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Division 4: Public Sector Commission, $19 220 000 — 

Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 

Mr C.J. Barnett, Premier. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope, Public Sector Commissioner. 

Mr D. Volaric, Deputy Commissioner, Agency Support. 

Mr M. Davey, Chief Finance Officer. 

Dr K. Schofield, Deputy Commissioner, Capability and Development.  

Mrs P.A. Judge, Acting Deputy Commissioner, Strategic Policy and Planning. 

Mr Z.R.F Kirkup, Adviser, Premier’s Office 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

[4.20 pm] 

The CHAIRMAN: The member for Rockingham. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I refer to page 86, which states that the commission provides to ministers advice and 
support on the regulatory regime, including the Public Sector Management Act. I refer to the appointment of Mr 
Pontifex to his position, on which the Premier indicated that the Public Sector Commissioner provided some 
advice. I ask about the ethics associated with offering salaries outside public sector scales in a non-competitive 
process. Are there any other precedents for the payment of a term-of-government employee above and beyond 
the normal scale for these appointments, in particular above and beyond the pay scale of virtually everyone else 
in the entire public sector, having regard to the fact that Mr Pontifex’s level of pay, as far as I can tell, is 
approximately a level 4, which is the equivalent of the Auditor General and the Commissioner of Police? As the 
Premier has with him the Public Sector Commissioner, who provided him with some advice on this matter, are 
there any other precedents and what is the propriety of offering salaries outside of the ordinary in a non-
competitive process? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am sure that there are some precedents, whether or not it is in that particular position. An 
obvious example that comes to mind is the appointment of Dr Neale Fong to head up the Department of Health 
in Western Australia a few years back. The appointment of the head of the former State Energy Commission of 
Western Australia is another example that comes to mind. I have no doubt that there are others. I ask the Public 
Sector Commissioner to comment on his involvement and the role he played in the appointment of Mr Pontifex. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: Under section 70 of the Public Sector Management Act, I am required to make a 
recommendation to the minister on terms and conditions for employees employed under section 68 of the Public 
Sector Management Act. I did that in the case of Mr Pontifex. I am not aware of any previous examples in the 
ministerial office area, but I am aware that from time to time governments have sought to move outside the 
established arrangements. The Lotteries Commission is one example in recent years. The Western Australian 
Tourism Commission was a case some time ago. There may well be others that I cannot recall right at the 
moment. In essence, there have been times when governments respond to market conditions of the day and make 
alternate remuneration arrangements that are consistent with the act. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is it consistent with the act or is it consistent with ordinary standards of propriety in 
government to offer a salary of that scale in a non-competitive process? 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: I do not think it is improper. If that is what the member is asking, it is not improper. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I want to ask about the independence of the Public Sector Commissioner and the removal of 
Kim Taylor as Director General of the Department of Water. I understood the Premier’s advice to the Parliament 
to be that this was a decision independently made by the Public Sector Commissioner. If a minister says that he 
or she cannot work with the director general, is the Public Sector Commissioner going to make any other 
decision but to move on the director general? Is it conceivable at all that the independent Public Sector 
Commissioner might say, “Bad luck, minister; that DG is staying. You have to work with him”? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Again, I will ask the Public Sector Commissioner to go through the sequence of events. I 
also have a copy of what he has. I was not pleased about that whole episode, and I am not being defensive. I do 
not think it was a good example of how government should relate to the public service; however, it happened. 
There was a breakdown in communication and confidence between the minister and the head of the Department 
of Water. Mr Kim Taylor is an experienced and very competent and respected public servant. Despite the 
accusations that were made, he was not sacked. To the best of my knowledge, he is certainly continuing within 
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the public sector and I hope he continues his career. It was a situation that was somewhat messy, but I will allow 
the Public Sector Commissioner to respond, because I think he was probably aware of it before I was in reality. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: I thank the Premier. Yes, I think I probably was aware of it before the Premier. Just by 
way of the sequence of events, the chief of staff of the minister’s office met with me in mid-April, I think, 
seeking some advice on how a minister might raise performance issues with his chief executive officer. I 
indicated that they should have a discussion around those issues. I strongly advised that they do so and keep me 
informed. Subsequently, I was away interstate and the minister met with Mr Volaric, in his role as deputy 
commissioner. Again, I think they went through the same issues in relation to performance. The next 
communication I had was a phone call from the minister indicating that he had had a conversation and that, 
following that discussion, I could expect a phone call from Mr Taylor who would be seeking a conversation with 
me on his future options, and that they had agreed that he would not continue in the role of DG of the 
Department of Water. From that, we then undertook the normal processes in relation to transferring Mr Taylor 
out of that position. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Premier, I am trying to ascertain whether the independent Public Sector Commissioner is in 
fact the employer who can hire and fire CEOs, or whether, de facto, a minister can say, “I don’t want that CEO” 
and the independent Public Sector Commissioner really has no choice but to follow along, which means that, 
from the point of view of the CEO, he or she had better get on with the minister because he is the real hirer and 
firer. 

[4.30 pm]  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think it is very clear that the Public Sector Commissioner is in charge of public servants, 
their security of employment, their appointment and their termination, if it comes to that. However, in an 
organisation where there are ministers and 161 agencies there will from time to time be situations whereby a 
working relationship breaks down. It happens to every government. I am disappointed that it happened. I think it 
was somewhat messy but I think the Public Sector Commissioner handled it very properly, and hopefully for Mr 
Taylor it is an okay outcome, and he moves on to another senior position within government and continues his 
career. However, any dislocation or any event like this in the public service is less than ideal. Part of the reason 
that this government set up the Public Sector Commission and commissioner was to handle issues relating to the 
employment of public servants, which means sometimes that person, Mr Wauchope in this case, has to deal with 
situations in which there is a breakdown in the relationship. Someone has to deal with it; it is a reality and we 
cannot ignore it.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have a follow-up question to that issue—namely, the time frame that Mr Wauchope 
outlined. Did the conversation between the chief of staff and the then director general occur in mid-April? 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: No, sorry, it was between the chief of staff and me. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Did the conversation between the chief of staff and the commissioner occur on 22 April? 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: No, mid-April. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Then the commissioner went away and there was one conversation between the minister and 
Mr Kim Taylor, and basically after that was when — 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: No, Mr Volaric had a meeting with the minister in between. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry, I am just clarifying the time frame. In respect to the whole issue of the minister 
talking to the director general about managing his performance, there was one meeting and after that meeting it 
was resolved that Mr Kim Taylor should seek another job. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: I cannot say what other discussions had taken place prior to the lead-up to that meeting I 
had with the chief of staff on 14 or 15 April. My understanding from discussions Mr Volaric had with the 
minister was that performance issues had been raised at different times prior to that. I do not know whether Mr 
Volaric has any further — 

Mr D. Volaric: That is correct. In the meeting with the minister he indicated to me that the concerns that he had 
with Mr Taylor were known to Mr Taylor. We explored some potential options that were open to Mr Taylor.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: What is Mr Taylor doing now? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My understanding is that he is within the Public Sector Commission, and I think that is a 
temporary situation until he gets another appointment within the public service. Again, I will ask the 
commissioner if he can verify that. 
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Mr M.C. Wauchope: Yes, Mr Taylor is, as of Monday, an employee with us at the Public Sector Commission. 
He was on leave yesterday and is on leave today. I expect him tomorrow, and we will talk about some future 
roles for him. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Can the Premier say what those roles might be? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There are some positions either vacant or coming up in the public service. It is up to Mr 
Taylor whether he wishes to be an applicant for those. If he is, he will be treated like any other person in the 
selection process. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I want to ask one more question to explore this issue of the independence of the Public Sector 
Commissioner. Is it at all conceivable that the government, including the Premier, could decide that it does not 
want a chief executive officer to continue on in his or her current role because, perhaps, there is some public 
issue or political damage being done to the government? Is it at all conceivable that the government could make 
a decision like that and could be stood up by the independent Public Sector Commissioner who says, “No, I have 
confidence in that CEO; he’s staying”? Is that possible in this new arrangement for independence of the Public 
Sector Commissioner? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I suppose it is possible. I think the Public Sector Commissioner has to just deal with 
situations as they arise. One of the virtues of having a Public Sector Commission is that although there might be 
a breakdown between a minister and a chief executive officer, the minister really cannot progress beyond that 
point, and that protects the security of employment and all the entitlements of the CEO and, indeed, his or her 
professional reputation and standing. I do not ever like to see any sort of public disagreement between a minister 
and a CEO, but if a relationship fails for whatever reason or the minister loses confidence in the CEO, the proper 
course is to bring that to the attention of the Public Sector Commissioner. There is no point having people 
working together if they cannot get on and cannot collectively do the job.  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I refer to page 85 of the Budget Statements and to the allocation of $7.5 million for 
advice and assistance. How does the Public Sector Commission assess whether services provided in this area are 
of value to agencies?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will get the Public Sector Commissioner to comment again on how this works in 
practice, but he meets regularly with the chief executive officers and provides advice to them in running their 
agencies. There needs to be someone who is a sounding board for CEOs, and obviously Mr Wauchope is very 
experienced in all aspects to do with government and particularly this role. Bear in mind that probably in a more 
mobile labour market we will get more occurrences of people from outside the public sector or from other 
jurisdictions who will come in and take on senior positions. Particularly if they have come from the private 
sector background, they will not necessarily understand how the public sector works. They need, in my view, a 
person who is the head of the public service—in this case Mr Wauchope—to be able to seek advice from and 
guidance. That is important. Lots of issues come up, such as relationships with ministers, which we have just 
been talking about, and relationships with the Parliament, a recent example of which was guidelines for reporting 
and answering questions in committees, which I think has been somewhat unsatisfactory. I ask Mr Wauchope to 
explain in detail how this works. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: I have a lot of contact with senior people in the public sector, chief executive officers in 
particular. Every time we appoint new CEOs, I go through an induction process with them and obviously we run 
sessions with them in a formal training sense—CEO forums. In terms of assessing value, I am going through a 
process right at the moment in meeting something like 60 clients, mostly CEOs, but also trying to get to the 
17 ministers as well, to get their feedback on how we are assisting them with the services we provide. That will 
be reflected in both our key performance indicators in the annual reporting and will inform us about how we 
might finetune some of the services we provide in future years. That is a fairly direct and important way of 
getting feedback on our services. In previous years we tried to do that by way of online surveys. Quite frankly, 
we do not get much response; we are lucky if we get 30 per cent. We find that when we go out and talk to the 
CEOs, they will raise other issues in the course of those discussions, which are actually quite important because 
we may not have that information through other means. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer to page 86 of the Budget Statements and to the Public Sector Commission’s role in 
giving advice and assistance. My question relates to an issue that was raised at the time of the last election about 
the potential use of “Building WA”, which was a government logo, in the context of the Labor Party. I wonder 
whether the same concerns expressed by the Premier when he was the Leader of the Opposition are raised about 
the interchange of the royalties for regions logo, which is used alongside the government logo on publications 
and signs, as a National Party brand and logo during the election campaign. The Premier raised a serious 
question when he was the Leader of the Opposition about using “Building WA” both as a government and a 
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party logo. I wonder whether those same concerns are held and whether we could ask Mr Wauchope to provide 
advice on that, given some advice was given last time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My objection to the logo that was used under the Labor government, the globe with — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry, it was not the globe. I am talking about “Building WA” as a brand. It was not the 
globe, which I understand the Premier’s objection to. It was more about “Building WA” — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The slogan? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. 

[4.40 pm] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My objection was not to the use of a slogan on government advertising or signposts or 
whatever else. My objection was to representing Western Australia with that global depiction, because that is not 
the crest of the state. I personally did not like it. I thought it was a very arrogant symbol, and it is not the way 
Western Australia should be seen in Asia as completely swamping out the four billion people to our north. 
However, my major objection was that the formal crest emblem of Western Australia is — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry, Premier. I am not talking about the — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I know. That was my concern. I did not object to the “Building WA”. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So the Premier never raised the issue that “Building WA” was going to be used — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I do not recall ever raising that. My objection was to the emblem in itself—the globe, 
and depicting that as the state emblem when it is not. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can I ask Mr Wauchope, through the Premier, whether he recalls that objection being raised 
regarding “Building WA”? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, the member cannot, because that is just a matter of opinion. I honestly cannot 
remember ever objecting to the use of the term “Building WA”. I objected to the global emblem being used. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Further to that, what happened was that, as opposition leader, the Premier wrote to Mr 
Wauchope, who was the head of Premier and Cabinet, and the Premier suggested that the phrase “Building WA” 
should not be able to be used by the Labor Party as a slogan during an election campaign because it was an 
official government title. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I see. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So it could not be used in a political sense. The objection that we now have is that 
“royalties for regions” appears everywhere on National Party literature, on National Party electorate offices, on 
National Party political material and on government logos. I wonder whether the Premier has the same objection 
to that issue now that it is a different party that is currently undertaking that arrangement. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I do not. Obviously, the member has a copy of that letter. I do not recall that particular 
letter, but I am not doubting what the member says. However, I assure the member that, on coming to 
government, what I acted upon was the emblem, and that is what I took exception to. If the member thinks that 
“royalties for regions” should not be used by the National Party, he should raise the point. The Liberal Party 
refers to royalties for regions, too. It is a government policy. Maybe I was incorrect in that, but my objection at 
the time was to the use of the emblem. I just generally do not like government using public moneys to promote 
its party standing in the community; I generally do not like it. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier does not have a problem with “royalties for regions” being the National Party 
emblem when he goes to the National Party website, and then having it next to the government crest—I am 
talking about the government crest — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have insisted that where it appears, the government crest be there, because the 
government crest takes precedence. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: But the Premier does not have any objection to that logo being used interchangeably by the 
National Party on government-funded signs and on pamphlets. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is perhaps not ideal, but I am not making a big deal of it, and I did not make a big deal 
of Labor using those words. However, what I did make a big deal of was the use of the emblem. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But the Premier did write, and I think advice was received from Mr Wauchope, that we 
are not permitted to use the phrase “Building WA”. I am just wondering whether the same rules apply to the 
National and Liberal Parties. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member will have to make the case; if he thinks that is wrong, he has to make the 
case. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 88 of the Budget Statements, and in particular to leadership development. 
What is the Public Sector Commission doing to attract, develop and retain talent in the public sector, particularly 
if it is considering a graduate trainee program across the public sector, recognising that the state Department of 
Treasury and Finance has one and that the commonwealth has one, but it is specific to departments rather than 
across the public sector? I wonder whether the Public Sector Commission is considering developing a graduate 
program across the public sector. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member is right; Treasury has a graduate program. In the previous session, Premier 
and Cabinet referred to the graduates that it employs, and I imagine the Public Sector Commission also oversees 
that. Mr Wauchope has been quite strident, I must say, in issues to do with recruitment and professional 
development of public servants, as he should, because that has suffered some cutbacks during the past year. I 
think it did; is that correct? 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: Yes. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: However, with slightly improved financial circumstances, funding has been improved. 
Again, I will ask Mr Wauchope to comment, but I am strongly of the view, as I know the member would be, that 
the public sector should have a well-organised graduate recruitment program, which is not just recruiting, but 
also giving those recruits a program of development over a couple of years under which they can work in central 
agencies and line agencies and be developed. I know that happens, and I know that Mr Wauchope would 
probably like to take it further. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: Yes. The graduate programs have been in place in government on and off since probably 
the late 1960s. In fact, if I remember rightly, it was an initiative of Les McCarrey. It died in the 1990s for some 
reason—government stopped going through the graduate programs—and got reinvigorated in the early 2000s. 
Most agencies now look after their own programs. They recruit graduates specific to their own requirements. 
However, in recent years the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, and now the Public Sector Commission, 
has taken an overriding coordinating role and it has organised programs to run across all graduates. It is not 
compulsory. We encourage agencies to have their graduates take part in the programs. There are about six or 
seven sessions during the course of a 12-month period, and they get exposure to central agency views and other 
matters relating to government that they would not necessarily get from within their own agency. That also gives 
them a very important network, so that they have contacts in agencies to whom they can go when they are 
working, and it gives them a bit of an idea about just how wide the public sector opportunities are. It is an 
important program, and our involvement in it has been running for several years now and we continue to regard 
it as a high priority. We see the graduates as the important recruiting source for the future of the public sector. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Further to that, what is the size of the intake? 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: It is a little down this year. I think it is about 99 this year. Last year it was up around the 
150 mark, so I think there has been some pulling back by agencies, which I am not particularly happy about, but 
that is their decision. However, we are encouraging agencies to obviously put resources into that area, because 
they are the people to whom we will be looking to assume leadership positions later on. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The comment is often made, I know, by some agencies, and I am referring perhaps to the 
electricity utilities, that they take on and train people—perhaps they are talking about trade skills—and then the 
private sector pinches them. That happens, but, in a sense, I do not think that is necessarily a bad thing. I think 
that one of the roles of the public sector is to recruit people and give them experience, and if they do move on to 
other parts of the community, the public, in a sense, bears that cost. It is not a bad outcome. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: On page 86, I refer to service 1, “Advice and Assistance”, which includes the recruitment and 
appointment of chief executive officers and principal statutory office holders. I want to ask about the 
appointment of the new Director General of the Department of Regional Development and Lands. Is it the case 
that that new director general was not the recommended applicant, as determined by the Public Sector 
Commissioner’s procedures; and is it the case that another person was the recommended applicant, and that the 
government went ahead and appointed the new director general, Mr Paul Rosair, who had most recently been 
working in the minister’s office? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will ask the commissioner to comment, but as the Leader of the Opposition would be 
aware, when a selection process is held, often two, maybe three, names are presented to the minister or to 
government. It must be borne in mind that the Public Sector Commissioner oversees the selection process and 
makes a recommendation. Ultimately, that recommendation will go to cabinet and then to Executive Council. 
Therefore, under the process, the government of the day—the executive—does have a say in the selection of a 
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person. Under the process, it is rare that only one name is put forward; generally more than one name is put 
forward. Therefore, there is an element of discretion and choice within government, and I think that is 
appropriate. But the important thing is that the application and the selection and the interview process is done 
independent of government. Mr Wauchope?  

[4.50 pm] 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: Mr Rosair was definitely a nomination of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards 
as a suitable person in the final process, and ultimately cabinet recommended him and he was endorsed by the 
Governor. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: And it was a good appointment. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Can I just follow up on that, Mr Chairman? Was Mr Rosair the recommended applicant, or 
was someone else the recommended applicant but he was nevertheless chosen by cabinet? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not know whether it is appropriate to go into details of the way in which people may 
have been ranked or nominated. I think the Leader of the Opposition would have an issue if cabinet selected 
someone who was clearly not regarded as capable or competent to do the job. Then the Leader of the Opposition 
would have a valid point. But if the selection process puts up one or more names of people able to do it, I think it 
is appropriate that the government has some discretion. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: But what I am asking is: did cabinet get a recommendation — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not going to answer a question about cabinet. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: — that any of these three people are suitable, or did cabinet get a recommendation that this is 
the recommended applicant and nevertheless chose someone else? That is what I am driving at. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition knows that I am not going to comment on the cabinet 
process. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The public service thinks that someone else was the recommended applicant and that cabinet 
came in over the top and appointed Mr Rosair. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: More than one name is generally put forward. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have been reading with interest the second dot point on page 87 of the Budget 
Statements under public sector reform. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am sure the member has! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I refer to the fourth dot point on the strategic policy development in relation to 
modernising the public sector. The Premier made some comments earlier about the public sector, but I am 
wondering whether the Premier and perhaps by extension, if we are lucky enough, the Public Sector 
Commissioner could provide us with an overview of the Premier’s plans to modernise the public service. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, I am sure the Public Sector Commissioner can, and he will. The government has done 
a lot to improve the public sector, and there is more to be done. The setting up of the Public Sector Commission 
itself was one of the first decisions this government made. It separated out the running of the public service from 
the policy agenda of an elected government, which is now basically in Premier and Cabinet. We have also made 
a number of changes to the structure of government so that government is better understood both from within 
government and from outside. We have done away with some of the mega and confused departments, and we 
continue. Even a more recent change was to set up an Office of the Environmental Protection Authority, so that 
the EPA now has a dedicated manager and office working to it, rather than it having to go through the 
Department of Environment and Conservation for any work to be done. We have therefore tried to get some 
logic into the structure of the public service, and I think most of those changes have worked well. However, 
again, I will ask the Public Sector Commissioner to add to that. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: A considerable amount of activity is currently being undertaken in relation to public 
sector reform. Some of that came out of the Economic Audit Committee, as the member would be aware, and 
also some came from the government’s election commitments. First and foremost of that is the Public Sector 
Reform Bill 2009, which is currently in the Legislative Assembly. That will create an independent Public Sector 
Commissioner. It will most importantly streamline the disciplinary provisions in the act and will also remove a 
number of administrative anomalies that we have had to manage around for 15 or 16 years. A lot of work is 
being undertaken underneath that in relation to the subsidiary instruments, such as the regulations and the 
approved procedures, and the Public Sector Standards Commission is doing some work around the standards and 
looking at how they operate. We are also looking at how we might take the act a bit further in a second tranche, 
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but that is yet to occur. Around public administration, we have done some work on how we might upgrade the 
chief executive officer performance agreements so that they are actually a bit more meaningful. In particular, we 
are trying to get an emphasis on the relationship between the minister and the CEO; and a secondary instrument 
that would have the requirements of the Public Sector Commission also addressed by the CEO. Much of what we 
are looking at is around devolution of responsibilities to agencies, but with that will go a need to have the 
necessary skills to take on that devolution. Again we will be doing a lot of training that goes to those issues. 

The third area of particular interest is around workforce planning and workforce development. As the Premier 
indicated, I have some very strong views about the need to undertake professional development and particularly 
invest in our resources for the future. We have upgraded a lot of our programs and are running a lot of those now 
in-house. Dr Schofield has specific responsibility for those programs, and we expect that there will be a lot of 
important changes coming out of that in the future. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Mr Chairman, can I ask one follow-up question in relation to that? Through the Premier: 
the Public Sector Commissioner mentioned streamlining disciplinary procedures, and I wonder whether there is 
an opportunity to elaborate on that. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: Certainly. Currently the disciplinary procedures are embedded in the act itself and they 
are very prescriptive. They usually involve a three-stage process to get to a final outcome. Invariably the 
outcome will take a long time in coming. Sometimes it can be over a year, which means that both the person who 
has been the subject of a disciplinary process and the department are on hold for a long time. The processes that 
we are looking at putting in place will streamline that without diminishing natural justice in any way, but will 
have a test of materiality; and in particular will give CEOs alternative options to simply proceeding on a 
disciplinary investigation on every occasion. They will have options to look at, as I said, regarding the 
materiality or seriousness of the breach and decide whether other options such as counselling or training might 
be more appropriate. The intent, therefore, is to have a much more streamlined and efficient system. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier suggested earlier that my question should be asked in this division. I 
therefore refer to the second dot point on page 86 of the Budget Statements on the application of the public sector 
employment framework, including public sector and human resource management. What is the cap on the public 
sector now? A cap was announced 18 months ago, and, as I recall, it was breached by 2 500 or so employees. I 
am asking—the Premier might want to provide the answer by way of supplementary information—what is the 
current cap? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As I said before, my recollection is that it is about 103 000 or thereabouts—no; more. 
Sorry. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It has grown again. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The total public sector is 113 000 or close to 114 000. That is attributed mainly to growth 
in Health and Education Services, which are not included. As defined, the full-time equivalent ceiling as at the 
end of December 2009 was 102 911; so, very close to 103 000. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have some questions for the Premier following from that. The Premier said that the 
public sector total was 113 000; so that incorporates all part-timers and so forth. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, that includes the growth in teacher numbers, which, for example, are driven by student 
growth. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Premier has a public sector cap that excludes teachers and health department people. 
That is a funny sort of cap. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; there are some parts that are driven regardless. No-one would suggest that we freeze 
teacher numbers. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: But we have a growing student population. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But if you have a cap, you have a cap. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, the cap as defined within the core administration areas of government, and it is 
capped; it is capped at about 103 000. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is not the way the previous opposition used to approach it with our numbers. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What is the exact number for the public sector? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Premier did not apply that rule when he criticised us. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Western Australian public sector as of December 2009 was 113 857 FTEs. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is FTEs in the public sector. What is the cap—102 911? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The FTE ceiling as of the same date, December 2009, was 102 911. If the member would 
like an explanation of the difference between the ceiling and the total number of public servants, I assume Mr 
Wauchope can define it for him. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: Yes. My understanding is that some departments have been excluded by Treasury or the 
Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee from the ceiling, and 102 911 reflects the departments that have 
been included by Treasury and the EERC. I should point out that the methodology that —  

[5.00 pm] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If I can interrupt—teacher numbers and police numbers are the two principal exclusions.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They cannot be excluded in total.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They are excluded because it was a policy decision that that would not apply to them. One 
is driven by student numbers; the other is a government policy decision to increase police numbers.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: So if we can cut to the chase, the Premier must be excluding only the increases in teacher and 
police numbers, otherwise he would have a cap below 102 000. Surely the Premier has some of the 20 000 to 
30 000 teachers within that 102 000 figure. The gap between 102 000 and 114 000 is not enough to 
accommodate all the teachers.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is not defined exclusive of the whole education department or the whole police service 
but it is the total number of public servants; and then holding all parts of the public sector at a level, allowing, 
however, for the fact that teacher numbers and police numbers will grow.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There has been an increase of 11 000. If the cap is — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry; can I just ask the question?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The cap has crept up a little bit; not much.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The cap is at 102 911 and the current public sector FTE number is 113 000. That is about 
11 000 over the cap.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. That total public service number includes extra teachers and extra police officers —  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is what I want to ask about. Have 11 000 extra teachers and police officers been 
recruited in the past two years? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Can I ask a question in relation to that?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member does not have to protect him. He is the Premier.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is all right. 

The CHAIRMAN: Further question, member for Vasse. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: She has not finished her question. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I seek clarification of a point that the Public Sector Commissioner raised before. I think I 
heard him say that when he does his reporting, a range of agencies are included in that larger number that were 
not included by Treasury in the cap when it was originally set. Is my recollection of what was said accurate? 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: That is my understanding.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can we have the information—what is the cap?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will provide, by way of supplementary information, a definition of the ceiling level and I 
will give an explanation of why the public service numbers are above the ceiling. Obviously, that will be 
teachers and police, and there may be some other explanations. The important thing is that the core public 
service is being constrained. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Can the Premier include in that all of the others, apart from police, teachers, nurses, 
whatever?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will account for the difference between the ceiling that has been enforced and the total 
size of the public sector, which, amongst other things, will include increases in numbers of teachers and police 
officers.  
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[Supplementary Information No A17.]  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Premier is saying 11 000 extra police and teachers.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am not. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Further to that, I ask: what is the Premier’s projected cap? Does the Premier have a 
projected cap? Is a cap a moving thing? I always assumed a cap was concrete; that it was fixed and the 
government would stay below it.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will include in that supplementary information a description of how the cap is defined. It 
has been effective. We have slowed the growth in public sector numbers, which were out of control. They were 
out of control two years ago.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Hold on. The number of public servants, as I recall, when this government came to office 
was in the 90 000s. It looks like it is now approaching 114 000. How is that slowing growth?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The evidence will show that the size of the public sector has slowed substantially over this 
government.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is that the Premier’s definition—like committees? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is. It is a fact. 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, this is not an opportunity for general discussion. Members need to base their 
questions on line items in the budget before us.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: On that particular issue, could the Premier provide us with the numbers in the public sector 
as at the Premier’s assumption of office and the numbers now, using exactly the same rules for each category?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not going to go back and redefine or do a count, but — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Premier has asserted he has controlled growth and he will not give us the comparative 
figures to demonstrate that.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; the Leader of the Opposition did not listen to the answer. What I will provide is a 
historic record of the numbers in the public sector over recent years. I am not going to go back and pick another 
start point like 6 September; I will take it to the nearest point at which data is available. That is all that can be 
done.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier redefined over 500 committees; he is now just redefining this target.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am not. Give me the numbers. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I refer to page 88 of the Budget Statements under service 3 and note that the Public 
Sector Commission has a role to build the capacity of the public sector to assist in meeting current and future 
delivery requirements. Can the Premier tell us whether the Public Sector Commission is doing anything to 
promote Indigenous employment across the public sector, given that Indigenous employment is an issue of 
national concern at the moment? In recent times the private sector, specifically the mining sector, has been 
pushing to employ 50 000 Indigenous people in that sector. What impact will the federal government’s proposed 
super profits tax have on Indigenous employment in terms of destroying that particular initiative and putting 
pressure back on the public sector?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is an important public policy objective not only to increase the total number of 
Indigenous people employed, but also to ensure that Indigenous people have positions of responsibility and 
seniority right across our community. Some agencies and some private sector organisations have done it better 
than others. I know from my experience as an education minister—the member for Rockingham will be aware of 
this—that a lot of success has been achieved in employing and training people in education careers. The police 
and justice areas are good examples. The target within the public sector is 3.2 per cent by the year 2015. The 
Aboriginal population of Western Australia is somewhere in the range of four to five per cent. Even that would 
seem to be a little below it. It is easy to set a target. It is easy to say that we will set out to employ X percentage 
Indigenous people. It is hard to achieve and harder to maintain, particularly when there is a high turnover. People 
come, stay for a while and move on. This is not an implied criticism—this government, and indeed successive 
governments, need to do better. Everyone in this house would agree with that. We need Indigenous people in 
very visible positions not only for their own benefit, but also so they are role models for the younger Aboriginal 
kids. I will ask the commissioner to comment on the policy of employing Indigenous people and how we are 
going.  
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Mr M.C. Wauchope: As members are probably aware, the state government is a signatory to the Council of 
Australian Governments’ National Indigenous Reform Agreement. That has set targets for each of the states. The 
target for WA is 3.2 per cent in the public sector. We have been working closely with the Department of 
Indigenous Affairs on strategies to get more Indigenous people employed in the public sector and to try to get 
them into more senior management positions. We had a round table discussion back in March, hosted jointly by 
me and Pat Walker, the head of the Department of Indigenous Affairs. All the key agencies that may have a 
direct interest in Indigenous employment matters were there. It was a good session in terms of some ideas. As 
the Premier indicated, it is not always an easy thing to make happen. Some agencies are doing much better than 
others and continue to do much better than others, the reason being the nature of their work. However, it is an 
important priority. We have a governance structure in place to support the COAG agreement. We expect to get 
to that 3.2 per cent.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would encourage the voters of Hasluck to make sure Ken Wyatt is elected. I am not sure 
whether he would be the first Aboriginal member of the House of Representatives.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: No doubt the Premier will also encourage the people of Kimberley and Victoria Park to re-
elect their local members.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes; they are very good members of Parliament. Surely there has been an Aboriginal 
member of the House of Representatives before. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Senate has.  

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I think the federal government is doing a good job to make sure that happens.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Belmont, I have you listed next for a question. However, I remind members that 
we have five divisions to go. We have 50 minutes to complete the examination of those five divisions.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer to service 1 on page 86 of the Budget Statements, headed “Advice and Assistance”, 
and to the dot point relating to the public sector redeployment framework. Within that framework the 
government has been offering a voluntary severance package. What steps has the government taken to ensure 
that voluntary severances are not offered to people who would be leaving anyway; are not offered to people 
whose positions are in effect refilled; and are not offered to people who return to public sector work through 
consultancies either in their own name or through employment with a company that consults to the public 
service?  

[5.10 pm] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Unfortunately, the latter happens, and I guess when a person leaves and that period of 
separation is concluded, they can reappear in often different forms. I agree with the sentiment of the Leader of 
the Opposition’s question: it is very important that a redundancy be voluntary and that people are identified who 
are clearly surplus, for whatever reason, to the operation of that department or, indeed, to the public sector. In 
terms of numbers, the target for the first program that was put in place was 500 employees at a cost of 
$48 million. The outcome as at May 2010 was that 467 people had, on a voluntary basis, left the public service. 
The second program is currently underway with a target of 300 employees and an indicative cost of $30 million, 
and the information I have is that the number of people putting their hands up as at May was 363, so more people 
have sought voluntary redundancy in the second round than there is funding for, and the government is currently 
giving consideration to increasing the budget so that people who have been identified and who genuinely seek 
voluntary redundancy can have that option available. Having put it out there, I do not think we should not make 
it available to all those who have been basically offered it. In respect of checks and balances, I will ask the 
commissioner to answer. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: I acknowledge the issues raised by the Leader of the Opposition. It is always an issue 
whether people are going to retire or disappear in any event, and it is a matter of judgement that we leave with 
the relevant chief executive officer whether he or she will support the application for redundancy. We will then 
make our own assessments to make sure they meet the test, which is that the position is no longer required or the 
office is no longer required. In terms of consulting back, they certainly cannot consult back in their own 
capacity, but in a company arrangement they can. We can get into difficult issues of restraint of trade if we 
prevent people from going on to other employment. That is always a bit difficult, but, as the Premier indicated, 
both schemes have been very successful and very popular. We expect that the agencies are managing that 
properly in terms of their own requirements. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: One of the redundancies was for the director of the Schools of Isolated and Distance 
Education. It was a redundancy payment of $272 000. Is it really the case that we now do not have a director of 
the Schools of Isolated and Distance Education? Surely someone must be running that institution. Is that 
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therefore a genuine saving, or is there some other reason that the director of the Schools of Isolated and Distance 
Education has received a $272 000 redundancy? I am not picking on this particular person, which is why I have 
not mentioned the name. I am really going to whether there is a genuine saving here, because surely someone 
must be running the Schools of Isolated and Distance Education, and therefore the assertion that the position has 
been abolished seems to lack credibility. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition did not mention the name, and I appreciate that. I 
nevertheless do not think we should be talking about a particular job, but I think the point the Leader of the 
Opposition is raising is, if the job still exists, how can the incumbent be deemed to be redundant. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is the point I am making, yes, and I think whatever the title, the role must surely still 
exist. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I can think of a circumstance, and I am sure that the commissioner also probably knows of 
circumstances, but I will pass the question to him. 

Mr M.C. Wauchope: With redundancies it can sometimes be that the nature of the job has changed sufficiently 
for the department to require some different types of skills set to fulfil it, and it might be under a different title, 
but it is the same sort of function maybe being performed in a different way. As I indicated before, that is a 
judgement we would expect a CEO to make, and at the end of the day that CEO is responsible for delivering 
functions for the department, and he or she makes decisions around structures and roles et cetera, including 
ultimately whether particular functions or roles are redundant. If they meet those tests, of course they are subject 
to the normal regulations. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Does the Premier think that either he or the Public Sector Commissioner should apply a 
stricter set of checks and balances to what CEOs do to avoid any mates’ culture of people who are about to go in 
a year or so going with a lot of extra taxpayers’ money? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would hope that that is not the case. I have confidence in the way this program has been 
administered. The Leader of the Opposition may be talking about a particular case. To the best of my knowledge, 
there have been no complaints to my office about the way in which the redundancy program is being managed. 
The only complaints, if there have been any, have been from people who missed out; they wanted a redundancy 
but were deemed to be required. 

The CHAIRMAN: Is this a new question, member for Rockingham? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, it is. We wanted to move on to the Department of State Development shortly, and the 
Premier has already agreed to do that. We had one more question and we wanted to wind this one up. 

The CHAIRMAN: I have a list of other members who have put their hands up for questions also. If the member 
for Rockingham would like to ask his question. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I refer to page 86 and to the application of the administrative and regulatory regime, 
including the Public Sector Management Act. I refer to the Premier’s bid to curb the public sector’s voice. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: To curb what, sorry? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: To put restrictions and guidelines around public servants who appear before parliamentary 
committees as to what they can and cannot say. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would call it clarity. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What is the progress of those guidelines and when will the government release them? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Public Sector Commissioner drafted guidelines and he has distributed them around 
the public service. I would have thought the member would have seen them; they are publicly available.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I would appreciate a copy being made available to me. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They are throughout the public service; I am sure the commissioner will send a copy to the 
Leader of the Opposition’s office. It does not need to be supplementary information; it is publicly available. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


