters when 
notified? I have said before that this system is broken. This system, which sees ministers make their own judgement 
on whether they can be bothered to issue a section 82 notice, is not working. It works if we have competent 
ministers. It works if we have ministers who are prepared to adhere to the rule of law. It does not work when 
arrogant ministers choose not to comply with the rule of law in Western Australia, particularly section 82 of the 
Financial Management Act. These are not just concerns raised by me and other members; these concerns have 
been raised consistently by the Auditor General of Western Australia, who is paid as an independent officer of the 
Parliament to perform an accountability role with respect to executive government. The Auditor General is paid 
by the taxpayers of Western Australia and this Auditor General in particular has consistently raised concerns about 
these matters—seeking to provide reasonable information to Parliament and not providing sufficient appropriate audit 
evidence. As I understand it, a record number of concerns or qualified audits has been raised by the Auditor General 
in the most recent cycle. With all due respect to those who suggest that somehow this report is welcoming of 
the conclusion that the McGowan government has been performing well when it comes to transparency and 
accountability, they ought to read the report because the conclusion is the exact opposite. 

In the limited time before us, I also want to touch on longstanding concerns with respect to the State Coroner of 
Western Australia. Members who have had the opportunity to read the report that is presently before us will note 
that at page 21, the committee spends some time, once again, setting out a series of unfortunate events with respect 
to the State Coroner and the continuing unpreparedness of the office of the State Coroner to engage with Parliament 
in any way. The parliamentary secretary who was representing at the time, the hardworking Hon Matthew Swinbourn, 
attended the hearing on 20 June last year. Members will see at pages 21 to 22 that a fairly extensive explanation 
was provided by the honourable member which, I think, fairly sets out the dilemma in some respects for executive 
government. There is some dialogue between the parliamentary secretary and the chair of the committee, Hon Peter 
Collier, about this matter. Something needs to be done about this. We know that the committee has previously 
reported on this impasse; it did so in its eighty-sixth report when it was considering the previous round of annual 
report hearings. At the end of that report, the committee annexed the guidelines adopted by the Council of Chief 
Justices. Those guidelines set out a framework for the interaction between heads of the jurisdiction and the executive 
and the Parliament. There was an expectation that the Attorney General would provide information to the heads of 
jurisdiction. We are told that that is being done, yet nothing further has occurred. We still have a situation in which 
the State Coroner refuses to attend any such hearings. 

Hon PETER FOSTER: I rise to speak on the eighty-seventh report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations. This is my first opportunity to speak on a budget estimate report, and I note that today is the 
first opportunity for a lot of members to comment on this report. From where I have been sitting, it has been very 
interesting listening to individual members’ interpretation of this report. I start by acknowledging the committee. 
Of course, Hon Peter Collier is the chair. It was interesting to hear his contribution about the way in which his 
committee conducts its business. I am also a committee chair and I am quite proud of the efforts of my committee 
so it was really interesting to hear about the bipartisanship — 

Hon Klara Andric: Sharing the love! 

Hon PETER FOSTER: Sharing the love! I think that was the exact quote attributed to that committee. I also 
acknowledge the deputy chair, Hon Samantha Rowe, who is out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, 
and committee member Hon Jackie Jarvis. As some members have commented today, Hon Jackie Jarvis has 
finished on this committee because, as we all know, late last year she was promoted to the ministry. She is doing 
a fantastic job in her new position, and I am sure that the estimates committee will miss her contributions. I also 
acknowledge Hon Nick Goiran and Hon Dr Brad Pettitt, who are also members of the committee. Of course, all 
committees do great work and they are supported by great staff. I acknowledge the staff mentioned in this report—
Andrew Hawkes, advisory officer; Denise Wong, advisory officer; and Margaret Liveris, committee clerk. A lot 
of work goes on behind the scenes with preparing agendas and report materials so I acknowledge the great work 
of the committee staff. 

At times, members on this side of the chamber are accused of not reading reports. I have read this report, and I note 
that it is 40 pages long. I have read every single one of those pages. It was great to read the recommendations and 
findings. It was interesting to discover that the committee hearing process took place over 25.5 hours, which is an 
extensive period of scrutiny. Today we heard in this place that perhaps there is not enough scrutiny, but after reading 
the report, it looks to me as though there was a fair amount of scrutiny. I understand that there were 162 questions 
on notice, asked across 27 agencies. Quite a substantial subject matter was questioned and responded to. 

It was interesting to learn from page 1 about the appropriation process and how much money is being spent across 
government agencies. It is very important that we have estimates, this scrutiny process, so that we understand where 
all the money is going. Often regional members do not get the opportunity to attend budget estimate hearings. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 15 February 2023] 

 p206b-214a 
Hon Peter Collier; Hon Dan Caddy; Hon Neil Thomson; Hon Klara Andric; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Peter Foster 

 [8] 

I was able to attend a couple of sessions and I found it particularly interesting to listen to the questions asked. It was 
great to have the opportunity to ask about some of the budget measures of benefit to the Mining and Pastoral Region. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: I hope you write your own questions. 

Hon PETER FOSTER: I do, honourable member! 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: It is very good for a backbencher to write their own questions. 

Hon PETER FOSTER: Thank you. 

I was particularly interested in some of the issues around emergency services and the Department of Communities. 
It was interesting to hear some of the contributions today about the scrutiny of the budget papers. It is great that we 
get the opportunity in this committee report stage of our day to talk about those. A few members noted the government 
response, which was lodged in December. I printed it out earlier today. I note that two of those were supported by 
the government and two were noted by the government. We are taking note of what the committee says. 
A lot of people commented on whether or not the process is substantial. I refer to page 25 of the report where the 
committee provides its conclusion. It reads — 

The Committee is satisfied that its consideration of the 2022–23 estimates positively — 
I highlight that point — 

contributed to the scrutiny of Government and its operations. The Committee continued its practice of 
examining changes to the Appropriation Bills and the performance management framework, and identifying 
spending changes that are subject to a sunset clause or program evaluation. It expanded on this approach 
by reflecting on agency resourcing and seeking an update on sunset clause or program evaluation from 
the 2021–22 Budget. 

It continues on page 26 — 
This year’s report provides an in-depth examination of the determinants of general government net debt 
and makes a number of recommendations … 

A few members commented on that today. Finally, it reads — 
The Committee thanks all Ministers and Parliamentary Secretaries, witnesses and participating Members 
for their assistance. 

A few members have interpreted the report differently but that conclusion seems to indicate that it was a positive 
report. On that basis, I will end my remarks. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: With all due respect, we need to undertake further scrutiny of the budget estimates process 
2022–23. As I said, I look forward to someone within government providing an explanation of what will happen 
with the multitude of section 82 notices that as far as I am aware have still not been provided. That includes 
persons such as the Minister for Emergency Services. I will continue to raise this matter until such time as someone 
tells us whether they are going to provide a section 82 notice. If they are not going to provide a section 82 notice, 
then just own it and say, “We will not comply with the law of Western Australia. We don’t care about the 
Financial Management Act. We don’t care about section 82. We, the McGowan Labor government, are arrogant. 
We don’t care about the rule of law.” Just own up to it. The absolute silence from members opposite on this matter 
is totally inadequate. 
As I said earlier, we continue to have the problem of the massive backlog in the Office of the State Coroner of 
Western Australia. There is a Mexican stand-off. It seems that the Attorney General is not able to do anything 
about that. The 36 members of this chamber are paid by the taxpayers of Western Australia to contribute to the budget 
estimates process and to scrutinise the budget estimates that are provided by the executive government. It is entirely 
reasonable for the members of this chamber to inquire into the resource implications that have led to this massive 
backlog. However, we cannot do that if the Attorney General and his office say they cannot talk about this because 
it is a matter for the State Coroner and they need to respect the independence of the State Coroner. The Parliament 
and the estimates committee are not able to interrogate the executive government any further on that matter if that 
continues to be the line from the chief person in executive government responsible for this area. That is compounded 
when the head of jurisdiction, the State Coroner, refuses to attend before a parliamentary committee.  
The Attorney General is saying, “Don’t ask me, because this is a matter for the State Coroner”, and the State Coroner 
is saying, “I’m not interested in talking to you, because I’m the State Coroner and I’m the head of jurisdiction, and 
I invoke my independence”. That leaves the people of Western Australia with nowhere to turn other than to tolerate 
this massive backlog. That is unacceptable and something needs to be done about it. However, nothing will be 
done about it if the attitude of the executive government is to just shrug its shoulders and say it is too hard. At the 
very least, it should not be too difficult for the Attorney General, and if need be even the Premier, to put on a cup 
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of tea and sit down with the State Coroner and try to sort this out, and then come back to Parliament and tell us 
what the resolution is. People in Western Australia have deceased loved ones whose bodies are languishing in the 
State Coroner’s office because of this massive backlog, and no-one wants to be accountable for finding a resolution. 
The people who are absolutely not responsible for this are the members of this Parliament. It is absolutely clear 
that the 36 members of this chamber are not responsible for the backlog. However, the 36 of us have a responsibility 
to keep asking questions to find out why there is a backlog. There are some within the executive and cabinet who 
have some extra opportunity to influence that. Even the three honourable ministers in this place are not ultimately 
responsible for the backlog. That is because none of them have portfolio responsibilities in this area. There are 
certainly members of the executive government who are responsible for this. That goes as high as the Premier of 
Western Australia. He needs to do something about it. If the Premier or the Attorney General are not willing to 
do anything about it, who will? Who can the people of Western Australia turn to when it comes to resolving this 
enormous backlog? 
I am very pleased to note that we will have further opportunities to scrutinise the recent budget estimates. I say that 
because there is a multitude of examples of information that has been hidden from Parliament. That includes the legal 
costs that have been expended by both the Attorney General and the Premier on certain litigation. There are other 
matters that the Attorney General has decided not to take on at all. That includes the high-profile allegations of bullying 
and evidence tampering between judicial officers. As I understand it, to this day nothing has been done on those matters.  
Consideration of report postponed, pursuant to standing orders. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


	Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Eighty-seventh Report — Consideration of the 2022–23 budget estimates
	Motion

