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Division 1: Parliament, $67 477 000 — 
Ms L.L. Baker, Chair. 
Mr P.B. Watson, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly. 
Ms K.M. Robinson, Clerk of the Legislative Assembly. 
Mr R. Hunter, Executive Manager, Parliamentary Services Department. 
Ms E. Ozich, Chief Finance Officer, Parliamentary Services Department. 
Ms P. Traegde, Deputy Executive Manager, Parliamentary Services Department; Director, Member and Operational 
Support. 
Ms B. Corey, Director, Parliamentary Information and Education, Parliamentary Services Department. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and 
answered and that both questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration 
of the estimates will be restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the 
consolidated account. Questions must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current 
division. Members should give these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility 
of more than one minister, a minister shall be examined only in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
Mr Speaker may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask Mr Speaker to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide, and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek 
Mr Speaker’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 31 May 2019. I caution 
members that if Mr Speaker asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on 
notice through the online questions system. 
Let us get underway. I give the call to the Leader of the Opposition. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 34 of budget paper No 2 and the service summary that refers to the 
Legislative Council. It indicates that for 2018–19, relative to 2017–18 — 
The SPEAKER: We cannot answer questions about the Legislative Council. 
The CHAIR: Sorry; these questions are not for the Council. They are just for the Assembly and the 
Parliamentary Services Department. 
The SPEAKER: I would like to be able to answer some of them. 
The CHAIR: Sorry, Leader of the Opposition—have another go. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The same thing applies to this question. I refer to page 40 and the total cost of services for the 
Legislative Assembly. There was a substantial increase from 2017–18 to 2018–19. Could someone explain the 
source of the increase for the current year? I understand that the expenses for the upcoming year are higher because 
of the longer sittings, but why was there a substantial increase in expenditure? 
The SPEAKER: I will get Ms Elma Ozich to answer that for me. 
Ms E. Ozich: We are talking about the total cost of services for the Legislative Assembly between this year and 
the budget year. In the budget year, there is a change of accounting standards, which relates to leases. As part of 
that, new depreciation expenses are coming into effect that will be hitting the 2019–20 accounts primarily in the 
areas of leased accommodation and motor vehicles. That is adding a substantial cost to the 2019–20 expenditure 
and forms a significant portion of the increase. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to page 39 of the Budget Statements. In the table that shows the appropriations, 
expenses and cash assets for the Assembly, there is a figure of $27 664 000. Does that include the operations of 
the parliamentary committees of the Assembly? 
The SPEAKER: I defer to Ms Ozich. 
Ms E. Ozich: Yes, it does. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: By extension, would that have a component that includes, for example, the Joint Select 
Committee on End of Life Choices? 
The SPEAKER: It does. I can give the member a description of the costs for that committee. The total cost was 
$422 519, which included wages, printing, travel, advertising, staff and member amenities. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: I know that in some cases the operations of committees includes travel, and that committees 
make application for travel. Has Mr Speaker experienced a normal number of requests from committees for travel 
this year, for example, compared with other years? 
The SPEAKER: For this committee or — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: My question relates to parliamentary committees and the cost of parliamentary committees 
and the appropriations that apply to them. 
The SPEAKER: When a committee like this comes up without any warning to us, it puts up the totals. I think that 
the total budget for all our committees last year was $538 000. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Was that 2018–19––and the 2019–20 budget for committees? 
The SPEAKER: Yes. The only committee that did not travel was the Joint Standing Committee on the Commissioner 
for Children and Young People. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I assume that when a committee makes a request for travel, it writes a letter in order to 
achieve that. I assume that you would have a certain number that you would support and a certain number that you 
do not. Can you give an indication of the difference between the number of committees that have made requests 
to travel and the number that are actually funded? 
The SPEAKER: When a committee applies for travel, a whole lot of components go into considering that 
application, such as how important we think the travel will work in with what they can achieve or whether they 
can achieve that somewhere else in Australia or Western Australia instead of going overseas. We look at the 
number of people who need to go, especially if it is overseas travel—how many staff are needed? I think we would 
have sent back one or two requests. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Would it be fair to say that a level of restraint is exercised on the requests for travel by committees? 
The CHAIR: I just remind the member that he is not on the estimates committee. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am sorry? 
The CHAIR: I have Mike Nahan and Zak Kirkup down as members of this committee. I assume that the member 
is extraneous to the committee, but is allowed to continue with his questions. 
The SPEAKER: We look to see how much budget we have. We had not budgeted for the end-of-life choices 
committee at the start, so we had to be a little more careful when we looked at things. We look at value for money 
and ways in which a committee can maybe alter its itinerary. 
[9.10 am] 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: By way of further information, can the Speaker provide me with the requests that have been 
made for travel by Assembly parliamentary committees to which he has said no or put a level of restriction on what 
has been requested? 
The SPEAKER: We can give the member some broad figures, but not individual ones because there is confidentiality 
around the committees. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is just the numbers I am after, not the intent. 
The SPEAKER: Sure. Supplementary — 
The CHAIR: Can you confirm what you would like to provide as supplementary information, Mr Speaker? Either 
one of you would be nice; it is for Hansard. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am chasing the numbers—in other words, the financial component—of the requests from 
committees that have been either restricted and/or knocked back in a decision of the Speaker. 
[Supplementary Information No A1.] 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to Parliamentary Services on page 47 and the provision of infrastructure and facilities. 
I note that under the efficiency indicators forecast for 2019–20, there is a nine per cent increase in the percentage 
of variable costs expended to maintain Parliament House building and grounds. I am keen to understand why there 
is that nine per cent jump in expenditure and what that looks like for major projects or the like. 
The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 
Mr R. Hunter: Specifically, the question relates to the increase of $9 000 expenditure in this financial year versus 
last year. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Nine per cent. 

Mr R. Hunter: Nine per cent; sorry. Essentially, what we do with our capital appropriation each year is allocate it to 
a list of projects. Once we have determined what those projects are, we then also call on the two chamber departments 
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to see whether they have any capacity to make a contribution to projects, because, as we have said quite often, we 
are underfunded with capital for this building. It can be for different maintenance aspects. We see an increase in 
expenditure as a consequence of being funded and getting contributions from the two chamber departments. This 
year, I think we got a $456 000 contribution from the two houses, which represents quite a substantial increase to 
our own investment. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is there an understanding of what projects are being funded over the forward estimates for 
maintenance of Parliament House grounds? 
Mr R. Hunter: Future projects—is that correct? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Yes. 
Mr R. Hunter: For next year’s project focus, we are looking at a number of things, taking into account that projects 
come from two sources of income—ones related to capital and others either maintenance related or funding we 
might get from the two chamber departments. The latter thing is that we cannot always rely on funding from the 
two chamber departments because it depends on their financial capacity. Our priorities next year will be the 
completion of the fountain accommodation, on which we have expended almost all the money, which was about 
$2.4 million over three years. We expect to spend a couple of hundred thousand dollars more next year. We need 
to replace our finance system, which is our principal tool for doing all our accounting. We are using a very old 
manual system that does not seem to gel very well with Treasury’s strategic information management system. 
Most of our internal workings are manual. We were fortunate to get one of our six requests for business cases 
approved, which was for the eastern roof repairs. This roof was built in 1964—so we are replacing the roof to the 
tune of $366 000. We will be making some further changes to the ground floor foyer around the security–reception 
area and installing some security gates. I have communicated that to members via an email. We will possibly need 
to replace the boiler and the chiller for the air conditioning for the two chamber departments. That will exceed our 
$1 million. At this stage, those things are our priority. That probably leads to an extension, if you do not mind, 
Madam Chair. There are a number of things we will not be able to complete. Last year, I spoke about air conditioning 
being a problem, particularly in the eastern wing. The air conditioning was not working a year ago and it is not 
working now. We have not been able to repair it. We have five tranches of air conditioning that we will not be 
able to complete. As air conditioning fails, we will unfortunately have to go without it. We have spent just over 
$120 000 on maintenance of old-style air conditioning, which is dead money. We are looking at something like 
$471 000 for the next stage, $680 000 for the following stage and about $2.8 million over the next five years. Air 
conditioning will not be done. 
Courtyard repairs and painting—if members look in the courtyard, they will see the state of the courtyard—will 
not be completed. There will be no improvements to accommodation for members or staff meeting rooms, 
including furnishings. We were looking to make improvements around the grounds to improve accessibility, 
particularly for people with disability who require to get into the building. That will not be done. The temporary 
bollards will remain and our database migration, an antiquated database, will not be migrated. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Mr Hunter said that one of six business cases was funded. Can I get an understanding of 
what business cases were not funded; in particular, did you specifically ask for the air conditioner and universal 
disability access? Were they part of those business cases, but the government refused to fund those areas? 
Mr R. Hunter: Yes. There were six business cases—four of them were for capital and two were for recurrent 
costs. I will deal with the recurrent costs first. The recurrent costs relate mainly to maintaining the new fountain 
accommodation, which was about $54 000 a year for just operating costs and some depreciation. That was rejected. 
They are additional costs that we will now incur. The other one that was knocked back was expenditure of about 
$250 000 for the courtyard. The landscaping for the driveways, bollard installation, security upgrades and 
accessibility were knocked back as well. Obviously, the eastern roof was successful. We required further capital 
for the air conditioning, of course, which I have already mentioned and which was knocked back. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: If it is possible, via further information, can I get a breakdown of what those business case 
asks were? Have any risks been identified by Parliament in not being able to fund the air-conditioning situation, 
in particular, given the state of the building and how hot it gets in here? What might disability access mean in 
terms of access to this building? Can we have a breakdown of the areas that were not funded that were asked for? 
Can we get that via further information? 
The CHAIR: Mr Speaker. 
The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 
Mr R. Hunter: I am happy to provide the quantums. I think the detail is cabinet-in-confidence—those submissions 
were made on that basis—but I am more than happy to provide an outline of those business cases and the quantums 
as supplementary information. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sure. 
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The CHAIR: We are providing some extra information as clearly enunciated. 
[Supplementary Information No A2.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Speaker was going to do additional things to the bollards out the front. They are an eyesore, 
let us say. What else were you going to do to them to improve their look or function? 
The SPEAKER: The bollards were put up in the first place at short notice because we received confidential 
information that they should be put up as soon as possible. That was done, and we have copped a lot of flak for 
that. There would have been trouble if we had not put them up, in light of some of the information we received, 
and something had happened, given 1 000 people attend rallies there and schoolkids are very often walking through 
there. They probably do not look the best, but at the time it was essential they went up. I will get Mr Hunter to 
follow up. I kept blaming him, but I had to tick it off. 
[9.20 am] 
Mr R. Hunter: I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his question. The bollards are definitely an eyesore; we 
knew that when we put them in. They were intended to be an interim measure, and they will be an interim measure 
eventually. There were different figures reported about how much they actually cost. They cost us just on $22 000. 
Obviously, they are soakwells, and they have been filled up with concrete, planted out and positioned in a particular 
way. We received intelligence about potential risk to Parliament based on information from other jurisdictions, 
and it was pretty urgent for us to do something. It was somewhat of a knee-jerk reaction to put those bollards in at 
the time, but it was necessary to do that. As part of our planning, I have some drawings of some of the design work 
that includes improving security and accessibility for people visiting Parliament. We included bollards that would 
essentially sit within the ground and would pop up as we needed them. For example, the other night, we had a rally 
of 500 to 600 people. The driveway would appear as normal, but to reduce the risks, we could pop those bollards 
up. The cost of those bollards would be about $120 000. Because Perth is based on sand, we have to put some 
fairly strong concrete footings in. It is about $120 000, but that is only part of the total design for the driveway and 
forecourt area. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What was the additional business plan on the bollards? Was it to go to those pop-up types? 
With the augmentation plan for the security in front, was the business plan to replace those bollards, or to set down 
a more permanent and aesthetic replacement? 
The SPEAKER: I refer the question to Mr Hunter. 
Mr R. Hunter: Yes, it was certainly a staged plan. Mr Kirkup has asked for the amount as well. We asked for 
$1.86 million for security upgrades, including the forecourt redesign. These upgrades would try to create mostly 
seamless-looking security—that is what we try to do when we want to encourage people to come to Parliament House. 
The ones the Leader of the Opposition is referring to would sit flat within the ground and pop up. There are 
a number of other infrastructure improvements that we would make. We do not want them to be ostentatious like 
the ones that we have at the front; we want them to be as discreet as we can make them. That was all part of the 
original business case. What will happen now is that, as we get portions of money, we can get some things done. 
We will incrementally try to make some improvements, as we will do probably at the end of June this year. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The security went beyond the bollards. What things were asked for in the business case in 
terms of security, besides replacing the bollards? 
Mr R. Hunter: I will refer to security in general, because some of those things are not matters for public voicing. 
Essentially, we were looking at doing things like improving some of the infrastructure to authenticate people as 
they come in, so that they have a pass, they swipe their pass and they can get in. People could not spill in through 
side doors. We have started to progress some of those things anyway, like turnstiles and redesign of the front foyer. 
Aside from the infrastructure, it is things like alarm systems and fortification of some of our exposed windows and 
areas. Obviously, the fountain area was included in that security design. There are a number of aspects to it. One of 
the primary ones we would like to see, which other Parliaments have been able to achieve, is to have our screening 
facilities wrapped up, so that screening is away from the building and before people enter the building, and is 
constant—that is, occurring all day, every day—as opposed to the way in which we do it now. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Did the warnings that were received prior to the installation of the bollards also apply to other 
actions in terms of security? A number of those have been mentioned. When a warning was received and something 
had to be done, the bollards were put in. Did those warnings apply to risks other than the bollards—to also the 
other security actions that are now being contemplated? 
Mr R. Hunter: The bollards were specifically related to vehicle attacks in places of significance, so that reaction 
was specific to that. Other intelligence is really about being vigilant. In the main, we have taken some pretty 
good advice; we are constantly talking to the relevant authorities about what security measures are required, 
and that is what we are doing. We have a longer-term plan. We do not want to fortify Parliament, but we want 
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to make sure that it is protected. It is really a progressive plan about making sure that we tick those boxes and 
keep it safe. 

Ms A. SANDERSON: On page 46 there is reference to the provision of infrastructure and facilities. Can the Speaker 
provide an update on the provision of a family room in Parliament? 
The SPEAKER: The family room is something that we have looked at with the Parliamentary Services Committee. 
We brought family-friendly situations to the attention of the Parliament, but that has not been acted upon as yet. 
The main issue with a family room is finding a room. We are very short of rooms in Parliament. We are battling 
to find room to fit members in, and to have meeting rooms for the different parties. It is something we are 
continually looking at. We are taking it to the Management Executive Committee, which is the decision-making 
body of Parliament. I have had a look at the one in New South Wales, which is very good, but it is upstairs, and 
people have to go up in a lift to get there. Some people have said they want it right next to the chamber here, but 
then we would have children too close to the chamber. I want one, and I know the committee wants one, but our 
biggest problem is finding space. Mr Hunter will answer about the lack of space for members here. 
Mr R. Hunter: I think the family room question is a very good one that needs to be considered properly. I have 
read the surveys that have come back. Probably as many as 30 per cent of members have indicated an interest in 
a family room, which is completely understandable. I think Mr Speaker’s comments about it being hard to find 
a suitable space is a real concern for us. If we had the space, we would be able to do it reasonably easily. Family 
rooms are easy to construct, fit-out and put appropriate equipment in, but finding a location that is going to be 
secure for children and accessible by members is hard. It is not impossible, but it is a matter that we are considering 
along with a whole lot of other matters about family friendly practices. It is very much a live topic. Until the MEC 
has taken the relevant advice and considered it, we will not have a decision on it. Obviously, there is also the space 
issue; however, one day, if we are able to improve our accommodation, we expect that we will be able to have 
a family room and other facilities as well, which is our endeavour. 
Ms A. SANDERSON: Can we have an outline of the range of family friendly provisions and facilities being 
considered, as mentioned in the previous answer? 
The SPEAKER: Sorry, I probably got it wrong when I said that there were a whole lot of things. It is a family 
friendly Parliament, where we finish earlier. We put up those provisions to finish at 7.00 pm on Tuesdays, to try 
to make it more accessible for young people who come in with their families, and to allow breastfeeding in the 
chamber. All those sorts of things went up, but it has not got past this chamber as yet. I think it is a bit disappointing 
for the people who put the work in to get it done. Hopefully, both sides of the chamber can do something with it 
in the near future to make it more family friendly, and we do not just have it sitting on the books. 
The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Will the Speaker argue with the government to bring forward to Parliament those various 
wideranging administrative changes to standing orders, including augmenting the family friendly nature of 
Parliament? We on this side look forward to those being brought forward. 
The SPEAKER: I do not know if the Leader of the Opposition knows, but I do not have any power over the government. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let us say the Speaker has the power of his authority. 
The SPEAKER: I used my power to bring it to the chamber. The chamber must organise itself. 
Ms A. SANDERSON: Pass them. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Bring it forward. 
Ms A. SANDERSON: Give us a commitment to pass them. 
The SPEAKER: Do I have to stand on my feet, as I do in the chair, to get a voice in? A lot of people did a lot of 
good work to get that done. I do not know what is wrong with either side; I am not interested in who is at fault. 
I just want to have it brought forward, because otherwise we will go backwards to where we have been for the last 
hundred years. Shame on both sides of the chamber, I say, for not getting it done. 
[9.30 am] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just to get some clarity on my first question, I refer to page 40 of the Budget Statements. The 
bottom line under “Efficiency Indicators” outlines that the average cost per member of the Legislative Assembly 
was $87 627 in 2017–18, and it went up to $100 881 and it will hold at that level over the forward estimates. That 
is a 15 per cent increase in cost per member of the Legislative Assembly. Could you explain, Mr Speaker? It is not 
due to the euthanasia committee, because the cost holds in the out years. I thought it could be for one year. What 
is the reason for the 15 per cent increase in costs in 2018–19 and throughout the forward estimates? 
The SPEAKER: Ms Ozich. 
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Ms E. Ozich: Expenditure in 2017–18 was under budget and savings were made in certain areas, such as services 
and contracts, which included committee travel and projects. There was a reduction in accommodation costs 
because a lease contract was renegotiated. There were also some savings in employee benefits because during the 
year there were some vacancies in the Legislative Assembly area. It was a combination of all those. It is more so 
that expenditure in previous years was below budget than that there has been a jump for the new year. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I take it that Parliament more than made up for it in the next year. It was below budget in 2017–18. 

Ms E. Ozich: A lot more activity will occur during this year with the extra sitting weeks; therefore, there will be 
extra expenses. Yes, we will use our entire budget. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That level holds for the out years, so it is not a one-off increase; it goes up to $100 000 and 
remains almost at that level for three years. 

Ms E. Ozich: Yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In 2017–18, there was an underspend. 

Ms E. Ozich: Yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was an increase in 2018–19 in part because of the extra sittings, and I understand that, 
but then in 2019–20, it goes up. Is Parliament expecting more activity in 2019–20? 

The SPEAKER: Ms Ozich. 

Ms E. Ozich: We have some extra sitting weeks in 2019–20 as well. We have extra sitting weeks this year and 
next year, so that will mean extra costs. Obviously, with the committees being in full swing, there are costs around 
that. As I mentioned before, there has been a change of accounting standards and some leases that have come onto 
the balance sheet have also generated extra depreciation expenses that we have not had in our accounts before. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The expert committee on end-of-life choices that Mr McCusker is leading is funded not by 
Parliament but, I assume, by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

The SPEAKER: No, we are not funding that. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the Joint Select Committee on End of Life Choices finished as far as Parliament is concerned? 

The SPEAKER: Yes, it is. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to service 2, “Provision of Information and Services”, on page 47 of the Budget Statements. 
There is reference to the average cost per student and member of the public. This is the educational side of Parliament. 
It is my understanding that last year—this can be confirmed—something like 20 000 people passed through the 
doors. What is visitation anticipated to be in the out years? 

The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 

Mr R. Hunter: Last year, we had about 17 000 students and about 3 000 people from community groups—so, 
about the same at 20 000. This year to date, at the end of April we had had about 13 000 students and just under 
3 000 from community groups. The numbers might be slightly down on last year, but not a great deal. One of the 
increases that we have had—our education team in particular has done a very good job of this—has been in our 
outreach program. Last year, our outreach program reached about 1 080 students. This year we are already up to 
about 1 700 and we have another program commencing next week, in fact, in the Manjimup and Pemberton area. 
That outreach has increased. Overall, the numbers are about the same. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Are any personnel support pressures anticipated with FTE staffing and funding in support 
of those education programs or is that catered for in the current budget? 

The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 

Mr R. Hunter: We do not expect any pressures at all. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can I raise a related issue? It is a very important issue. A lot of children from my electorate come 
through Parliament and there are a lot of vigorous complaints about the shift from muffins and orange juice to badges. 

Ms A. SANDERSON: Yes! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member gets the same thing. In fact, it is almost at crisis point. I would like to inquire 
about why the shift was made. Yesterday, children from Doubleview Primary School in my colleague’s electorate 
were here and it was afternoon tea and their tummies were rumbling. I asked them what the most important thing 
was for them about coming to Parliament and they said that it was the muffins. I had to tell them that they were 
not getting muffins and orange juice. I will pay to go back to the muffins and orange juice for all the kids in my 
electorate, and there are a lot of them. Would the member for Morley agree? 
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The SPEAKER: I know other people might answer this, but as long as the Leader of the Opposition does not 
mind cooking the muffins — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I will pay for them. 

The SPEAKER: The big issue was getting people to cook them, and then the muffins sat around for quite a time 
and there were health issues. People said that when they brought their children to Parliament, we gave them 
muffins. A lot of people do not think muffins are healthy, including my doctor. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is for you, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: He does not want me to put on weight. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Please bring back the muffins. 

The SPEAKER: Mr Hunter. 

Mr R. Hunter: I will just give an overview and then perhaps Belinda Corey could give some details. It was quite 
a contentious issue; it was bigger than we thought it might be. A number of factors made us change from muffins to 
pins; in fact, we transitioned to Crunch&Sip. Some schools were looking for healthier options, so we looked at some 
of those options. We also had a chef who spent a significant amount of time cooking lots and lots of muffins—
members can imagine how many muffins we were doing. It was not a cost issue. It was not really about that; it 
was about balancing the needs of both parents and school groups, because the community groups did not seem all 
that concerned about it. We did a trial and we got some feedback and we took it to the Parliamentary Services 
Committee. I might ask Belinda Corey to comment further on anything I might have missed. 

Ms B. Corey: The feedback from the schools about the pins has been reasonably good. When we went to the pins, 
we gave students something they could take away with them and keep. Instead of eating a muffin and then leaving 
and forgetting about it, they got a pin from Parliament House, so it is a lasting memento. Now that we have moved 
to the pins, when we do our regional outreach programs—we are now doing three outreach programs a year—the 
local member for those regions can provide pins to the schools that we visit, which previously we were not able to 
do with the muffin arrangement. 

The SPEAKER: I would like to congratulate the group, because those outreach programs are fantastic. We are 
getting out and letting people know what politics is all about. I went to the one in Albany. A couple of the member 
for Warren–Blackwood’s colleagues were there. The kids were just amazing. I think that is what we have to do for 
the future to let people understand what it is all about. I am sorry, Leader of the Opposition, but taking away 
a memento from Parliament, which is forever and they can wear on their jacket, is probably a very good idea. It 
went to the Parliamentary Services Committee and it ticked it off. It was not just a group thing; it was the members. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I think the Parliamentary Services Committee has done a magnificent job of promoting 
Parliament with the kids, and the outreach program is a great idea. I will bring a petition on muffins to Parliament. 
Over 1 000 kids from my electorate have come through Parliament and they love it—even without the muffins! 
We will raise that later. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: A few years ago when I was talking to one of my school groups, Troy Buswell said that 
people normally get burgers and fries, and they were disappointed with muffins! But good work. 

[9.40 am] 

The CHAIR: Member for Dawesville, do you have a question that is not related to muffins? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I have a question unrelated to food! 

I refer to “Provision of Information and Services” under “Service Summary” on page 46 of the Parliamentary Services 
division. I am keen to understand the website. I notice that the public face of the website has had a refresh. I am 
keen to understand the cost. I am sure the Speaker is aware that other Parliaments across the Federation have been 
subject to a range of malicious attacks. I am keen to understand whether that has occurred in Western Australia. 

Mr R. Hunter: The website cost was spread over two years, again because our capital funding was not sufficient 
to do it all in one year and because it takes a fair bit of time to do the analysis. A lot of legwork was done at the 
front end in terms of the design and seeking input from members and users, including internal users, about the 
layout et cetera—bearing in mind, as I previously mentioned, we have an antiquated database that we cannot 
migrate from. We are using a Lotus Notes database. It is a nice, solid database. However, the functionality is not 
quite as good as some of the more contemporary technologies. The first part of the design stage was the actual 
layout design, which I think cost us in the order of $78 000 to $80 000 initially. That looks at the design, the layout, 
and the intuitive look that is now seen. We looked at best practice. We looked around a number of jurisdictions 
and also at other contemporary websites to get the design. This is only the external-facing website. 
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The second part was the technical component, which was quite challenging. That involved getting an old 
Lotus Notes database to talk a particular language to get it to have the functionality that we can see today. There 
are still some limitations within that website. We had a project manager on that full-time for almost two years. The 
cost of it might sound quite high, but it is very, very modest in comparison to what other Parliaments have spent 
on theirs. The cost was about $470 000 in total. Just over half of that figure relates to the project manager managing 
the job. There is still some work to do. 

The second part of the member’s question related to the internal POWAnet part. That is the next part. The external 
website has been changed, but internally we have extranet and POWAnet that are yet to be done. That is our next 
phase of development. 

The CHAIR: I will give the call again to the member for Dawesville in a minute. I just remind members that there 
are two divisions in this hour. We are well and truly into the second half of this and still on division 1, for your 
information. Go ahead, member for Dawesville. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate that reminder. 
I referred to malicious attacks on the website. I am keen to understand whether there have been any and what they 
looked like. 
Mr R. Hunter: We obviously had an attack last financial year, which is now common knowledge. We have not 
had one of that nature this year, but like every other Parliament, every organisation, every government 
organisation, we can expect about 80 per cent plus—about 88 per cent—of all our internet traffic is spam or people 
looking to try to harvest our data. Our firewalls are constantly being upgraded. John Buchanan, our IT manager, 
under Belinda Corey’s stewardship, does a fantastic job in ensuring that we have those protections in place. Most 
of that stuff is filtered straight out. Very, very rarely do we have any infiltration of our system, although we are all 
alive to the fact that that is an area of growth, particularly in people looking to harvest information. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will finish on this, noting the Chair’s previous nudge: in relation to the Lotus Notes 
element, without exposing any security concerns, can I ask what the Lotus Notes database is used for? Is that for 
POWAnet indexing and Hansard and things? Is that where that is at? Is that what Lotus Notes is dealing with? 
Mr R. Hunter: In part. Lotus Notes does a lot of things. We run probably about 60 databases—it might be a little 
more than that—that help inform different parts of our internet, but also our internal systems. We are migrating those 
things down. Our program to move away from that is a $700 000 exercise over two years. I will not go back and 
talk about the money that we do not have. For us to be able to migrate off that, it is quite a significant investment. 
We have a heavy, heavy reliance on it. Some of the Hansard production system is very reliant on it as well. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to the total appropriations figure on page 39. Using that as the entry point, I have 
a broad question. In this last budget, the government has made a decision to support the Governor’s residence to 
the tune of an extra $1.5 million for activities that might be called non-partisan pathways. Given that members of 
Parliament, including the Speaker’s delegations and parliamentary committees, travel a lot and play a pretty solid 
role in looking after Western Australia and pursuing Western Australia’s interests, particularly on the international 
stage, do discussions occur on a more strategic level with the Speaker about where he goes? Do activities 
undertaken by the Speaker’s delegations refer to the government’s objectives in supporting the Governor in what 
he is highlighting as activities that could well be in the same areas of interest? 
The SPEAKER: I do not have anything to do with the Governor. I do not discuss anything with the Governor. 
When we make a decision about where to go on a Speaker’s trip, or when committees are going anywhere, it is 
a decision that I make. Sometimes I refer the Speaker’s trips to the government to find out whether there are 
particular areas in which the government would like a presence. I would then take members of Parliament there. 
We do not have anything to do with the Governor or any decisions made by the Governor. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Can I confirm that the Speaker makes absolutely independent decisions about the nature of 
delegations, the activities of those delegations and where they go, from the broader government objectives in its 
interest and, by extension, the Governor’s interest? 
The SPEAKER: The Governor or the government? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The government and the Governor. Non-partisan delegations from this Parliament travel 
overseas to undertake activities, and parliamentary committees travel on the back of their inquiries. Separate from 
that, the government is pursuing the Governor to play a greater role—in fact funding that—in pursuing non-partisan 
activities on the international stage. I would have thought it smart to ensure that there is a level of strategy and 
coordination between the activities of the two non-partisan groups—Parliament and the Governor—in taking those 
activities. The Speaker has highlighted to me, and I am just seeking confirmation, that his decisions are truly 
independent and he does not have any intent of coordinating the interests of both parties. 
The SPEAKER: I will get my Clerk to answer that. 
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Ms K.M. Robinson: Speakers’ delegations have been happening for many, many years. Speakers make the decision 
independently. They do not get permission from the Premier to go overseas. Speakers will go to a place where 
there is a WA government office, such as a trade office. For example, the WA government has offices in Shanghai, 
China; Japan; South Korea; Indonesia; and the Middle East. Those would be the places that Speakers will send 
delegations to. Primarily, the delegations are for the members on the delegation. It is an opportunity for the Speaker 
to take members to these important trading partners who have important relationships with Western Australia to 
allow members to see the important relationships, the trade or the business that occurs between the two countries. 
If we look at the members who have gone on previous delegations, they have ended up becoming ministers or 
Premiers, so it is a very important function. 
The other important aspect in going to WA trade offices in different countries is that the program is developed by 
the commissioner, for example, in each place. For example, this year the Speaker went to the Gulf region in the 
Middle East. We visited the WA trade commissioner there, Pankaj Savara, who organised the program. Obviously, 
he is thinking in terms of the WA perspective. A lot of meetings are with businesses or with governments that have 
business relationships with WA or that we are trying to get business relationships with. The importance of having 
the Speaker on these delegations is that they are seen as very high level. Having the Speaker visit is like having 
a minister, Premier or Prime Minister visit. It is seen to be very important in cementing the relationship between 
two countries. Although the Speaker does not get permission to do these delegations, it is informally done through 
these trade offices. Obviously, when we go overseas, the members of the delegation represent Western Australia, 
but it is also primarily a parliamentary delegation. 

[9.50 am] 

The SPEAKER: One extra thing is that we can get into high-level meetings that the trade commissioner might 
not be able to get into. It is an advantage for a trade commissioner to have a delegation go into their area. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: By extension, I imagine that you, Mr Speaker, would support the notion that parliamentary trips 
and delegations are an important part of Western Australia’s input into overseas relationships and trade opportunities — 

The SPEAKER: I do. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: — yet the government is choosing to invest in the Governor as an alternative support as 
distinct from the non-partisan nature of Parliament and, by extension, its committees. 

The SPEAKER: That is a decision for the government; it is not a decision of mine. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
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