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Division 4: Public Sector Commission, $26 483 000 — 
Mr S.J. Price, Chair. 
Mr M. McGowan, Minister for Public Sector Management. 
Ms S. O’Neill, Public Sector Commissioner. 
Ms S. Cox, Executive Director, Public Sector People, Culture and Diversity. 
Mr D. Volaric, Executive Director, Strategic Initiatives and Liaison. 
Mr L. Warner, Executive Director, Policy and Data Analytics. 
Mr S. McLeod, Manager, Corporate Services. 
[Witnesses introduced.] 
The CHAIR: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard. The daily proof Hansard will be available 
the following day. It is the intention of the Chair to ensure that as many questions as possible are asked and 
answered and that both questions and answers are short and to the point. The estimates committee’s consideration 
of the estimates will be restricted to discussion of those items for which a vote of money is proposed in the 
consolidated account. Questions must be clearly related to a page number, item, program or amount in the current 
division. Members should give these details in preface to their question. If a division or service is the responsibility 
of more than one minister, a minister shall be examined only in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The minister may agree to provide supplementary information to the committee rather than asking that the question 
be put on notice for the next sitting week. I ask the minister to clearly indicate what supplementary information he 
agrees to provide and I will then allocate a reference number. If supplementary information is to be provided, I seek 
the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the principal clerk by Friday, 31 May 2019. I caution 
members that if a minister asks that a matter be put on notice, it is up to the member to lodge the question on notice 
through the online questions system. 
I give the call to the Leader of the Opposition. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Clearly the big change in the Public Sector Commission has been a substantial increase in 
public sector leadership expenditure in 2018–19 that holds over the forward estimates—almost a doubling of that 
expenditure and substantially more than was budgeted for. I assume it is related to the aftermath of the review. 
Can the Premier explain what has been done, why it is happening, and where the government is going with this 
expenditure? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Can I ask what page we are looking at? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. It is in three or four spots, but it is page 77 of budget paper No 2, volume 1, “Service Summary”. 
Under “Public Sector Leadership” the figures were $5.6 million in 2017–18; $10.3 million in 2018–19; and 
$10.9 million in 2019–20. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I cannot find the section to which the Leader of the Opposition refers, but the Public Sector 
Commissioner seems to know, so I will let the commissioner answer the question. 
Ms S. O’Neill: The change there is a representation of the structural change we made post the McGregor review. 
We have an area, leadership and talent, but also introduced the area of people, diversity and culture. The 
apportioning of the funding in this way is a representation of the different structural change. Some of the functions 
that were done in a previous area have been moved under the leadership area. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is a very important issue. The public sector has gone through a lot of changes over time. 
Under this heading is a substantial increase. Can the Premier explain what it means and what has been the change 
in priorities? I refer not so much to the reallocation of moneys between the three areas, but the intent behind it and 
where it is going. Can the Premier also highlight some issues with recruiting people, especially with special skills? 
I would argue that we in the public sector in Western Australia have always been challenged on that case. Is that 
a reason for the reorientation? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Ms O’Neill answer again. 

Ms S. O’Neill: Quite rightly through the service priority review, the Langoulant report and the McGregor review, 
the focus is on the importance of the leadership of the sector. The Public Sector Commission plays a key role in 
setting expectations; looking at talent, identifying talent and growing the talent; and performance agreements of 
directors general. One of the things we refer to in our significant issues is the need in an ongoing way to develop 
the competency and experience of the leadership group. That is part of what the Public Sector Commission does. 
We are certainly looking at the leadership programs we have done. We partner with the Australian and New Zealand 
School of Government and a range of other bodies. One of the recommendations from the SPR was around 
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strengthening CEO performance agreements. They will include the new Our Priorities, and focus on not only what 
has to be delivered, but also the extent to which the performance of each CEO is being developed and grown. We 
have needed a more comprehensive approach to leadership. Some sporadic programs have been run. We have very 
good leaders in the senior executive service and more broadly, but I would like to see a more comprehensive approach 
to not only that development, but also the accountability that is commensurate with that sort of development. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Public Sector Commissioner indicates it was a reallocation between those three categories 
on page 77 under “Service Summary”, but one of the areas, “Oversight and Reporting”, seems to be downgraded, 
at least in terms of the allocation of moneys, as is “Assistance and Support”. Is this the fact or is it that some of 
the functions that used to be done in oversight and reporting are now in the leadership area? 

Ms S. O’Neill: The latter part of the member’s commentary there: it is more of a reallocation of some of those 
functions between the different areas in the new structure, which is partly reflective also of the McGregor report, 
in which that suggestion is made. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: To follow up on the leadership issues and some of the points about getting the best people and 
nurturing them, is morale very high in the public sector? Has the government done studies to examine this? If so, 
has it put in place policies to try to address it? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Obviously the government had a significant reorganisation of the public sector and a major 
voluntary targeted separation scheme. That meant, as we saw earlier this morning, that a range of agencies have 
come together. We are hopeful that that will result in cultural change and a reduction in the silo mentality of the 
government. When things like that are done, there clearly is considerable change for people across government. 
I will let the Public Sector Commissioner comment on the impact, or whatever, that might have occurred in relation 
to individual views and the like. 

[4.10 pm] 

Ms S. O’Neill: Obviously, I have been in the sector for quite some time but having come into the role of Public Sector 
Commissioner, my observation across the whole sector is that morale is actually pretty good. There is a lot of focus 
on innovation and opportunity. Reference to uncertainty was previously made during that whole change period, 
but that is not uncommon in an environment of reform and change. Certainly from my experience in what I am 
seeing and in talking to people, we are seeing a resettling of that post-change period. People seem to be getting on, 
as they have always done, with some great work and good outcomes. The commission runs survey programs that 
are reported in the “State of the Sector” and other reports that have already been referred to publicly. Reports were 
done on machinery-of-government agencies at that time, as would be expected, and that was commented on then. 
There were people who were really excited for that whole change program and people who were uncertain. We 
do, as an agency, have an eye to employee perception. We are not the only ones; agencies often do it themselves. At 
the moment we are having a look at our total survey program, since I have been there, to see whether we are getting 
the best information longitudinally and see the points of comparison so that we can make better judgements rather 
than the broad anecdote that seems to largely underpin the discussion around the feelings and mood of the sector. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: The Premier is involved in the $1 000 cap on public servants—is that the Premier’s area? Is 
the public sector area the Premier’s area in terms of expiring key industrial agreements? Is that right? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Pay policy is a matter for public sector labour relations and the Minister for Industrial 
Relations, Bill Johnston. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: On page 79 under the heading “Oversight and Reporting”, I note that the table relates to 
FTEs. The employee reduction from 45 to a budget target of 40 is quite significant to what was anticipated in the 
2018–19 budget of 54. I note in the explanation of significant movements that this is largely due to the volume of 
other activity not being realised compared with what was anticipated with regard to the oversight and reporting 
mechanism. What is the FTE role reduction for those who are no longer required? Are they investigators? What 
roles might those be? I want a bit more explanation, if possible, as to why those FTEs have been reduced by such 
a significant amount as well, please. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let the Public Sector Commissioner comment. I think it is a straightforward answer. 

Ms S. O’Neill: It is in keeping with the comment that the member made there. The variance between the 2018–19 
budget and the 2019–20 budget target is mainly due to the reallocation of resources between services based on 
actual activity. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you for that response, Premier. I want to get an understanding about those remaining 
40 people. I am keen to understand what happens if the agency sees an uptick in issues relating to oversight 
reporting and how it might be able to respond to an increase in that. Obviously, I appreciate that there is still 
uncertainty around how many FTEs might be required, but if a jump is seen or there is an elevation in the amount 
of work required in administrating those acts, how might the agency be placed to respond? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let the Public Sector Commissioner comment. 
Ms S. O’Neill: The reduction across that area, as I recall, does not reflect a reduction in the number of 
investigators. We actually have only a handful of investigators. The role of the Public Sector Commission is more 
in the oversight of and working with and alongside agencies. My judgement on this matter in setting up the new 
structure is that in the agency itself we have other people who have similar skill sets and have previously played 
a role in this area. If we see an upswing, I am confident that we can move resources to deal with that upswing. If 
it were a longer term issue, I would make different judgements going forward. But I am confident that given the 
information we have at hand and the activity that we have seen over the last few years, the structure is capable of 
coping with demand. I would make a different decision and move resources if I needed to. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate that. Thank you. What is the understanding of the level of work undertaken on 
the oversight activities and the investigators beyond that? What is the yearly breakdown? Is it by hours or cases? 
How many does the agency deal with? I note that it has undoubtedly been reported in the annual reports a number 
of times. I am keen to understand what that hourly breakdown is. Is it split by hours or is it split by cases? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not know the answer, but I will ask the Public Sector Commissioner to comment. 
Ms S. O’Neill: The member is quite right that in our annual reports, we report by matters and allegations received. 
Our analytics in the area are more about how many are resolved in each period, what the source of the referral is 
and what actions are taken after that. I think the question was around the hours it takes to resolve something. Is 
that what the member was asking? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Of the analytics that the commissioner spoke about, are the allegations received, matters 
handled and outcomes fully reported in the annual reports? Are they all fully documented in there? As part of the 
annual report process and given that there has been an FTE reduction, and from my understanding there has been 
a relatively stable volume of allegations received, how much work per officer or investigator might have to be 
undertaken per year? Has that gone up significantly now because there has been an FTE reduction of 40? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let the Public Sector Commissioner comment. 
Ms S. O’Neill: We do not use cases per officer as an analytic. In a range of cases more than one person works on 
it. They can be in a team for the triage assessment process. To date, as I understand it, it has not been a helpful 
analytic in terms of reporting publicly. It does not give a good indication of the work, I do not think. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Correct me if I am wrong—I do not have the annual report straight in my mind, so 
I apologise if it is already reported in there—but is there a breakdown of the investigation to oversight monitoring 
processes undertaken by act? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. It is contained within the “State of the Sector” report, and I am happy to get the member 
a copy of that. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is okay, if it is in the “State of the Sector” report. I appreciate the Premier’s response. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The line item “Explanation of Significant Movements” on page 78 of the Budget Statements 
relates to the outcomes and key objectives. Note 2 implies that the commission’s new core clients include local 
government, public universities and a government trading enterprise. What is the commission’s role with those 
agencies, some of which are a bit distant from state government, particularly local government, although they are 
entities of state government to some extent? Universities, in particular, have quite a stiff commonwealth and 
independent oversight role for themselves. What is the Public Sector Commissioner’s role in respect of those 
three sectors? 
[4.20 pm] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let the commissioner explain that. 
Ms S. O’Neill: The role that we play in that change to the core client group for the Public Sector Commission is in 
relation to the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act and the oversight of minor misconduct. The two other pieces 
of legislation that intersect with those groups are the Public Interest Disclosure Act and the Equal Opportunity Act. 
That is the extent of our oversight of that new core client group. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Public Sector Commission has a substantial oversight and reporting role for the general 
government sector as it is, and that has, I think, expanded under the changes to the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
It has also taken on oversight of and reporting for local government, public universities and government trading 
enterprises, which are huge entities, especially collectively, but it has reduced its spend on oversight and reporting 
and the number of staff. Could the Premier explain why that is justified, given the commission’s increased load? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I understand it, for those entities it is for minor misconduct, not for significant matters, 
but I will let the commissioner comment. 
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Ms S. O’Neill: As the Premier has said and as I have already said, the role that we play for those groups is around 
minor misconduct. In terms of the overall representation of our work, it is not at the significant end; it is an 
oversight role. We do not accept, by exception, I guess, when we make a decision, that we need to undertake the 
investigation ourselves. It is an oversight role. We work with the universities, local government et cetera. It is not 
that we have an increased caseload for those individuals. This was already put in place. In this financial year, the 
core client group has changed. But, as I said before, to date there has not been an upswing in the work of the PSC. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: All these give rise to a whole range of minor misconduct issues, especially in local government; 
it is almost an endless flow. Universities are a quibbling lot. It seems to me that that is potentially a very large 
oversight role. How does the commission quarantine them? Do other agencies take those as a priority? It seems to 
me that local government and universities are filled with minor misconduct issues in particular. How does the 
commission vet those? How does it ensure that that is not a major issue? How does it justify reducing the number 
of staff for oversight and reporting when it is taking on three new sectors for the first time? 
Ms S. O’Neill: There are two parts in that. For clarity, we already had oversight of those sectors in relation to the 
PID act and the EO act. The new portion is around minor misconduct. It is also important to point out that in some 
ways the term “minor” in minor misconduct is a little distracting. To meet the test of “minor” misconduct under 
the definition in the act, it has to be so significant that, if proven to have occurred, it would lead to the termination 
of that officer. Agencies, local government, universities and the others that fall into that new client group manage 
their own lower-level discipline issues, grievances and performance issues. Even though the word “minor” is used, 
the threshold is quite substantial to meet that definition. Many instances of discipline issues would be put to them 
that they would deal with and we would not have an involvement in. We have reports. A large part of our work is 
assessing whether it meets that threshold of minor misconduct. I think in some ways the term “minor” leads people 
to believe there is a much larger number of cases than we ordinarily would deal with. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Does the commission have a backlog or a queue of reports or investigations in this area? 
Ms S. O’Neill: I understand that some back work was yet to be done. When I first came to the commission, it was 
one of the things I was cognisant of, having experienced that at the Department of Education. I am advised that 
that backlog is down to a handful—a small number. 
Dr A.D. BUTI: The fourth paragraph under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency” on page 77 of budget 
paper No 2 refers to implementing the recommendations in the “Independent Review of the Public Sector 
Commission”. Can the Premier provide an update on the implementation of the recommendations of that review? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the member for Armadale. When Mr Wauchope retired, we took the opportunity to 
conduct a review into the operations and strategic direction of the PSC. This was undertaken by Ms Carmel McGregor 
and the report was tabled in Parliament in October 2018. The review identified a range of issues to address, but 
also opportunities to improve. When we appointed the new Public Sector Commissioner, Ms O’Neill, she was 
charged with implementing the intent of the recommendations. I am pleased with the progress that has been made 
so far. I know a lot of work has been undertaken to progress that in the last year, including restructuring the 
commission to support priority areas, establishing proper governance processes and progressing effective business 
practices. We are changing the PSC from an organisation that is reactive, in that it steps in when things go wrong, 
to an organisation that is proactive, ensuring that it is always engaged with the rest of the public sector and it 
always provides the best leadership. I will let Ms Sharyn O’Neill, the commissioner, elaborate further. 
Ms S. O’Neill: Thanks, Premier. We are working through the 24 recommendations in the report. In a large part of 
the report, the recommendations go to the positive functioning of the PSC. As the Premier said, many of those 
recommendations are now in place. We have already talked about some of the restructuring, the governance efforts 
and, importantly, the internal culture of the PSC, which had questions over it in the McGregor report. A large 
amount of work has been put into getting people back on a positive track. We are finalising the remit—so, 
re-establishing that agency as a leader in the public sector as a broader group. 
As I have mentioned before, in terms of structure, the focus is on leadership and talent, on the senior executive service 
development as a total, and on skilling up and maintaining a high-level leadership group across the WA public 
sector. All those things form part of our response to the McGregor report. I am pleased to say that directors general 
and others alike report a renewed relationship with the Public Sector Commission, and we are really pleased that that 
is coming with some productive effort and great outcomes. The report, together with my own thoughts on the basis 
of my experience, has been very helpful. We are seeing a really good trajectory for the future of the Public Sector 
Commission as a much more proactive, collaborative outfit that has, at the same time, important independence to 
advise government. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I go back to page 79 of the Budget Statements and the FTEs and the mechanism outlined in 
the table under “Oversight and Reporting”. According to the “State of the Sector 2018” report, as best I understand—
I could be wrong—in 2017–18, the commissioner received 3 888 serious and minor misconduct allegations, and 
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48 FTEs were dedicated to that process. Can I get an understanding from the Premier about whether the number 
of allegations has now reduced, and is that why there has been a subsequent FTE reduction? 
[4.30 pm] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the Public Sector Commissioner has the exact figures. 
Ms S. O’Neill: By way of clarification, the “State of the Sector 2018” report for 2017–18 states that in the area of 
minor misconduct, which is what we are responsible for, the PSC received 599 minor misconduct matters. I am 
not sure of the figure to which the member is referring. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate the Public Sector Commissioner’s clarification, but it was about the number of 
serious and minor allegations that the agency received. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The “State of the Sector 2018” report identifies that in 2017–18—this appears to be the last 
figure we have—the Public Sector Commission received 1 022 allegations. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, Premier. Does the commission anticipate a reduction in the number of 
allegations it will receive, which has thus warranted a reduction in the number of full-time equivalents? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have is that the number of allegations year to date is fewer than the number of 
allegations in past years. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Premier, is it possible to get a breakdown of the agencies that made those allegations for 
the year to date? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will provide the member with the best advice we have to date of the entities from which 
the allegations have been received and therefore the numbers. I will not provide the nature of the allegations 
because of prejudice. I will provide a division of the different entities along the lines of what has been provided in 
the past, but up to date to today’s date. It is broken down into public sector agencies, local governments, 
universities, other schedule 1 authorities and boards and committees. I will provide a division of those and the 
numbers for the year to date. 
The CHAIR: Are we clear on what the Premier is going to provide? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Is the member asking for — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Year to date, if that is okay. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will provide year to date, this year, the number of allegations and the breakdown of those 
that referred the allegations, divided into public sector agencies, local governments, universities, other schedule 1 
authorities and boards and committees. 
[Supplementary Information No A8.] 
The appropriation was recommended. 
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