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Division 10:  Office of the Auditor General, $8 272 000 - 
Mr A.D. McRae, Chairman.  
Mr E.S. Ripper, Treasurer. 
Mr D. Pearson, Auditor General. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Although the Auditor General, in terms of ministerial accountability to Parliament, is 
responsible to me, he is an independent officer and not subject to my direction.  Therefore, I believe that I cannot 
in practice be held to account for whatever previous problems he has incurred in his office; not that I think there 
are any. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  What current projects are being undertaken by the Office of the Auditor General and will 
the Auditor General foreshadow the work topics for the coming year? 

The CHAIRMAN:  I understand the independence of the Office of the Auditor General, but the standing orders 
still require the question to be directed through the Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  In practice, although I will take it as read that the questions are directed through me, I will ask 
the Auditor General to respond.   

Mr PEARSON:  We anticipate tabling two reports in the coming month or two.  One report is a supplementary 
ministerial portfolio report primarily dealing with the health sector, the audits, the annual financial statement and 
performance indicators which were not able to be completed for inclusion in the report of last December.  The 
current schedule includes a public sector performance report to be tabled before the end of June that will cover 
three topics dealing with marine safety, Internet firewalls and taxi regulation.  Beyond that, the topics we are 
currently working on are at a preliminary stage.  Although I will mention the topics, I emphasise that they are 
matters subject to audit, and the depth of reporting will depend on the ultimate findings from the audits.  We are 
also examining the regulation of gaming and racing; we propose a follow-on report to a review of surgical 
services in the health sector, dealing with waiting lists and the management of those waiting lists; we are also 
doing some work on the maintenance of Homeswest homes; and we are doing a review of the administration of 
state agreement Acts.  Another area in which we are doing some work is a review of the administration of the 
Western Australian Government’s superannuation by the Government Employees Superannuation Board.  Those 
are our current projects.  Two-thirds of our resources in the overall work of the office go to annual financial 
statement performance indicator audits.  We are currently embarking very heavily on the interim phase of the 
audit of about 200 agencies that make up the public sector. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The second dot point on page 183 refers to a significant increase in the number of agencies 
unable to meet the Financial Administration and Audit Act reporting deadlines.  What is the reason for that 
increase in the number of agencies unable to meet that standard and how many agencies are we talking about? 

Mr PEARSON:  The details of the increase were provided in the ministerial portfolio report tabled in December 
last year.  In that report I concluded that the basic underlying reason for these delays was related to the changes 
following the machinery of government changes, in that there were difficulties associated with the integration of 
financial and human resource systems across agencies as the agencies were rationalised into a smaller number of 
departments.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  One problem in the public sector is that we have a variety of different finance systems.  I 
think we have probably 27-odd different finance systems, including different versions of proprietary systems, 
across the public sector.  We have about a dozen human resource management systems.  One of the Functional 
Review Taskforce recommendations is that we should standardise our corporate services, processes and systems 
and benchmark them for efficiency.  That reform of corporate services will hopefully mean a better assessment 
when the Auditor General next looks at this issue.  From my point of view, the quality of financial management 
in government agencies relates to the prevalence of accounting qualifications among people responsible for 
financial management.  I referred in earlier remarks to a review of Treasurer’s Instructions.  We have 
strengthened the Treasurer’s instruction relating to the accounting qualifications required of principal financial 
officers and the direct access of those officers to the chief executive officer of the agency.  We have not been so 
rigid as to require all principal financial officers to have a defined set of accounting qualifications, but under the 
Treasurer’s instruction they must have access to people who have those qualifications and a direct line of 
reporting to the chief executive officer.  It is preferable that those people have the recognised accounting 
qualifications.  I would like the accounting expertise within the Government strengthened because otherwise we 
get these sort of reports.   

[11.50 am] 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have a range of questions.  I do not want to impinge on the time of other members, 
so perhaps the Chairman can direct.  I refer to item 41 on page 183.  Is it correct that recurrent funding for the 
Office of the Auditor General has not kept up with the rate of inflation?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Revenue growth has not kept up with the rate of inflation.  The revenue forecast for next year 
is for a growth of 2.1 per cent.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is not the question.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If revenue growth is less than the rate of inflation, it is not possible to increase the funding for 
all agencies by the rate of inflation.  It is particularly not possible to do that when some agencies, such as health, 
grow at more than double the rate of inflation.  If revenue growth is less than the rate of inflation and spending in 
some agencies is growing at more than double the rate of inflation, the final result must be that funding increases 
for some agencies is less than the rate of inflation.  I have not done the calculations for the Auditor General’s 
budget.  Based on a quick look at the figures, the member may be right.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Commission on Government said that the Auditor General should be kept 
independent from government.  This Government has refused to follow that recommendation.  It - through the 
Treasurer - still controls the budget of the Auditor General.  I refer to the last dot point on page 184.  This is a 
serious matter about which I have considerable concern.  The cost of private audits has skyrocketed following 
the collapse of HIH and several heavily publicised American activities.  There is major concern within private 
and federal government circles about the cost of compliance in governance.  The Government recognises in the 
budget papers that the Office of the Auditor General is under extreme pressure, but it is not providing any 
finances to meet that pressure.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There is no doubt that all government agencies, including the Office of the Auditor General, 
have financial pressures.  Some pressures are common to most agencies and others are particular to certain 
agencies.  Each agency that comes before the expenditure review committee has its own particular set of 
circumstances and, most often, its own set of arguments for special treatment in the budget process.  The 
Government tries to choose carefully and fairly between the competing priorities.  I give the Leader of the 
National Party an example of the decisions the Government made about the Auditor General’s office in the first 
budget process.  The savings measure we took to the people during the election campaign was a priority dividend 
across government.  In other words, we said we would reduce every government agency to fund our election 
priority commitments.  That included the Office of the Auditor General.  That is what we took to the election.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It should not have included the Auditor General.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We took to the election a priority dividend applying to most agencies, including the Auditor 
General.  The only agencies that were excluded were health, education and police.  That is what we took to the 
election.  Following discussions with the Auditor General, the priority dividend arrangement applying to the 
Office of the Auditor General in the first budget was substantially modified.  The Auditor General’s office was 
one of those offices that was protected in the first budget from the application of the priority dividend.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Office of the Auditor General is not another government agency.  It is meant to 
be an independent office of this Parliament.  I refer again to the last dot point on page 184.  What percentage of 
the state audits controlled by the Auditor General will be done by private contractors, and what has happened to 
the cost of those audits?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We now are moving away from my responsibilities to those of the Auditor General.   

Mr PEARSON:  Approximately 30 per cent of the field audit work for the financial statements and performance 
indicators is undertaken by the private sector.  At this stage, those contracts are on a three plus two-year basis, so 
only about a fifth of them have been impacted.  The contracts we have taken to the market this year have 
attracted a significant fee increase of more than 20 per cent.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  What has that done to the budget of the Office of the Auditor General?   

Mr PEARSON:  It has increased the pressure on the budget.  I have responded in two respects.  First, there has 
been a reduction in the number of controls and legislative compliance reviews and efficiency and effectiveness 
reviews.  I have also taken action to try to bring more of my work in-house; that is, have public servants do the 
work.  That has a long lead time owing to the recruitment and training of staff.  Over the out years, I intend to 
reduce the proportion of work I contract to the private sector.  However, I have a view that there is an irreducible 
minimum of about 25 per cent of field work that should be contracted to the private sector.  Even at the higher 
prices it is more cost effective to buy the specialist expertise of firms.  If I want private auditors to undertake a 
public sector audit, I must maintain a base level of expertise in the marketplace.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Several matters arise from the Auditor General’s answer.  What is the allocation for 
the increased training that will be required by the Auditor General’s office?  The level of senior competency that 
will be required is also an issue.  The Auditor General says that 25 per cent of his field work will continue to be 
given to the private sector.  Is there the same number of practitioners in the private sector?  I think the Auditor 
General said that audit costs had increased by about 30 per cent.  Will the Auditor General be able to maintain 
that 25 per cent over this budget and for the years 2004-05, 2005-06 and 2006-07?   

[12 noon] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I can show the member the 2003-04 appropriation for the Office of the Auditor General.  It is 
a total appropriation of $8.272 million compared to a total appropriation in this financial year of $7.979 million.  
That is an increase in the appropriation of the Office of the Auditor General.  Every government agency - 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is not a government agency; it is the Office of the Auditor General. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Every agency funded by taxpayers has an argument for an increase in its budget allocation.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is the accountability office.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the Government accepted every agency’s argument for an increase in its budget allocation, 
the Government would spend an additional $1 billion or $2 billion each year.  Taxpayers require the Government 
to be rigorous in its assessment of expenditure requests, particularly when the Government finds it is necessary 
to increase taxes.  We owe it to taxpayers, particularly when we increase taxes, to be rigorous in our control of 
expenditure.  I hope I am not giving too much away to the Auditor General about the next budget process, but I 
appreciate the role of the Auditor General in assisting me to do my work.  If the Auditor General exposes waste, 
mismanagement or circumstances in which there has not been value for money in the operations of the public 
sector, that helps me as Treasurer to control public sector expenditure.  I appreciate the value of the Auditor 
General’s work.  That is why the Auditor General’s office was largely protected from the application of the 
priority and insurance dividend in the Government’s first budget.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I refer to item 41 on page 183 under delivery of outputs.  For the Auditor General’s 
office for the forthcoming year, will the minister advise the expected increase in salaries, the expected increase 
in training costs, the expected amount of expertise for in-house operations and the expected increased cost of 
external auditors?  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the National Party is seeking expected salary costs, training costs, contracting 
costs and increases in contractor costs when they expire and must be renewed.  I am not in a position to provide 
that information now.  The Auditor General may be able to provide it now, or he might want to provide it as 
supplementary information.  

Mr PEARSON:  I will provide it as supplementary information.  Under the present budget, I am satisfied that I 
can deliver services this year.  However, I have put on notice these pressures.  They are areas that I propose 
working on in coming years to demonstrate their effect.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I would like that information. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government wages policy is to increase wages annually by 3 per cent.  That will apply to 
the Auditor General’s staff.  I appreciate that the Auditor General has a special function in the system; 
nevertheless, no function in the system can have an unlimited budget.  Someone must make a decision.  It is 
appropriate that the people who make that decision take responsibility for taxation measures.  We could not have 
a situation in which people who did not have responsibility for taxation had responsibility for spending.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Government is reducing the level of accountability.  The Treasurer has told me 
today that the quality of surveillance of audits next year will be reduced.  The budget papers indicate that.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The budget papers indicated that there is an increase in the Auditor General’s budget.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Therefore, there is a reduction in the function.  This is a serious matter.  I do not 
intend to back off.  I want to know how the Treasurer can guarantee to this State the same level of community 
audit as last year given 25 per cent of the budget of a major agency such as the Department of Health was not 
passed without qualification.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  What budget increase does the Leader of the National Party think would be appropriate for the 
Office of the Auditor General?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  From speaking to consultants attached to international firms, the number of people 
available to provide services to the Auditor General has reduced.  These days a consultant to an organisation 
should not audit the books of that organisation.  People are finding it far more lucrative to act as consultants than 
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to audit, so they are moving away from auditing.  That is why costs will increase substantially - by 30 per cent 
according to the Auditor General.  Major international auditors are carrying out audits of key major government 
agencies, particularly government trading enterprises.  Today the Auditor General has told the Treasurer that 
auditing costs attached to those audits will increase by 30 per cent.  Something must therefore give, such as the 
quality of audits or, as the Auditor General said, the capacity of the Auditor General’s office to undertake audits 
in-house will substantially reduce.  I have not spoken to the Auditor General about this, and I am not trying to 
put words in his mouth.  However, he will need to employ expertise he does not have within his office.  I 
imagine that is absolutely correct.  The Treasurer is saying to me and the public of Western Australia that he is 
happy to accept that the quality of public sector auditing in Western Australia will decline, despite the very 
recent collapse of HIH Insurance and other dramatic events of last year.  
The CHAIRMAN:  I am under pressure to make sure we proceed through questions.  I do not want to cut 
members off from making a point.  However, I want to get through as many questions as possible.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I can understand why any Government involving the National Party had trouble balancing the 
budget.  No wonder there were five deficits in eight years and two more deficits forecast.  It appears that the 
National Party, on the one hand, is saying that there should be no taxation increases and on the other hand it is 
pushing for expenditure growth.  I repeat, the budget for the Auditor General has grown from $7.979 million to 
$8.272 million.  In this Government’s three budgets, the Auditor General’s budget has been protected from the 
cuts that have applied to other budget areas.  In the end, every public sector agency must make its contribution to 
expenditure control.  Every public sector agency must live within the means that the taxpayers, increasingly less 
willingly, give the Government.  

[12.10 pm] 
Mr M.P. WHITELY:  If the aim of the Auditor General is to increase accountability, the Treasurer will be 
interested to hear about one of the recommendations in a report by the Public Accounts Committee that was 
delivered last week.  The committee recommended that agencies report on the implementations and 
recommendations made in the Auditor General’s report within 12 months.  The agencies would then be 
accountable to the Public Accounts Committee and the committee would supplement the work of the Auditor 
General.  That is an innovation of the current Public Accounts Committee, which is chaired by the member for 
Ballajura, not the previous Public Accounts Committee, which was chaired by the member for Avon.  How 
would that impact on the effectiveness of the work done by the Auditor General?  Would it increase the impact 
of the work done by his good offices?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If public sector agencies had to explain to parliamentary committees what they were doing in 
response to the Auditor General’s reports, of course that would increase pressures on them and provide a means 
of focusing them on their own reports.  If that requirement of the Public Accounts Committee on public sector 
agencies at senior levels were implemented, senior managers would have to focus on their responses to the 
Auditor General’s report.  The senior officers might come before the committee and say that for one reason or 
other they believe they should not or could not implement the recommendations.  However, at the very least, if 
the committee makes that an obligatory requirement - 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  That is the intention. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If that is the committee’s approach, it will focus the public sector more on what it intends to 
do or not do about the Auditor General’s recommendations. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  That would increase the value for money for the amount of work the Auditor General 
does.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That conclusion could be drawn.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Apparently, before I took the Chair, the Leader of the National Party asked for some 
information.  That was followed by some general discussion and it was not clear whether information would be 
provided by way of supplementary information.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Auditor General and I have agreed to provide supplementary information on the expected 
increase in salaries in the Office of the Auditor General, the allocation for training in the Office of the Auditor 
General and the expected increases in contract payments in the Office of the Auditor General; that is, contracts 
generally and new contracts that replace expired ones.  Is that a reasonable summary? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I also want information about the cost of purchasing expertise within the Office of the 
Auditor General.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not sure what the member means.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Auditor General said earlier that because he is going to reduce outsourcing from 
30 per cent to 25 per cent, some work may have to be done in-house.  I assume that will mean either employing 
extra employees or providing extra training.   

Mr PEARSON:  That expertise is contained within the 30 per cent that I am contemplating reducing to 25 per 
cent.  There is an element to employ specialists, for example, financial institutions, whereby we buy the expertise 
rather than develop it and maintain it in-house.   

The CHAIRMAN:  That clarifies the matter.  

[Supplementary Information No A41.]   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  From my reading of item 41 on page 183 of the Budget Statements, I estimate that the 
three per cent increase in the budget of the Office of the Auditor General will amount to about $200 000.  Does 
the Auditor General add three per cent to his gross salary?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Government wages policy is that there can be a three per cent increase.  Two per cent of that 
is funded centrally and one per cent is funded by productivity improvements in the agency concerned.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Therefore, in real terms, the Government has not provided the Office of the Auditor 
General with a funding increase.  The fourth dot point on page 184 states -  

Demand for skilled and experienced professional staff, both in public and private sectors, continues and 
this has created difficulties for the Office retaining current staff and recruiting new staff.   

The Government has not provided any money for that.  The following dot point states -  

The expected adoption of International Accounting Standards in 2004-05 will have a significant impact 
on the Office due to the additional audit work and staff training involved.   

The Government has not provided any funds for that either.  The Government has not provided funds to cover 
the current concern about corporate governance, which has prompted increases in auditing fees.  The 
Government is refusing to fund any of those three significant cost pressures on the Office of the Auditor General.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I could take the member to any or every government agency - 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is not a government agency; it is the Office of the Auditor General.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not talking about this office.  I could take the member to any - 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am not worried about the others.  I am worried about the Office of the Auditor 
General.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I could take the member to any agency funded by the taxpayer - 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am talking about the Auditor General.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  They are all funded by the taxpayer.  Every department could explain the pressures they face 
and the new circumstances that influence their budgetary environment.  They very rarely tell the Government 
about any circumstances that might ease the financial pressure on them; they always refer to the circumstances 
that will require additional expenditure.  The Government must be very wary of the burden placed on taxpayers 
and choose carefully which of those pressures it will recognise for additional funding and which it will not.  We 
have increased the Auditor General’s budget.  The Auditor General manages that global budget and he is 
responsible for managing all the influences on his work, whether they are positive or negative, within the budget 
that has been allocated to him.   
Mr M. McGOWAN:  A table on page 185 of the Budget Statements shows key effectiveness and outcome 
indicators.  I take it the table refers to the periodic surveys that members of Parliament complete and forward to 
the Auditor General to assess his performance.  Some figures show how the Auditor General’s performance is 
assessed by members of Parliament.  I want more information on the general trends that members of Parliament 
provide through these surveys regarding the performance of the Office of the Auditor General.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will ask the Auditor General to respond.   
Mr PEARSON:  The trend is provided in the annual report.  Unfortunately, I do not have it with me, but I can 
provide it.  My recollection is that the trends have been reasonably consistent for almost 10 years.  The Public 
Accounts Committee’s recent review of my last annual report raised some complementary considerations with 
regard to face-to-face interviews with members of Parliament that have been done on an informal basis.  The 
committee recommended expanding their use.  Although these figures are the same indicators used in our annual 
reports, they are audited annual reports.  An independent survey fulfils the requirement of an auditor to get 
independent assurance.  However, that issue becomes somewhat more difficult when conducting a face-to-face 
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interview.  We are continuing to explore that area and the office is open to suggestions on how it can better 
assess that effectiveness.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  The surveys the office issues are quite broad and make it difficult to provide the Auditor 
General with accurate perceptions of our view of the Auditor General’s job.  There is scope for a different 
assessment or survey technique.  I would be interested in face-to-face interviews being organised.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will take that as a comment.   

[12.20 pm] 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  At page 189 the cost of services refers to employee expenses and superannuation, 
which amount to $6.8 million for the Office of the Auditor General.  If two to three per cent is applied to that 
figure, it results in an increase of $180 000 in the costs of the Office of the Auditor General.  The Treasurer 
made great speeches about the National Party a little earlier.  In about 1990 during the period of the Commission 
on Government, the acting Auditor General at the time indicated that the Dowding Government deliberately 
reduced the operating costs of the Auditor General to prevent scrutiny.  Is the Treasurer doing the same thing? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is an outrageous suggestion. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is not outrageous at all. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are increasing the budget of the Office of the Auditor General. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Treasurer is reducing the operating costs of the Office of the Auditor General. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We may not be increasing the budget of the Office of the Auditor General by as much as the 
Leader of the National Party thinks that it should be increased, but we are increasing it.  We have given the 
Office of the Auditor General preferential consideration when it comes to budget cuts. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Answer the question then. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  In the first budget we cut the budgets of all agencies, except those of health, education and 
police.  We added the Disability Services Commission to the list of those agencies that were quarantined, and the 
Department for Community Development got a much smaller cut than other agencies; likewise, the Office of the 
Auditor General very substantially escaped the full impact of the priority and assurance dividend applied in our 
first budget.  Therefore, right from our first budget, the base of the budget of the Office of the Auditor General 
compared to the base of other budgets was improved, because the other budgets were subject to the priority and 
assurance dividend, and we have not subjected the Office of the Auditor General to the sorts of measures that 
have been applied in many other agencies in the public sector.  That is because we value the work of the Auditor 
General and we take accountability seriously.   
As Treasurer, I think that the Auditor General’s work is of assistance to me in my role.  When the Auditor 
General points out something that the Government is doing wrong, at one level it is embarrassing to the 
Government but at another level it is helpful to me because I can use that report to ask that the matter be 
corrected and thus save taxpayers expenditure. 

I completely reject the Leader of the National Party’s assertion that we are compromising accountability on this 
matter.  We are increasing the budget.  Of course we could spend more on the Office of the Auditor General.  
There would be good reasons and good arguments for more expenditure in the Office of the Auditor General but 
there are good reasons and good arguments for more expenditure in many agencies funded by the taxpayer.  In 
the end we must live within the resources given to us by taxpayers.  I remind the Leader of the National Party 
that his party asked questions earlier in the estimates process that could only be interpreted as attacking taxation 
increases.  The Leader of the National Party cannot argue for expenditure increases and taxation reductions.  I 
suppose he could, if he were prepared to argue for a deficit budget.  Is that what he is arguing for? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am arguing about the Office of the Auditor General.  The first dot point on page 184 
refers to a 55 per cent increase in inquiries, complaints and requests from members of Parliament.  The last four 
dot points on the same page refer to significant cost pressures on the Office of the Auditor General which the 
Government has not funded.  Does the Treasurer recognise that those dot points on that page are either not 
relevant to the costs of the Office of the Auditor General or that he is dismissing them?   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  How many of those inquiries were yours? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Probably five or six.  I certainly make inquiries of the Office of the Auditor General. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There are many influences on the environment in which the Auditor General operates.  One 
matter to which the Auditor General has drawn attention is the additional auditing requirement that can happen 
when there is change in the public sector and departments are amalgamated, and sometimes issues arise in the 
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process of amalgamation that complicate audits.  On the other hand, we now have 21 government departments 
instead of 46, so in the final analysis the Auditor General will be auditing less than half the number of 
government departments that he previously had to audit. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That does not necessarily drop the workload. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There are influences both ways.  I do not deny any of the points.  We have not cut the budget, 
but have increased it.  One could make similar arguments with the same impact for any agency funded by this 
department. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The point the Treasurer is making is that he sees the Office of the Auditor General as 
an agency directly under his control as a minister of the Crown.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not see the Office of the Auditor General as being under my control.  If the Leader of the 
National Party asked that question directly of the Auditor General, I believe that the Auditor General would very 
firmly say that he would not see himself as being under my control.  It is up to him. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not think the Auditor General should be asked that question. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr P.W. Andrews):  I think I have heard the response a number of times.  It was most 
interesting. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  I want to follow in the same vein as the questions of the Leader of the National Party.  It 
appears to me that there is a $300 000 increase in the budget of the Office of the Auditor General.  There are 
obviously a number of spending pressures across government.  The Leader of the National Party seems to be 
indicating that he would like more money to go to the Office of the Auditor General.  What sort of pressures 
might the Treasurer have come under, both historically and more recently, which mean that millions of dollars 
cannot be thrown around willy-nilly for agencies that have caused pressure on the budget over the past few 
years? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is an interesting question.  Some of the accounting and auditing problems that have 
occurred in the past have created messes that require the Government to put in additional money.  For example, 
the Leader of the Opposition reached an industrial agreement with teachers whereby every teacher would have a 
laptop computer.  Laptop computers are not cheap items.  It was not provided for in the education budget or 
forward estimates, but the agreement required those laptops to be provided to teachers.  We have had to find the 
money for that.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  How much was that? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am not absolutely certain because it was also mixed up with something else in the education 
enterprise bargaining agreement.  The enterprise bargaining agreement referred to the reduction in class sizes, 
which was also not provided for in the education budget or the forward estimates.  I cannot give a figure for that, 
but I can give a figure for Delta communications and information technology project and computer aided 
dispatch and communications services projects in the Police Service.  In capital and recurrent terms from the 
time of their inception to the end of forward estimates these projects will cost $509 million, 52 per cent of which 
has been found by this Government, because it should have been in the forward estimates and was not.  In other 
words, the Police Service and the coalition together simply did not provide in the forward estimates the money 
that was required.  When we must fund those items, there are difficulties in, as the member puts it, throwing 
money around; although I do not regard extra funding for the Office of the Auditor General as throwing money 
around.  I can see an argument for additional funding for the Office of the Auditor General; it is just that I cannot 
see an argument for imposing even more taxation burdens on the Western Australian community.  Consequently 
we must make judgments.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Government has cut the budget.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We have not cut the budget of the Office of the Auditor General; we have increased it. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  In real terms the Government has cut it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Are there any other pressures from arrangements such as car leasing deals? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the member wants to talk about car leasing deals, the Matrix car fleet finance facility was 
costing something like $2 million a month more than other arrangements. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I think the Treasurer will find that the Under Treasurer was responsible for that. 

[12.30 pm] 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I bet the member for Hillarys would say I was responsible if something went wrong while I 
was Treasurer.  He would not say that the Under Treasurer was responsible.  The minister must accept 
responsibility and the Treasurer of the day, Richard Court, must take responsibility for the mess.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  When is the Treasurer going to do that?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do it every day.   

Mr M. McGOWAN:  Were any warnings provided by the Under Treasurer to any minister about any spending 
commitments at any time?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I bring a memo to Parliament every day with me.  Regrettably this is the one day in the entire 
parliamentary session that I have not brought that memo with me.   

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Here! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  You are wasting time - get on with it!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  My colleague the member for Roleystone has brought in the memo.   

The CHAIRMAN (Mr P.W. Andrews):  I think members have had a good time.  It is time to get back to the 
budget.   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  The Treasurer refused to provide information earlier, and now he is abusing the process and 
wasting time.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am happy to provide the memo as supplementary information.  

[Supplementary Information No A42.] 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I refer to page 183, item 41.  What was the total requested allocation for the Office of 
Auditor General by that office?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are here to discuss the budget as allocated by the Government. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is the budget.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are not here to discuss budget bids of agencies.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This is the Office of the Auditor General.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is.  We are here to discuss the budget.  If the Leader of the National Party wants to go 
through the budget process and cabinet process, he will receive the same answer that previous Governments 
would have given: the member is here to discuss what is in the budget, not what is not in the budget.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This is the Office of the Auditor General.  It is a public office - the protector of the 
people.  The Treasurer has made the decision about how much money the auditor of the State will receive.  It is a 
fair and reasonable question to ask the budget request for that office.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the National Party was the Chairman of the Public Accounts and Expenditure 
Review Committee during the eight years of the previous Government.  Did the committee ever produce a report 
stating that the Auditor General’s budget should be changed under the previous Government? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, on a number of occasions.  You should not ask questions without knowing the 
answer.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Did the Leader of the National Party ever ask such questions in the Estimates Committees of 
the previous Treasurer?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The answer is yes to both questions.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I cannot recall the previous Treasurer ever being questioned by the Leader of the National 
Party on anything.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Read Hansard.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the Leader of the National Party is taking the same approach as seen under the previous 
Government, I would be delighted to receive evidence to that effect.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Who was the only chairman to bring the Premier before a committee?  I did.  I was 
open and fair with the Public Accounts and Expenditure Review Committee - more than the Treasurer is being 
now.  I make a fair request: what was the allocation asked for by the Office of Auditor General in this year’s 
budget?   
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Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Did the Leader of the National Party say his committee was more open and accountable 
than the current Public Accounts Committee?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have no criticism of the current committee.  

Mr M.P. WHITELY:  Did he do any supplementary follow-up work; that is, after 12 months, did he write back 
and ask about the progress of the committee’s recommendations?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I set those things in place.  The member should not ask questions if he does not know 
the answer. 

Mr M. McGOWAN:  On a point of order, my understanding of the estimates process is that it provides an 
opportunity to ask questions about the budget.  My understanding of the question from the Leader of the 
National Party is that it does not relate to the budget.  Members may not ask questions on matters outside of the 
budget papers.   

The CHAIRMAN:  The member for Rockingham is absolutely correct.  We are addressing the budget papers.  
Each question should be directed to the papers before us.  The Leader of the National Party asked a question.  
Given that the Treasurer is about to provide a response, we will hear that response.  After this response, we will 
return to the budget papers.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  All agencies seeking funding from the taxpayer in the budget process have the opportunity to 
appear before the Government’s Expenditure Review Committee.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This is not an agency - it is the Office of the Auditor General.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Auditor General appears before the Expenditure Review Committee - so does the 
Ombudsman and the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards.  Those offices operating independent of 
ministers can discuss with the Expenditure Review Committee proposals for new service delivery measures or 
for additional funding to meet cost and demand pressures with services already offered.  Those discussions are 
cabinet discussions.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Have you heard of the Commission on Government?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As with the previous Government, I am not going to disclose cabinet discussions.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I pick up the Treasurer’s comments about laptop computers being made available to 
teachers.  Am I right in stating that every teacher can apply for a laptop?  I understand teachers are not given the 
laptop, but are provided with them at a special finance rate. 

The CHAIRMAN:  The question must relate to the point in the division in question.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I was picking up on what the Treasurer said.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Obviously, the member was referring to page 183.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I could see that the member was referring to page 183.  I may have been a little loose in my 
language earlier.  There is an arrangement by which teachers are supplied with laptop computers.  These matters 
are best answered in detail by the Minister for Education and Training, who is responsible for the arrangement.  I 
understand a payment is made below the commercial cost for the laptops.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Does the Treasurer know the percentage below that cost?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Those matters should be taken up with the Minister for Education and Training.  I assure the 
member that the teacher’s payment does not cover the full cost of the laptop.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I understand that the original idea was that teachers could apply for the laptop to be 
provided at a special financing rate.  They are certainly not given the laptop; the Treasurer would concede that.  
The figures that have been bandied around for laptops for all teachers are a bit misleading.  I understand that the 
Government is subsidising the purchase of laptops by teachers; it is not giving them to teachers.  Is that the case?   

[12.40 pm] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have already indicated that, in the excitement of the moment, I may have been loose with my 
language.  I take the approach that teachers are being given something because there is a cost to the Department 
of Education and Training and, consequently, to Treasury.  This is not a cost-neutral mechanism.  Whatever 
might have been the intention or the understanding of colleagues of the Leader of the Opposition, the then 
Minister for Education, the wording in the enterprise bargaining agreement, the expectations that arose from the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 22 May 2003] 

 p326b-335a 
Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Colin Barnett; Chairman; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr Martin Whitely; Mr Mark McGowan; The 

Chairman (mr P.W. Andrews); Mr Rob Johnson; Mr John Day 

 [10] 

negotiations and the understanding of the teachers union of the situation clearly involved measures that had a 
substantial cost to the Department of Education and Training and the Treasury.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  By way of supplementary information, will the Treasurer provide more detail on the cost to 
the Government of the provision of laptops to teachers so that members can be made absolutely aware of what 
the taxpayers are paying?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is a question that must be directed to the minister.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  You are the Treasurer.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is a question that must be directed to the Minister for Education and Training.  In view of 
the fact that the minister’s Estimates Committee hearing was held yesterday, during which he vigorously and 
appropriately discussed the Opposition’s failure to protect children and women from rape and domestic violence 
in the Swan Valley Nyungah Community, the member will have to put the question on notice to the Minister for 
Education and Training.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I refer to page 183.  I suspect the minister has never read the mission statement of the 
Office of the Auditor General.  It is the Treasurer’s mission statement, not the Auditor General’s.  The mission 
of the Office of the Auditor General is to enable the Auditor General to serve the public interest by 
communicating to Parliament independent and impartial information regarding public sector accountability and 
performance.  Why will the Treasurer not do that?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The mission statement is, of course, the Auditor General’s mission statement.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It has nothing to do with the Treasurer?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not interfere in the work of the Office of the Auditor General.  If I were to try to 
influence the mission statement of the Auditor General, that would be significant interference in his work.  He is 
independent and I support him and the Office of the Auditor General in the work it does.  It is important for our 
Parliament and our overall system.  It is also important for my work as Treasurer.  I want the Auditor General 
and his office to be a successful operation in this State, and that is why we have increased its budget.   
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  This will be my last question if I get an answer to it.  Is the Treasurer confirming that 
he will not provide the application for funding made by the Auditor General?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  In common with the previous coalition Government, I will not provide details of cabinet 
discussions or the discussions of cabinet committees.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is an absolute disgrace!   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the National Party may not be as aware of cabinet conventions as he should be, 
because I note that he was kicked out of Cabinet during the eight years of the previous Government.   

The appropriation was recommended.   
 


