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MACHINERY OF GOVERNMENT (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 519 put and passed.  

Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management) [7.21 pm]:  I 
move -  

That the bill be now read a third time.  
I express my appreciation of the opposition’s cooperation in the expeditious handling of this legislation.  I have 
made available to the opposition a marked-up copy of the legislation indicating the changes that have occurred 
since the house last debated legislation very similar to this in 2003.  I believe that that information may have 
assured the opposition that the issues contained in this legislation have essentially already been examined by this 
house.  I made some comments on the question of whistleblowers during the second reading debate.  Various 
members of the opposition raised particular issues of whistleblowing.  I made some general comments to the 
effect that a particular piece of legislation governed whistleblowing, and that the Corruption and Crime 
Commission had also been established and very well resourced with draconian powers to deal with allegations of 
wrongdoing in the public sector.  At that stage I also indicated that I would try to get some additional comments 
from relevant public servants on the particular whistleblowing issues that have been raised by the opposition.  I 
regret to say that no such advice has actually reached me, so I cannot go beyond the general comments that I 
have made, which make the following points.  The government strongly supports the right of public sector 
employees to blow the whistle if there is wrongdoing in the public sector.  The government has established a 
specific piece of legislation to provide for the rights and protection of all involved in this process.  The 
government has established a very powerful and well-resourced body to deal with allegations of corruption in the 
public sector.  The nature of whistleblowing will always mean that there are different perceptions about the 
actions of particular individuals.  I imagine that there will always be a degree of controversy and, indeed, 
bitterness surrounding some cases of whistleblowing.  I regret that I do not have any particular additional 
information to add to the details of the cases that have been raised by opposition members, but I understand that 
the member for Hillarys at least may have some further comments to make on these issues.  I will listen to him 
with interest.  
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [7.24 pm]:  I thank the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector 
Management for supplying me with the very comprehensive account of the changes from the original bill to the 
bill that is before the house today.  The original bill, as the minister quite rightly said, was read and passed in this 
house in 2003.  I played an active part in that bill, although I did not then have carriage of it for the opposition.  
The former member for Kingsley had carriage, but I took part in a reasonable amount of the debate on the bill.  
The situation now is that I have carriage of this bill for the opposition in this house.  I am not the spokesperson 
for public sector management.  My colleague Hon Helen Morton, in the other place, is the spokesperson.  
Obviously, when this bill passes this house and goes to the other place, she may want to raise more questions 
with the minister’s counterpart in the other place, and may have many more questions than we have had.  She is 
a new member, so she may want to have some things made clear to her, as it is her main area of responsibility in 
this Parliament.  I thank the minister for the copy of the bill.  I cannot say that I have read every single page; 
there is a lot here today, and I was given it only at about two o’clock.  However, I have had a quick flick through 
to see where the changes are.  It does not present me with a problem, and I do not think it will present the 
opposition with a problem.  In fact, it highlights the differences between that bill and this bill, which is 
important.   
As the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management has said, we did not debate any clauses 
during consideration in detail, because we did that with the original bill and, contrary to popular belief, I do not 
believe in wasting the time of Parliament.  The minister can smile, but I do not believe in wasting time; not on 
important issues anyway.  This is an important issue, and it needs to go through this house so that it can 
eventually go through the other house and become law in Western Australia.  
I want to raise just one question again in relation to whistleblowers, because it is an area that gave me a great 
deal of concern when the original bill was before the house, and it still gives me a great deal of concern today.  I 
am really sorry that the minister was not able to get any more detail on the particular cases that I mentioned.  
However, I can bring the minister up to date a bit in relation to one of those cases, because I have been made 
aware of the case of Chris Read, who was in the Ombudsman’s office.  He was a whistleblower.  I got it wrong 
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in my second reading contribution.  I thought it was information technology equipment that was purchased 
inappropriately, but it in fact was some software.  From my recollection, it was a program that would never 
work, and there was no end to the contract.  A lot of public money was being spent there.  As the minister well 
knows, the then Ombudsman resigned from the position.  However, what happened to the whistleblower was 
totally unfair.  He did the right thing in going to the appropriate authorities in the government and saying what 
was going wrong in that department.  I would say that it was more than inappropriate; it was an abuse of 
taxpayers’ funds, and in the very office that is supposed to be the guardian of government agencies.  It was 
totally inappropriate that these events should be taking place in the office of the Ombudsman.  What distressed 
me, as well as Chris Read and the other whistleblowers, is that when they carry out what they see as their duty to 
the government and to the taxpayers of Western Australia, and give an honest account of what they believe is 
wrong, illegal and an inappropriate expenditure of government money, they are then penalised.  Chris Read had 
attained a higher level in the Ombudsman’s office, but since he blew the whistle, he has gone back to his 
previous level.  The only cushion was an arrangement offered by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to 
do that over a period of five years, so that he did not go from the higher salary level right to the base level he had 
before he went into the Ombudsman’s office on secondment.  He had got used to that level of salary, but rather 
than drop it immediately, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet offered to reduce it over five years.  That 
means that for doing the right thing his career has gone backwards by at least five years.  His eventual pension 
benefit was to be something in the order of $27 000, which would be quite a lot of money for anybody’s pension 
benefits.  For doing the right thing, he lost his job in that department and lost the level he had worked for and 
attained.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  On your own account, he had not attained it substantively because had he attained a level 
substantively, he would have been able to retain that level. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I accept that, but he had worked in the department for some time and had fulfilled the job 
description and the obligations and duties that he had to carry out.  Had he said nothing, as I suggest many 
people do in different agencies when they see something going on, he would probably still be there at the same 
level he was when he blew the whistle.  However, he did the right thing; he put the state before his own benefits.  
He thought it was wrong to see thousands and thousands of dollars spent in an area where they should not have 
been spent.  That is why the Ombudsman resigned.  As I understand it, he resigned because he had no option; his 
conduct was totally inappropriate.  It is very rare for an Ombudsman to resign.  The very person who put his 
career on the line when he came forward to tell the truth to the minister’s government now finds that his career 
has gone backwards by five years.  He knows that he does not have a hope in hell of ever achieving a higher 
level for any promotion.  I suppose that anybody he works with now looks at him very sceptically because he did 
the right thing and blew the whistle on what were, I believe, corrupt activities. 

This minister is the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management, who is the Premier, which 
effectively means that it is this minister’s job, because the Premier does not do too much apart from cutting 
ribbons, standing in front of cameras, telling good news and hyping up the spin.  The Premier is never there 
when there is any bad news.  We asked about 25 questions in this house last week.  I do not think he answered 
one.  I am directing this issue to this minister because, although he has the title Minister Assisting the Minister 
for Public Sector Management, at the end of the day the issue comes back to this minister.  He is the minister 
dealing with this bill before the house today.   

Mr J.E. McGrath:  He is the strength behind the throne. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely.  I know where the power lies; it is always with the man with the money.  The 
Treasurer has the money.  I have a lot of time for the Treasurer and Deputy Premier, and he knows it.  I will 
attack him when I think he is doing something wrong, but outside this chamber we get on quite well.  I believe 
that is why we have got through this bill fairly quickly and without a lot of hassle.   

I ask this minister to look into this issue because he is basically the head of public sector management.  We know 
that the Premier does not have time to do it because he has too many good news stories to tell.  As the person 
who does the work, I ask this minister to look into the situation of these three whistleblowers, whom I mentioned 
in my second reading contribution - Neil Winzer, Jean Thornton and Chris Read - because I believe that all three 
of them have been treated very unfairly.  The minister has told me that he knows the name Neil Winzer.  Neil 
Winzer was for years a member of the Victoria Park branch of the Labor Party.  He handed me some statutory 
declarations that he wants me to present in Parliament.  I am not prepared to do that at this stage.  They may 
possibly be presented in the upper house by the opposition spokesperson. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Why are you making the decision not to present the declarations?  Are you worried about the 
content? 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not want another Penny Easton affair.  That is what I am concerned about.  I do not 
mind presenting a petition that I do not agree with, because I see that as my duty, but I do want to be sure that the 
contents of the petition are absolutely correct.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Lest other people be damaged? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, indeed.  I would not want to see that.  It may well not be the case in this instance.  
Neil Winzer has not yet asked me to present them.  For a few months I was shadow Minister for Public Sector 
Management, but when the change of membership in the upper house came about, Hon Helen Morton was 
allocated the shadow portfolio by the Leader of the Opposition.  Quite frankly, I was very glad to get rid of it.  
The police, justice and tourism shadow portfolios are quite enough.  Justice in particular is running me ragged, 
particularly at weekends.  People probably get sick of the sight of me, but that is the fault of this government and 
its delivery in the justice portfolio.  The shadow portfolio will be dealt with by Hon Helen Morton in the upper 
house, who may well present those petitions.  I do not know whether they would do any good.  We present 
petitions every day, and then they gather dust on a shelf somewhere.  The minister and I know that, but at least 
they have been presented.  I will leave it to Hon Helen Morton to present the petitions, because she has the 
originals and I have copies now.   

Neil Winzer is aggrieved.  He is still a public servant but he is not employed.  He is not in any department, he is 
not being paid, he has not been sacked and he has not been made redundant; technically, he is still a public 
servant.  It is a most unusual case.  Members of the Victoria Park branch of the Labor Party have also signed 
statutory declarations, as I understand it, in support of him.  Members of the minister’s party, when in 
opposition, asked questions about this case on many occasions of the then minister.  They were vociferous in 
their support for Neil Winzer, but I think that now they do not want to know him because it is probably all too 
hard.  He was a lifelong member of the Labor Party who voted for Labor all the time.  If he has been treated 
unfairly, as I suspect he has as a result of the documentation I have seen, the minister should look at his case.   

Jean Thornton’s career has gone backwards, but the careers of the people on whom she blew the whistle have 
gone forward.  Their careers have risen two or three levels and their salaries have increased.  One of them, in 
particular, had two adverse findings made against him previously, yet his career has gone forwards while Jean 
Thornton’s has gone backwards, because she had the guts and the tenacity to come forward and blow the whistle.  
As I told the minister, when she went to see the former Minister for Health, who is now the Minister for 
Disability Services, all she got for her troubles was to be bullied and threatened.  I ask this minister, as a decent 
person with responsibility for the public sector, to look at that case as well.   

Finally, I ask the minister to look at the case of Chris Read and to make sure that he gets justice, together with 
the other two whistleblowers.  I ask the minister to investigate their cases because I do not believe that the 
Commissioner for Public Sector Management has done so.  She has a title, but I do not know what she does, 
quite frankly.  She should be doing it, but if she is not doing it, it is the minister’s responsibility.  The minister 
should look into the background of these cases and ensure that these people get justice and are not treated like 
lepers, and that their careers and finances do not go backwards because they did the right thing and blew the 
whistle on public money that was being wasted, fraudulently spent, misappropriated or whatever.   

When the minister responds to the third reading debate, I ask him to give me an assurance that he will go away 
and look at those three cases.  Once he has investigated them himself, I ask him to ensure that justice is done for 
those three people.  They are good people in the public service of Western Australia, whose only crime was that 
they blew the whistle on corruption.  They should be awarded medals for their actions, not treated like lepers and 
sent to the back of the queue.  I will sit down now, because I look forward to the minister’s response in which he 
can give me an assurance that he will look into these three cases and that he, as the minister responsible, will 
ensure that justice is not only done but also seen to be done.  

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [7.39 pm]:  I support the legislation very strongly, as I did the last time.  It will provide 
for the right atmosphere in the public service to ensure that people will not only get a fair deal but also be seen to 
be getting a fair deal. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  So you support me? 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  I support the legislation. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management) [7.40 pm]:  I 
listened with interest to the comments of the member for Hillarys on the experiences that he believes certain 
people in the public sector who have blown the whistle have had.  I will be frank that I am cautious about this 
matter, as I know that the history of whistleblowing is that, although some people have had very genuine issues, 
other people have become obsessed with the issues that they have raised and have behaved in ways that have 
made it very difficult for other people to continue to work with them.  I made some comments earlier to the 
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effect that the actions of whistleblowers are often surrounded by controversy and sometimes bitterness.  It is also 
the case that a person may behave in an unreasonable and, indeed, unusual manner but nevertheless have a valid 
point to make; that must also be taken into account. 

I am cautious on this matter but I will refer the Hansard of the member’s remarks to the Director General of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet and ask him to provide me with a report on the assertions that the 
member for Hillarys has made.  Following my examination of the report, I will consider whether, on the basis of 
that information and what the member for Hillarys has said, any further action is required.  I am cautious because 
I do not want to send a signal that these three cases are being reopened on the basis of brief exchanges in 
Parliament.  However, I will familiarise myself with the details of the cases by the expedient of sending the 
Hansard to the director general and getting his comments on what the member for Hillarys has said. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Can I just say that they may have a problem with the director general?  I believe they would 
prefer, and I think it would be fair, that somebody outside the public service, namely you and a couple of 
colleagues if you like, examined the evidence that has been put forward.  The minister knows about the Sir 
Humphrey syndrome that I mentioned before, which is rife in every public service in every government in the 
world. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  However, the difficulty is that the member for Hillarys knows that ministers must rely to a 
certain extent on their advisers.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  That’s right. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The capacity for ministers to individually and personally investigate issues is fairly limited 
because of time pressures.  I can ask a person, another person or a third person to investigate and report to me, 
but I do not have the capacity to hold hearings and conduct my own personal investigation that a private 
detective or a judicial reviewer has.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I accept that, but you could ask one or two of your colleagues - who I am sure would have at 
heart the genuine interests of public servants, particularly those who have suffered because they have done the 
right thing - to have an interview with all three of them separately, or together if you want, so that they can get a 
feeling, because a lot of your backbenchers - 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  No. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I am talking to the minister. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Have you ascertained that it has gone to the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards?  Has it 
gone to the Corruption and Crime Commission?   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The CCC was not in place when these people blew the whistle.  As I have said, there is a 
Commissioner for Public Sector Standards but, quite frankly, I cannot see what she does.  I would be happy just 
for somebody on the government’s side to take a genuine interest and to investigate the veracity of those 
complaints. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I take the point that the member for Hillarys is making. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  The member for Girrawheen would be the right person, as she has a law degree and I think 
she would do a fair job for these people in the public sector.  She could just meet them, listen to their complaints 
and then report to you. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think that is an excellent suggestion!  To be serious on this issue - 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I am serious. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have understood what the member for Hillarys has said.  I am not prepared to make a 
commitment beyond the one I have made, which is that I will make sure the arguments that have been put in this 
house are referred to the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet for a response to me.  I 
will examine that response and then consider whether any further action should be undertaken.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  And if you do, you might consider the suggestion that the member for Girrawheen would be 
the ideal person to listen to those people and consider the contents of their grievances; I am sure the member for 
Girrawheen could then advise you on whether they were justified. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am sure that the three people concerned would feel that the member for Hillarys has 
presented their case and asked for a response in this house.  I will seek advice on the issue, but beyond that I am 
not prepared to commit myself.  Sometimes it is pretty clear that those cases have been investigated by many 
other bodies, and those bodies in some cases have broader powers and more resources than I have as a minister 
to directly investigate them myself.  Nevertheless, I will do what I have undertaken to do and I will take it from 
there. 
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Mr Acting Speaker - I am sorry, Mr Speaker, to implicitly demote you.  I apologise for that.  Mr Speaker, I think 
the house is in agreement on this legislation, if not precisely on the treatment of individual whistleblowers, and I 
commend the bill to the house. 

The SPEAKER:  I have another case that the member for Girrawheen may be able to take up after those three! 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.   
 


