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Division 3: Premier and Cabinet, $129 633 000 — 
Ms L.L. Baker, Chair. 
Mr M. McGowan, Premier. 
Mr D. Foster, Director General. 
Mr G. Meyers, Director, Finance and Information Services. 
Mr M. Bradshaw, Acting Deputy Director General. 
Ms K. Andrews, Assistant Director General, State Administration and Corporate Support. 
Mr R. Kennedy, Executive Director, Whole of Government Future Directions and Strategic Projects. 
Ms H. Gladstones, Principal Policy Officer, Office of State Security and Emergency Coordination. 
[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 only be examined in relation to their portfolio responsibilities. 
The Premier 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 Premier 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 Premier’s cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to 
the principal clerk by Friday, 29 September 2017. I caution members that if a Premier 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 Leader of the Opposition the call. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 61 of budget paper No 2, volume 1, and “Item 5 Net amount appropriated to 
deliver services” for the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. What factors contributed to the 2016–17 estimate 
of appropriations rising from the original budget estimate of $141.819 million to $172.955 million? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the Leader of the Opposition. I will list some of the things that have resulted in that 
significant increase. The increase comprises the following: the Yarloop clean-up supplementary funding is 
$20.5 million; the 2017 state election costs is $9.88 million; the Local Projects, Local Jobs program is 
$4 153 million; procurement of full-time equivalents transferred from the Department of Finance to the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet is $132 000; the meth communication strategy is $150 000; the information 
and communications technology reclassification from capital to recurrent is $400 000; the Clever Buoy trial is 
$250 000; the drone trial, which I assume relates to the shark hazard mitigation strategy, is $88 000; Historic Heart, 
which is a City of Perth program, is $125 000; the West Australian Symphony Orchestra trip to China is $195 000; 
the service priority review is $100 000; the inquiry into government programs and projects is $500 000; severances 
for Corruption and Crime Commission staff is $301 000; and ministerial staff surplus due to change in government 
is $317 000. Those are the increases in expenditure contained within that particular provision. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: In 2017–18 there is a fall back from a little bit over $175 million to about $127 million. What 
makes up that substantial breakdown? I assume a lot of the things in the list the Premier just read out are one-offs. 
It is about a $50 million drop. Can the Premier explain what will come off in addition to the things on the list he 
just read out? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the Leader of the Opposition’s analysis is correct. According to the figures I have 
here, it is a $45.387 million reduction. That is because the Yarloop issue is largely dealt with. The state election 
costs were obviously a one-off. All the other projects that I read out a moment ago were largely one-off initiatives. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Did the transfer of the Office of Science and the overseas offices to the Department of Jobs, 
Tourism, Science and Innovation include the appropriations as well as the FTE staff who were previously 
employed in those substantive positions? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sorry; which line item is this? 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Thursday, 21 September 2017] 

 p372c-396a 
Chair; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Vincent Catania; Ms Cassandra Rowe; Mr Zak Kirkup; Mr 

Mark Folkard; Amber-Jade Sanderson; Ms Mia Davies 

 [2] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Part of the change the Premier indicated had occurred was the shift of the Office of Science 
and the overseas offices from various other departments. I think the overseas offices were in the former Department 
of State Development and, if my memory is correct, the Office of Science was in the Department of Finance. The 
Premier indicated that those offices have been transferred to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. Did that 
transfer include all the financial appropriations as well as the FTEs and the people formerly employed in those 
areas in different departments? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a good question. Before I hand over to Mr Meyers to provide more information, 
I will indicate one of the things that I wanted to do, which has been talked about for a long time. The overseas 
offices controlled by the Western Australian government were divided between agencies historically, and that 
always created some confusion about which agency was responsible for which overseas office. As the Leader of 
the Opposition knows, from memory, the state government has 10 to 12 overseas offices, often in very important 
trading locations, that were divided largely between the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the former 
Department of State Development. With the machinery-of-government changes, I wanted to repair or make 
rational who was responsible for each of those state government overseas offices, so we sent them to the 
Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation, which I think is a natural home. I will ask Mr Meyers if he 
would like to comment on that. 

Mr G. Meyers: Yes, the Leader of the Opposition is correct. Also in terms of note (a), for comparative purposes, 
Treasury required that we remove all the funding, expenses et cetera for Science and the overseas offices, even 
though, I guess, DPC did incur that expense for 2016–17. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: To clarify: all the science functions that formerly were held in departments other than DPC 
and the overseas offices have been fully shifted to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, not to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. I will let Mr Meyers comment on that. 

Mr G. Meyers: The functions have been transferred to the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. Footnote (b) to the same table refers to changes to government procurement policy. 
What does this refer to? 

The CHAIR: Member, is this a new question? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is related to the same question. There is a footnote to one of the appropriations that the 
previous question referred to, and I want clarification of the statement that it includes the transfer of the 
appropriation for various procurement policy changes. I want to know what that means. 

[9.10 am] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This refers to footnote (b) on page 61 of budget paper No 2. I will hand over to Mr Meyers 
to answer that question. 

Mr G. Meyers: My understanding is that this applies across government where procurement staff were rebadged 
from home agencies back to the Department of Finance for procurement functions and for the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. That was only approximately $132 000. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In the past, as I understand it, department procurement had people in the Department of Finance 
or whatever it was called at that time, and they also had procurement officers embedded in various departments. 
Does this illustrate what we will find elsewhere in the budget—in that those procurement officers have been pulled 
back to home base? 

Mr G. Meyers: Sorry, I actually think I got it the wrong way. They have been rebadged back to the Department of 
the Premier and Cabinet. 

The CHAIR: Sorry, Mr Meyers. I need to clarify for everyone present that all questions have to go directly to the 
Premier, so unfortunately they have to be passed first. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Would the Leader of the Opposition like to ask the question again, then I will hand it over? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Footnote (b) to the table on page 61 of budget paper No 2 relates to appropriations and refers 
to changes in the procurement policy. Could the Premier explain the changes made to procurement policy that this 
refers to? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I hand over to Mr Meyers. 

Mr G. Meyers: Sorry, I wish to correct myself. I think I might have said incorrectly that staff were rebadged to the 
Department of Finance. They have actually now been made permanent staff within the Department of the Premier 
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and Cabinet. For the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, that is only one FTE, which we now receive funding 
for from the Department of Finance. That has been transferred to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is that an illustration of the across-government policy that procurement officers were in the 
departments for which they were working rather than being alone in the Department of Finance? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Again, I will hand over to Mr Meyers. 

Mr G. Meyers: That is correct. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In that process of reform to the DPC or any other department, was the number of procurement 
officers reduced overall? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Again, I do not know the answer to that question but I will ask Mr Meyers to comment. 

Mr G. Meyers: It was not within the DPC. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: My question potentially relates to page 70 of budget paper No 2 and “Statement of 
Cashflows”. Under the heading “Cashflows from Operating Activities” and the line items for employee benefits 
and other payments under “Payments”, I note the Premier’s media statement today mentioned changes to payout 
provisions for senior bureaucrats. I quote — 

Currently senior members of the public service may seek a compensation payment of up to 12 months’ 
remuneration, which includes salary, motor vehicle allowances and superannuation. 

Do the changes to public sector payouts apply only to new contracts; and, if so, when will they be assigned from? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will have to get some details but, essentially, today we announced a prospective approach 
to these issues. I will put a bit of context around it. Obviously, people leave the public sector, and that has happened 
forever. Often, arrangements around people leaving involve some compensation being paid to the person who 
leaves. When I became Premier, clearly, there was a media story about people leaving the public sector and the 
amounts of money being paid to those people. I indicated that one of the things we wanted to do was reduce the 
amount of payouts—I assume this will be an issue for the Public Sector Commissioner session when we talk about 
it in that division. I asked the Public Sector Commissioner largely and the DPC perhaps to have a look at this issue 
to see what could be done to ensure that the payouts met community standards. I will let Mr Foster comment on 
the details of the new arrangements, and I will comment on the purpose behind it. It was to reflect community 
standards for people leaving the public sector and to ensure that people who might occupy a senior executive 
service position were not able to revert to their substantive position. If a person decides to take up an SES position, 
they decide to take up an SES position. In New South Wales and South Australia, once someone occupies that 
position, they are no longer able to revert to their former perhaps level 6, level 7 or level 8 position in the public 
sector. I think both those changes are reasonable. The new policy will be four months’ remuneration for each year 
remaining on a contract, up to a maximum of 12 months. As I said, the statutory right of return from the SES to 
the public sector will also be removed. What is more, the amount of remuneration or pay that a person is able to 
receive will be limited once we pass some legislative requirements. It will become only salary rather than total 
remuneration. The four-month amount will be salary rather than rolling cars or whatever else into that amount. We 
think that better reflects community standards. It will mean quite a significant saving across the public sector over 
time. I will ask Mr Foster to comment on the details, and perhaps the exact detail that the member raised. 

Mr D. Foster: The standard senior executive service contract, which operates now and has operated for many 
years, allows for compensation of up to one year. That is at the discretion of the Public Sector Commissioner—so 
perhaps when he comes before the committee, he can elaborate more. A policy framework has been put in place, 
effective from 1 September, which means that any compensation discussion that now occurs will be in the context 
of that policy framework, which limits the payout of the remaining years on a contract. It is in effect as of now and 
will apply to any future compensation discussions that the commissioner has; this is entirely within the discretion 
of the commissioner. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: There are obviously senior bureaucrats who have been around for a long time and therefore 
they would want to get the maximum amount that they possibly can to leave. Will there be a push by the department 
to try to target those who have just come into the game to limit the amount of payout that the government could 
be up for? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think Mr Foster was saying that the new arrangements commenced on 1 September and 
they will apply to everyone in the SES. The arrangement will apply for existing employees. It essentially means 
that if a person has a year left on their contract and they negotiate an early exit, they are entitled to four months’ 
compensation, as opposed to a year; if they have two years left, they are entitled to eight months’ compensation 
as opposed to a year; and if they have three years left, they are entitled to 12 months’ compensation—but it is 
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a salary component not the totality of what they might have received before. There is no push to get rid of new 
people or whatever the member referred to. It changes the arrangement to meet community standards to a higher 
degree, and people who might have a year left on their contracts will not be paid out a full year if they mutually 
agree to leave the public sector. In relation to the member’s exact questions, I will hand over to Mr Foster. 

Mr D. Foster: As I mentioned, these matters are within the remit of the Public Sector Commissioner and the 
framework will apply. The standard contract clause has always been up to a year, but perhaps by convention and 
practice, these payouts have tended to be for a year. This framework means that the commissioner has some 
guidance in terms of his decision-making and negotiations with individuals, whomever they may be, and will now 
apply under this new policy framework, which took effect on 1 September. 

[9.20 am] 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Further to the question, through the Premier, is the move retrospective? Does it apply to 
contracts already in place? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, it does. I will go over it in detail again so that I can be very, very clear. It is effective from 
1 September and it is four years’ remuneration for every year remaining on the contract up to a maximum of 
12 months. Since March 2017, 23 senior executive service officers have received compensation payments. As the 
member knows, we are reducing the size of the SES as part of our savings initiatives. Had this initiative been in place, 
we would have been able to reduce the compensation costs by 31 per cent. Once we have legislated, which we will, 
it will be four months’ salary only. It will not be total remuneration, so it will not include superannuation, cars or the 
like, which it currently does. That will reduce the payments even more. Up until now, we would have saved in excess 
of $2.5 million compared with the previous approach, had this initiative been in place. Some people ask, 
“Why haven’t you done it before now?” Well, we have been in office for only six months and obviously there are 
a lot of things to do when you arrive in office. This is one of the things we committed to doing a few months ago and 
we have announced the approach now. It will kick in on 1 September, but there will have to be some legislation 
around the right of return to the public sector, and particularly around ensuring that it is just the salary component as 
opposed to the total remuneration. If the member were to look at the Public Sector Management Act 1994 now, he 
would see that it indicates the word “remuneration”; that has to change to “salary”. Obviously there are people who 
will not like this initiative, but I think it is more in tune with community standards and something that should have 
happened before now. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I have a further question—the last one. The Premier has earmarked 3 000 public sector 
employees to be gone within a 12-month period. He is saying that he wants, by 1 September, to be able to enact these 
changes. That gives him nine months to get rid of 3 000 employees. Responses to some of the questions to other 
ministers about how those 3 000 job cuts across the state are going to affect their portfolios have been, “We don’t 
know yet; we haven’t looked into it.” Is the Premier confident that he will meet his time frame of 12 months to reduce 
the number of public sector employees by 3 000? If he does not meet his targets, there is obviously a cost associated 
for the budget. Does the Premier believe that he will meet those targets over the nine months? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If I can just comment on that, that is a different issue from the one we have just been talking 
about. Is the member referring to the same line item? 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am referring to the 3 000 job cuts that the Premier is proposing and the fact that there will 
have to be redundancies. I am just asking him a question about those redundancies. 

The CHAIR: I think the Premier is asking for a budget reference point for this question, member for North West 
Central. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am referring to page 61, line item “Total Cost of Services” under the heading “Expenses”. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Where is that? 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: In the table headed “Appropriations, Expenses and Cash Assets”. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sorry; where is that on the page, exactly? 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: It is in the first table on page 61, under “Total Appropriations”. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Those are the total appropriations of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, so if the 
member is asking — 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am sure some of those 3 000 employees are going to be made redundant out of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I can comment on the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, if the member likes. 
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The matter we have been talking about until now has been around the senior executive service, to which the 
3 000 voluntary targeted separation scheme does not apply. As we indicated before the election, we are keen to 
ensure that we reduce the size of the senior executive service by 20 per cent, and we are proceeding down that 
route. That will incur a very significant saving over time and will address the rapid growth in the senior executive 
service that occurred over the last eight years. That is a saving initiative for government and it is made possible, 
frankly, by the fact that we have reduced the number of government departments by 40 per cent. In relation to 
actual voluntary targeted separations within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, I will ask Mr Foster to 
comment on that specific issue. 
Mr D. Foster: The way the targeted separation scheme works is that initially we put out an expression of interest; 
that is the process required. Based on expressions of interest and any other structural changes that might be made, the 
scheme will be available to those individuals. At the moment there is no set amount in the frame for the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. There are budget savings targets that arise from the agency expenditure 
review that was undertaken by the previous government. As director general of that department, I will be obliged to 
make sufficient savings to meet that target and that will involve voluntary separations through the course of the year. 
Ms C.M. ROWE: I refer to the heading “Services and Key Efficiency Indicators” on page 65 of budget 
paper No 2, and the second dot point, “administrative policy advice and support to ministerial offices and the 
Leader of the Opposition;”. I understand that the previous offices of the Leader of the Opposition are currently 
unoccupied, as the new Leader of the Opposition considers them too tired and run down. What is the cost of the 
lease each year to the government, and are those offices too run down? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I need to correct that statement; it was incorrect. 
The CHAIR: I am sorry, member; you actually cannot, but I am sure you will ask for a further question in 
a minute. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the member for Belmont for the question. The Leader of the Opposition’s offices 
are across the road from Parliament. It is a house, and from my understanding it was built in maybe the late 1800s, 
early 1900s. It is a double-sided house and has two segments to it. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Tell us more about the house! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is actually interesting! There was talk that members of a band used to live there, but 
I cannot quite remember who it was; the Hoodoo Gurus or someone. I inherited this office because the former — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Eric Ripper wanted it. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am just trying to answer a question, Madam Chair. 
I inherited the office because the former government demolished the opposition’s office; it put a bulldozer through 
the Leader of the Opposition’s office. Obviously, the opposition leader needs an office. The former government 
put a bulldozer through the opposition leader’s office, which was up on the hill, when it spent $26 million on a new 
office for the then Premier. One of the associated costs of the $26 million for the new office for the Premier was, 
of course, for providing an alternative for the Leader of the Opposition because the opposition leader’s office had 
been bulldozed. When I became Leader of the Opposition five and a half years ago, I was advised that this office 
was being offered to the opposition, so I wrote — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is because Eric Ripper wanted it. Be accurate. He chose it; he insisted. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Madam Chair, we can spend all day, if we like, on this. 
I wrote to the then director general of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, Mr Conran, to advise that I was 
more than happy to not accept the office over the road. He wrote back to me to indicate that the office was mine 
and that I was required to occupy it, so I occupied it. I was there with my staff of 11 or 12, or thereabouts—
whatever I had—and it grew on me, to be fair, and I was very sad to leave it, to be honest. I liked it. It was much 
smaller, so much easier to be in touch with staff members than the current arrangement I am in and that I am 
departing.  
[9.30 am] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Sixteen parking bays is small? Twenty-three offices is small? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: All I am saying to the Parliament is that it was the Liberal government that rented it. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it was Eric Ripper. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Liberal government rented it for seven years. 
The CHAIR: Excuse me, Premier. There has been a question asked. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: By me. 
The CHAIR: Have you got an answer to that? Are you happy with your answer? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I would like to finish it. 
The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition, please would you not interject. You might not like that the Premier is 
responding this way. Rest assured I will give you a chance to comment when you put a further question shortly, 
but let the Premier respond, please. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I like the office. It was rustic and it was old, and it often needed a bit of work done, but 
I liked it because it meant we were in close contact — 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Did it have anything to do with your musical abilities? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not sure whether it was the Hoodoo Gurus or someone else, but a band actually lived 
there. I will get some advice on that, if that is required! 

I liked the office and I thought it worked well for the opposition. Obviously, it was a seven-year lease signed by 
Mr Conran, the former director general. Naturally since we came to government, the office is still available. The 
lease, signed up by the former government, costs $271 000 a year, so the office is available to the opposition. Were 
the lease, signed up by the former Liberal government, to be terminated early, the advice I have is that it would 
cost $630 000. The office is obviously available to the opposition. The opposition has taken a view that it is not fit 
for them, but it was certainly fit for us. As I said, I thought it was very functional and effective and it worked well. 
Clearly the office worked well, considering the outcome of the state election. I attribute a lot of the outcome of the 
state election to the fact that the office was so functional and it worked so well. It is there for the Leader of the 
Opposition if he would like to take it. It is sitting empty across the road and he is more than welcome at this point 
in time, at least for the duration of the lease, to occupy the office. I do not know whether that answers the member 
for Belmont’s question. 

Ms C.M. ROWE: It does. Thank you, Premier. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: When the now Premier became opposition leader, was he told by the then head of DPC that 
his predecessor, Eric Ripper, not only insisted on signing that contract, but also chose the building and the duration 
of the lease? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: To which line item is the Leader of the Opposition referring? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am referring to the question that the member for Belmont asked. The Premier answered and 
I am following up on that question. Obviously if she can ask it, and the Premier can answer it, it has something to 
do with appropriations. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I just cannot remember which part it was. Can the Leader of the Opposition remember which 
part it was? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was about the support to the opposition leader on page 65. The Premier made a statement. 
Just answer it; do not try to obfuscate. Be a leader. 

The CHAIR: Premier, it is the second dot point on page 65 — 

administrative policy advice and support to ministerial offices and the Leader of the Opposition; 

Mr M. McGOWAN: My recollection of events is that obviously it was a dramatic time. It was early 2012. 
I became the opposition leader consequent to Mr Ripper stepping down—a dramatic time. When I became 
opposition leader, I learnt about this arrangement. I made inquiries of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet 
and, as the Leader of the Opposition knows—I think he has a copy of the correspondence—I wrote to Mr Conran 
to indicate that I would like not to occupy the office over the road. I thought it was excessively expensive and also 
the amount of money for the lease was being taken from the opposition’s budget. I was not happy that that was the 
case. I wrote to Mr Conran to indicate that I did not want that to occur. As I recall, his letter back was very curt 
and indicated that I would be assuming the office and the money would be coming out of my budget. Clearly, that 
was something that I had to live with. As I said, over time it grew on me and I was quite happy with the 
arrangement. It is an old building but it is dear to my heart because I spent so many days there over five years and 
I thought it worked well. 

In terms of what Mr Ripper said or did, the Leader of the Opposition would have to ask Mr Ripper. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Premier — 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I am just answering the Leader of the Opposition’s question. However, I do know that 
contrary to the advice of Treasury and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, the former government decided 
to spend nearly $30 million on a new office complex. My experience of that new office complex is that although 
it is ornate and lovely and no expense has been spared, it is not particularly functional to be away from the 
ministers. My view—I suspect it is the Leader of the Opposition’s view as well—is that the Premier should be 
with his or her ministers because it makes for a much more functional government. That is the approach that I have 
adopted. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: How many union-funded staff worked out of that office on the Leader of the Opposition’s 
watch? 

The CHAIR: Is this a new question, member? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it is related to the same issue. The Premier indicated that he was very satisfied with that 
accommodation; it was a tight fit. Since he wants to explore in detail his satisfaction with the office across the road 
on Hay Street, he should be able to answer some of the questions on it. When the Premier was the opposition 
leader, how many union staff worked out of that office paid for by the unions? I will take it on notice or take it as 
a supplementary, if the Premier wishes. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am happy to answer it, although it is not about my time in government. To the best of my 
recollection, none. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Come on! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will expand on that if the Leader of the Opposition likes. The opposition leader obviously 
has staff. As I recall, I had 12 or 13 staff and in opposition they work very hard. It is lots of hard work for not 
much reward. I have heard the Leader of the Opposition say this stuff since he lost the election, but it is not true. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: DPC tells me 23 people worked in the office. Ten were funded by the union people. That is 
why the previous opposition needed a larger building, excessive to our need. Also, I never said that it was rundown; 
it is just completely surplus to requirements and we do not need it. 
The CHAIR: Is there a question there that you require an answer to? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am answering the question for the Premier. 
The CHAIR: You are answering it? Right—we might move on to the member for Dawesville. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No, I will finish this if I can. We had 13 staff funded by the government, as the opposition 
does. We live in a democracy in which the opposition is well supported by international standards. We had 
$271 000 deleted from our budget because of the contract signed by the former government. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: At your choice. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The only people who worked in my office were my staff. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to employee benefits under the cost of services on page 68. I want to clarify this so 
that we do not go down the wrong line: does the employee benefits refer to payments to chiefs of staff? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will get Mr Meyers to comment directly on the employee benefits. 
Mr G. Meyers: Employee benefits cover salaries for all staff within DPC. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Can you confirm that there are no additional payments to chiefs of staff other than what is 
listed already in the ministerial resourcing report as part of this expense?  
[9.40 am] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Can the member repeat the question? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will rephrase it. I refer to page 68 and the line item “Employee benefits”, which covers 
payments made to chiefs of staff. The government indicated what level chiefs of staff are paid through the 
ministerial resourcing report, which was tabled in June. I am trying to understand whether any additional payments 
were made in excess of what was identified in the ministerial resourcing report covered by employee benefit 
expenses. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will hand over to Kath Andrews whose position is assistant director, state administration, 
corporate support, to provide more specific advice. Each minister obviously has a chief of staff. My chief of staff 
has undergone a significant pay cut compared with the salary of the chief of staff of the former Premier. There has 
been some recognition at least in my office of those issues. With respect to the issue the member is referring to, 
I will ask Ms Andrews to comment. 
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Ms K. Andrews: Additional allowances are not paid to chiefs of staff. The salaries are as listed in the ministerial 
resourcing report, which was tabled on 18 May. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The ministerial resourcing report was tabled in June. A leaked government directory 
identifies 10 staff who were not represented in the ministerial resourcing report. I would like to get the Premier’s 
support to provide information via supplementary information as to those staff who were not covered in the 
ministerial resourcing report in June but who were actually engaged by the government in May. What were the 
payouts, if any, of staff who were terminated or who did not have their contract renewed? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The ministerial resourcing report is tabled every six months or thereabouts as I understand 
it. It will be tabled at some point in time and it will be an accurate document. With reference to employee benefits, 
I note that in terms of the section the member is referring to, the 2016–17 estimated actual has gone up by 
$5.5 million or thereabouts. I just made an inquiry as to what that is, and it might be of interest to the member. The 
reason that the 2016-17 estimated actual is up $5.5 million on what is in the budget is the termination payments 
that were made to ministerial officers as a consequence of the state election. The total payment was $5.652 million, 
which comprises $2.839 million for severances based on service and notice in lieu of termination and 
$2.813 million for accrued and pro rata leave entitlements. In addition, the former Whip’s assistant received 
$21 296. Consequent to the election, the amount of severance payments was in excess of $5.6 million. There are 
some very significant ones, I must say, with some individual payments the likes that I have never seen totalling 
nearly $300 000 for some former ministerial staffers under the former government. As I said, I have never seen 
the magnitude of payments like these. Some were paid nearly $300 000—some are in the vicinity of $250 000 and 
$200 000. Some of this money has gone to people whose names we are obviously all very familiar with. If the 
member would like to look at this document, I am more than happy to make it available. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will clarify my question. Premier, a number of staff engaged by the government were 
identified in a leaked staff directory that was dated May. I refer, for example, to individuals such Ms Lockhart who 
worked in the Premier’s office. She is no longer represented in the ministerial resourcing report that was tabled in 
June. I am trying to reconcile the 10 staff who were identified in that leaked government directory and were no 
longer represented in the ministerial resourcing report. Did those staffers receive any payouts; and, if so, what 
were they and can we get them by way of supplementary? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member referred to Wendy Lockhart, who worked with me in opposition — 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am referring to some 10 staff. I used Ms Lockhart as an example. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: She has gone obviously. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is right, but despite her name being in the leaked government directory from May, she 
was not represented in the ministerial resourcing report in June. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Perhaps she left between those dates. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is exactly what I am trying to establish. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the member wants to put the question on notice, I am more than happy to answer it. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: From what the Premier just said, he is refusing to provide the payout details for staff who 
were engaged in May but who were no longer represented in June. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will provide the member — 

The CHAIR: I do not think that that is what the Premier is saying. He mentioned putting the question on notice. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am more than happy to provide the member—I will lay it on the table today—a list of the 
termination payments, some of which are in the vicinity of $300 000, for staffers after the state election, of which 
the total comes to nearly $5.5 million. I am happy to table the list today so that the member can look at it. 

The CHAIR: Premier, you cannot lay papers on the table. If the Premier wants to exchange papers at some point 
in time, he is more than welcome to do that, but we do not lay papers on the table. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Perhaps the opposition does not want to see it. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We did not say that. If the Premier wants to give it to us, give it to us, but do not make snide 
remarks. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the member would like to put a question on notice, I am more than happy to answer it. 

Mr M.J. FOLKARD: At page 61 under “Spending Changes”, “Election Commitments”, there is the line item 
“Service Priority Review”. I note that funding for the service priority review has been included in this budget. 
What is the funding being used for and what has been observed so far? 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY ESTIMATES COMMITTEE A — Thursday, 21 September 2017] 

 p372c-396a 
Chair; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Vincent Catania; Ms Cassandra Rowe; Mr Zak Kirkup; Mr 

Mark Folkard; Amber-Jade Sanderson; Ms Mia Davies 

 [9] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The service priority review is an initiative we undertook upon coming to government to get 
government to work more effectively together. As the member knows, within six or so weeks of coming to office, 
we reduced the number of government departments by 40 per cent and aligned government to deliver on outcomes 
that the government and the public would like to see. It has gone very well. Obviously a lot of work was done 
internally, but now we have very substantial agencies with the capacity to deliver on a range of areas at once rather 
than the arrangement we had historically with way too many government departments that were too small and did 
not have enough grunt to get outcomes. I was very pleased to undertake that historic initiative and to do so very 
quickly. But that is only part of what we need to do to make government more effective. The next component 
among many is what we are undertaking with the service priority review, which involves a range of people who 
are working on getting government to work more effectively together. The people include former New Zealand 
State Services Commissioner Iain Rennie, who is chairing the review; the former chief executive of the Indigenous 
Land Corporation, Michael Dillon; and University of Western Australia senior deputy vice-chancellor, 
Professor Margaret Seares. They delivered an interim report, which we published some weeks ago. They will 
produce a more substantial report that will come out soon. The good thing about the interim report is that they 
found that we have a very committed public sector workforce that is highly professional, ethical and hardworking 
and that has a genuine commitment to change and improvement. But we would like the public sector to work more 
effectively together, which is what this is about. This review will deliver a range of recommendations, as I am sure 
the Langoulant review and the sustainable health review will deliver a range of recommendations. They are all 
about making sure that government works more effectively. Mr Rennie, who, as I said, was the New Zealand State 
Services Commissioner, has worked for both sides of politics. I have read some commentary that somehow he is 
aligned with Labor. As I understand it, he worked for conservative Prime Ministers in New Zealand. He is a fellow 
who has worked across the board. I think the review will produce good outcomes, and I look forward to receiving 
the report. 

[9.50 am] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: He has an excellent reputation working for both sides of politics, not only in New Zealand but 
also elsewhere. 

The structural change preceded this review, but the Premier refers to it in the service priority review, and I assume 
it builds on it. A number of departments, agencies, commissions or authorities have amalgamated under one 
agency. Some of those include the boards of Rottnest Island, Perth Zoo and Kings Park. There are also separate 
commissions such as the Western Australian Tourism Commission. Will there be legislative change to implement 
those structural changes? Take the Rottnest Island Authority—it has a board and it has its own act. The board has 
statutory responsibilities. Its CEO is actually responsible not only to the board, but also to the respective minister; 
not to the director general of that new department. How will the Premier deal with the amalgamation of agencies 
that have statutory, standalone responsibilities and legislative requirements? How will they work in a new 
department, acting or reporting through a new DG, but that DG does not have any reference to legislative backing? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I appreciate the Leader of the Opposition’s comments about Mr Rennie. I assume he would 
say the same things about Mr Dillon and Professor Margaret Seares. They are all eminent people who I think are 
working in the public interest, not in any particular partisan interest. That is despite, as I said, some commentary 
I have seen. 

I will let Mr Foster comment on the questions that the Leader of the Opposition raised. From a broader point of 
view, my view is that it was wise to bring those agencies under the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 
Attractions. I would like to see organisations such as Kings Park, Perth Zoo and the like focused on not just their 
conservation role, but also their tourism role and ensuring that the broader conservation agency has an 
understanding that part of preservation and conservation is ensuring that people understand what they are 
conserving and how the general public should learn to love those elements of this state. That is part of what we 
are trying to do. Putting them into bigger, more powerful agencies provides more support and more capability 
behind those operations. Over history, the Rottnest Island Authority has provided more controversy than agencies 
multiple times its size. Giving it a bit more support was one of the things we wanted to do. In relation to the 
Leader of the Opposition’s question, I will ask Mr Foster to comment. 

Mr D. Foster: As the Leader of the Opposition knows, the sector is very fragmented. There are lots of historic 
reasons why that is the case. In the current fiscal environment, it is necessary to see if there are ways to achieve 
greater savings and efficiencies through the amalgamation process. A number of smaller entities, such as 
Kings Park, Rottnest and the Zoo, have particular challenges because of the cumulative effects of some of the 
savings measures over time, and their capacity to respond to any new circumstance is pretty limited. Being attached 
to a larger agency gives them access to greater levels of corporate support and so on, which will help insulate them 
from some of the challenges they face. 
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In terms of the detail of the Leader of the Opposition’s question about the governance of those particular entities, 
that is a matter that the new director general of the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions will 
be looking at with his minister. Now that directors general have been confirmed in their positions, they have been 
tasked to develop more detailed implementation plans to achieve the best configuration for the governance of those 
entities as part of that larger whole. I guess there is no one-size-fits-all solution for all the entities, but there is 
a process involved in going through and doing a legal review. We are also looking at industrial relations questions, 
because there are different awards at play in some of these entities. A whole range of anomalies need to be 
addressed. That is being worked through now by those individual directors general and their ministers. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Will the director general sit on the board, let us say, of the Rottnest Island Authority? What 
about the statutory powers or requirements of the Rottnest Island Authority board? Rottnest deals with biodiversity, 
tourism and other things already. That is in its act and in its objectives. It does all that now, as does Kings Park 
and Perth Zoo. I am trying to understand the relationship between the director general of the department and the 
operations of one of these authorities. Does it have override? Will the government change the Rottnest Island 
Authority Act or that of the Zoo to allow a new entity—that is, the director general of the department—to have 
input into the management decisions and strategic objectives of these authorities? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I appreciate the question, opposition leader, but the relevant director general and the relevant 
minister are not here on those particular authorities — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier raised it. I am responding to a question that was asked about that specific review 
via a dorothy dixer. 
The CHAIR: Member, I think the Premier understands. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: You’re the Premier — 
The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: My view is that legislative change is the last resort. We took advice before we took these 
measures. We were advised that we could undertake these amalgamations without legislative change. I may have 
liked to have done a few more, to be honest, but that might have required some legislative change. We may do 
them in the future. These organisations operate effectively and well with additional support from being part of 
a bigger agency. My view is that unless it is absolutely necessary, I would not want to proceed with any legislation. 
We already have a very large legislative agenda. We have a difficulty with not having enough drafters available 
for our legislative agenda. Putting additional pressure on the drafting process when it is not absolutely necessary 
is not something I want to do. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier does not want to put these amalgamations through a legislative process. The 
trouble is that the Premier is effectively indicating that the government is altering legislation; that is, these three 
entities and many others have a legislative basis upon which they operate. It is clear. They all have a board. A board 
has certain objectives. All three are physical entities—the Rottnest Island board is a very large business. I am 
trying to clarify what the Premier perceives to be the role of the head of the department in respect of, let us say, 
the Rottnest Island Authority board. Will the director general sit on that board? Will he approve the accounts? Will 
he be the responsible financial officer for the activities of the Rottnest Island Authority? Will he determine the 
strategic plan? Or will he just be a service provider supplementing the backroom offices of the Rottnest Island 
Authority board? The Premier has said there are benefits—okay; if there is, good. I am trying to get an explanation 
about what changes the Premier will make to the operations of the Rottnest Island Authority, Perth Zoo and 
Kings Park boards. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not ruling out legislation. As I said, it would be a last resort. My view, and the way 
that I think the ministers will run these arrangements, is that the boards will still have important advisory 
responsibilities. We always need to remember that the Rottnest Island Authority, Kings Park and Perth Zoo are 
part of government. They are not separate from government; they are part of government. The minister and the 
DG are ultimately the ones who will be held accountable for the performance of those agencies. They need to 
always remember that they are part of government. Each authority, including Rottnest Island, has a board. I think 
the board of the Rottnest Island Authority is probably the most high profile. Each authority has an important 
advisory role under their acts. At the end of the day, it is, and always will be, the relevant minister who is held to 
account. That is what will occur under our system of government. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is not just an advisory board. Will the Premier confirm whether it is just an advisory board 
or a board that is responsible for the accounts of the Rottnest Island Authority? It is not just an advisory board; it 
is a statutory board responsible, under an act, for the outcomes of its authority.  
The CEO reports to them, parallel, I think, with the minister. The Premier is saying that responsibility for the 
operations, operational outcomes and strategic outcomes of the Rottnest Island Authority are going to be shifted 
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from the board and the CEO to this new director general. That appears to be a new layer of bureaucracy and 
confusion. 
[10.00 am] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Just in a general sense, I think the Leader of the Opposition might be reading too much into 
this. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I have my view and the Leader of the Opposition has his view. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier has been working on this for six months. Can he please explain what he is doing? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: These attractions are part of a bigger agency that relates to what they do. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No kidding. They have been for years. I am just asking how the Premier — 
Mr M. McGOWAN: If I can answer the member’s question, I think, in his heart of hearts, he would probably 
agree that it is a wise thing to do. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, I am trying to understand what the Premier is doing and he is obfuscating as usual. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I would like to answer. I think that the Leader of the Opposition would probably agree that 
having these authorities, which are relatively small, as part of a larger agency that relates to what they do is a wise 
thing to do in providing support to them. I will ask Mr Foster to comment on the Leader of the Opposition’s exact 
question. 

Mr D. Foster: The objective is to achieve maximum collaboration and integration with an eye to conserving the 
biodiversity of the state and maximising the tourist attractions that the state maintains—Perth Zoo, Kings Park, 
Rottnest Island and the national park estate. There are a variety of ways to achieve that, and that is what the director 
general has been tasked with doing—working out the best way to achieve that objective. The member has 
canvassed some of the particular methods by which that might be achieved, and those options and propositions are 
being developed by the director general in consultation with his minister to implement the broader vision. It is 
really a matter for the minister to outline to the member the up-to-the-minute in-detail thinking in that respect. 
How any agency gets there is not dictated. It is a matter for the directors general of the larger departments who 
work with those entities to determine the best way to achieve that broader outcome. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is a systemic issue. This is not just for that department. That was used as an example. 
I also refer to the tourism portfolio, in which there is a whole range of different types of agencies and governance, 
as the Premier well knows. I am trying to understand. When these are put together, there are a lot of broad 
objectives such as integration, sustainability and other things—okay, fair enough. Should the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet have some operating instructions for the various departments for how the different levels of 
statutory independence of authorities and commissions will be integrated into government departments? There are 
differences. I hear from the Premier that he has not thought that through, other than the buzzwords, and the impact 
on independent or statutory boards like Rottnest, Tourism WA, the Zoo or Kings Park has not been thought 
through. It is just going to be left to the directors general down the track, and they are still working on this issue. 
People are going to want to know whether the new director general of the Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attractions and others are going to be overwriting the decisions of the Rottnest Island Authority. 

Mr D. Foster: As the member has correctly identified, and as I mentioned earlier, there is no one-size-fits-all 
approach, and in fact these entities are not all the same. The particular entities that the member has referred to all 
have idiosyncrasies in their legislation, and that is the case, as the member mentioned, with some of the other 
entities across government in the arts portfolio. There are different employment relationships between the board 
and the staff and there are different financial obligations on the boards. There is no consistency across the board, 
so it is very hard to give a specific answer about what will happen across the board in the suite of entities that we 
are looking at. Legal advice has been sought and received on each of those amalgamations and there are particular 
nuances that have to be worked through. That is being done by the directors general, based on the legal advice 
they have been receiving in concert with the particular entities. It is not possible to give a single answer about how 
it will play out in every one of those amalgamated entities, because there will be differences and it necessarily will 
be the case because those differences are built into the underlying legislation. There are quite a few anomalies 
across the sector. I have mentioned industrial differences and financial differences. Those things have to be worked 
through individually over time, in consultation with the various parties, so it is very hard to give a definitive answer 
about how they will all be dealt with. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What is being said is that this is like the problem with the Office of Shared Services, which 
we all realise was a big disaster. There were huge differences between entities and there was not a plan to override 
them before the commitment to the policy of amalgamation. Is this not the same problem that undermined the 
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Office of Shared services? I accept that there is diversity and a wide range of inputs into a department—industrial 
relations, human resources and whatnot. We understand that. That is why the Office of Shared Services fell apart. 
I am looking for a strategy to deal with those, typically where it is clear-cut that there has to be one—for instance, 
for the Rottnest Island Authority and Tourism WA, which are not small entities, but have been set up with a good 
degree of independence for a long time. I might add that there is a whole range of other ones. Six months in, the 
government has a service priority review, which has been referred to. There are some nice overall objectives in 
both the deficiencies and getting rid of silos and I accept that. I am looking for some meat on this. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The head of the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions, which the 
Leader of the Opposition is referring to, is Mark Webb, who emerged from the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority. 
He has an acute understanding of the operations of these organisations. I am sure he will work very hard and 
effectively to make sure they are integrated properly and appropriately, having regard to their legislation. Perhaps 
the Leader of the Opposition’s broader question is one for the minister responsible for the agency in question, who 
can explain the nuances of how that will work. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier is responsible for overall structures of government. He made a large amount of 
play of reforming the public sector. The question came from one of his people. Mr Webb is excellent; he has done 
a sterling job at Kings Park and he is a very capable man. But we are dealing with different structures and I am 
trying to get the government strategy to deal with the diversity so we avoid another debacle of shared services. 
I see no strategy here at all. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I really do not see the comparison between — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is the worry. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I really do not see the comparison between shared services and the — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Did the Premier listen to Mr Foster? He outlined the problem. Clearly, he understands it. The 
Premier should have a discussion with him. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I really do not see the comparison with shared services. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is the problem, Premier. 
The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition, we will move on now, because I do not think you are asking a fresh question. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I refer to the sixth dot point regarding the GST under “Significant Issues Impacting the 
Agency” on page 62 of budget paper No 2. Can the Premier provide the times and dates of the conversations and 
correspondence he has had with the Prime Minister and the federal Leader of the Opposition on this issue? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a good question. It is obviously a significant issue to Western Australia. In relation 
to times and dates — 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am happy to take the answer as supplementary information. 
[10.10 am] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Let me answer broadly and see whether I satisfy the member. I have met with and spoken 
to the Prime Minister on maybe half a dozen occasions. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: On this issue of the GST? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: On all bar one occasion, yes. The Prime Minister rang me maybe two or three months ago, 
on the day that the government announced the change in education funding to the states, to explain his position on 
the funding change. I do not recall raising the GST issue with him on that occasion. To be fair, he was in a hurry; 
I think he had to ring a bunch of Premiers in a short time frame. On every other occasion I have met with him, 
I have raised the issue; and on every other occasion I have spoken to him, I have raised the issue. On the 
Wednesday night after I was elected Premier—I am trying to recall whether it was prior to or after the swearing-in, 
but it might have been the night before the swearing-in—I had a conversation with him over the phone. He rang 
me at my house, to his credit, and I had a conversation with him over the phone. Maybe three minutes into the 
conversation, after he had congratulated me and the like, he asked me whether there were any issues, and I said 
that the number one issue for Western Australia is the goods and services tax, and then we probably had 
a 10-minute conversation about that issue. In the following week or the week after that, I went to Sydney for the 
major Chinese event with Premier Li Keqiang and I had a meeting in the Prime Minister’s office at which we 
discussed the GST, as well as federal funding for road and rail projects in Western Australia, which subsequently 
came to fruition. The most recent occasion I have spoken to the Prime Minister was when he came to 
Western Australia for five or six days about three or four weeks ago. I had a meeting with him in his office on 
Howard Street—or whichever street it is off St Georges Terrace—where the commonwealth offices are. During 
the one hour and 45-minute meeting I had with him, the GST issue was discussed at length. 
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I would go so far as to say that he understands the issue acutely; he understands the issue quite well. He knows it 
is a big problem for our state and he knows it is a big problem for him. I had a very frank conversation with him. 
I advised him very clearly that it is a very big political issue for him. I told him about some of the historical things 
that had happened. For instance, the member may not remember the cash cow advertisements—he probably does. 
The Liberal Party ran ads in, I think, 2010, with people dressed as cows running around the place, and Julie Bishop 
and Mathias Cormann saying that Western Australia was being used as a cash cow and that clearly the then federal 
Labor government was ripping off Western Australia. As I recall at that time, our GST share was something like 
60c or 70c in the dollar. I advised him of all that history. Now that our share is 30c to 34c, clearly, for those of us 
who remember those things, his side looks like a hypocrite on the issue. I have had long conversations with him 
on all those issues. I think he understands it is a big problem for him, particularly considering the history. 
I have had discussions with Mr Shorten about the issue on more occasions than I have discussed it with the 
Prime Minister. If the member asked me when and where, I do not think I would even have any diary notes of 
them. Mr Shorten would ring me or I would talk to him on any given day and it would not be scheduled. It could 
be a weekend or a weekday; it is not scheduled. I can guarantee the member that I would have spoken to 
Mr Shorten more often than I have spoken to the Prime Minister about the issue. There was some considerable 
discussion with Mr Shorten’s office in particular, but I spoke to him on at least two occasions in the week or two 
leading up to the WA Labor State Conference a few weeks ago at which he announced there would be a GST 
equivalent floor of 70c. I have had at least two conversations with him. My staff had a range of conversations with 
his staff about the issue in the lead-up to that conference. They would be the conversations. Mr Shorten is also 
acutely aware of the issue and understands it intimately. He is from Victoria, but I think he understands it. I think 
both the Prime Minister and Mr Shorten understand the issue pretty well. I often say to the Prime Minister, 
“Can you imagine if New South Wales was getting 34c in the dollar? What would happen then?” He is acutely 
aware of what a big issue that would be for him. I said the same thing to Mr Shorten, “Can you imagine if Victoria 
was getting 34c in the dollar?” The Prime Minister regularly says to me that I need to get all the other Premiers to 
agree, to which I say, “When I went to Tasmania, the Tasmanian Premier attacked me on the front page of the 
Hobart Mercury without warning.” It was a grievous assault. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Has the Premier had any conversations with other Premiers about potentially changing the 
GST? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have had conversations. I do not know whether I answered the member’s broader question 
up-front, but that is the reality. I could not give him the dates and times of when I spoke to Mr Shorten because 
they were telephone calls. With the Prime Minister — 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Is there any correspondence? 

The CHAIR: Member, I do not know how this estimates committee has been run before, but when I am Chair, 
someone asks a question and the Premier answers. There is no badgering while he is answering. When he has 
finished his answer, you will get a chance at a follow-up question. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member asked two questions. At the Council of Australian Governments meeting in 
Hobart, I had conversations with other Premiers at the dinner the night before the meeting and I had conversations 
with the entirety of them on three occasions during the meeting, including at the press conference subsequent to 
the meeting. They all heard my point of view. I had personal conversations with at least three Premiers, including 
the Premier of Tasmania, about the issue. I raised the issue publicly at the COAG meeting on two occasions—
once at the dinner and once at the press conference subsequent to the COAG meeting in the afternoon. 

In terms of correspondence, we made a major submission to the GST inquiry. It is a hundred and something pages. 
It is a well-argued, comprehensive submission. I personally gave a copy of that submission to the Prime Minister 
at my meeting with him five or six weeks ago at a meeting of commonwealth parliamentary officers in the city. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Apart from the submission—a lot of us have made submissions to the GST review—is there 
no other further correspondence between the Premier and the Prime Minister, the Leader of the Opposition or other 
Premiers about trying to change the GST? Has the Premier had any assurances from the Prime Minister or the 
Leader of the Opposition that they are willing to embark on change to reflect the dire need in Western Australia 
for a change in the GST? Has he sought any assurances or has he been given any assurances by either the 
Prime Minister or the Leader of the Opposition that they will fix the GST problem? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am happy to provide by way of supplementary information correspondence with the 
Prime Minister and the federal opposition leader on the GST issue, if the member would like. I am happy to provide 
that to him. 

[Supplementary Information No A21.] 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: From memory, I have written to the Prime Minister about the issue. I am not sure that I have 
written to the opposition leader, but I have certainly written to the Prime Minister. As I said to the member, we 
submitted the comprehensive report to the GST inquiry and I personally gave the Prime Minister a copy of the 
submission at our meeting. He was quite interested. When the member refers to assurances, I can tell him this. The 
Prime Minister understands the issue, and I have had an assurance from him that he understands fully the issue 
and he understands fully that it is an acute problem for Western Australia, but I have had no assurance about any 
particular change. I can guarantee the member that the federal opposition leader understands fully the extent of the 
problem and he understands that it is a big issue for the state and for the national economy. The assurance I have 
had from him is the announcement he made at the WA Labor State Conference about a GST floor. That is the 
difference. Federal Labor is taking up the case. The federal Nationals and Liberals have not given us any assurance. 
I urge them to better the federal opposition’s commitment to WA. 

[10.20 am] 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Can the Premier explain the federal opposition’s announcement of the floor, when it will 
come into place, and what the projection is of us meeting that floor over the next four, five or six years? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: From memory, the opposition leader’s commitment is for a 70 per cent equivalent floor 
from 1 July 2019, which is not as high as I would like but is a significant improvement on where we are now. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Are we projected to meet that floor? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: His commitment is a GST-equivalent floor from 1 July 2019. Obviously, he cannot do any 
more than that because he is in opposition. I fully accept that if we are in opposition, we cannot implement 
government policy. That is bleedingly obvious to all of us, with the exception of Frank Alban in a former 
Parliament. I was very pleased that the federal Labor leader came out with that announcement. It was a big call 
and a big commitment to the state. I have no doubt that he will campaign hard on it. My advice to the 
Prime Minister is that he needs to better that announcement and do it sooner rather than later because he is in 
government and has the opportunity to do so. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: How much does the Premier think that policy announcement by the federal opposition will 
raise for the state in 2019 and the following years? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I would need to have the Treasury people with me to know the amount, but it will be 
a significant improvement; that cannot be denied. At the moment, it is the only thing on the table. The 
Productivity Commission’s inquiry report will come down in January. These things normally move sideways, but 
the commission has announced January. We will see what it announces but I would like it to announce that at least 
25 per cent of mining revenues will be unaffected by the GST. If the commission were to recommend that and the 
federal government were to adopt it, that would be a good outcome for Western Australia. The pressure is 
obviously mounting on the Prime Minister, as it inevitably does for someone occupying a role like that. The 
member who asked me the question is a National, but my analysis is that people in Western Australia have largely 
voted Liberal for the last 20 years and they are pretty much of the view that they have not got much for it. So 
I suspect that unless Malcolm Turnbull changes the arrangement to improve WA’s GST share, the federal 
Liberal Party is heading for a train wreck in WA. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 68 of budget paper No 2 and the heading “Cost of Services”. The third line 
item under the subheading “Expenses” is “Supplies and services”. Does supplies and services refer to the provision 
of information technology and telecommunications equipment to ministerial offices and ministers? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will ask Mr Meyers. 

Mr G. Meyers: IT expenditure is included under “Other expenses”. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to line item “Other expenses” on page 68 of budget paper No 2. Can the Premier 
confirm that ministers are provided with a mobile phone? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, ministers are provided with a mobile phone. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Have all ministers taken up that opportunity? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not know the answer to that. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Can the Premier provide supplementary information about which ministers do or do not 
have a mobile phone? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No. The member can put a question on notice about that. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Why? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: Can the member explain his interest in who does or does not have a mobile phone? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will continue with my question, but I do not understand why the Premier’s agency cannot 
provide the opposition with a response in two weeks about which ministers do or do not have access to a mobile 
phone provided to them by their own department. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I sat here for eight years with the former Premier and I was invariably told to put questions 
on notice. I learnt a lot from the former Premier. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I can see that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I notice that he is not here today. I wish he was. I would pay him the compliment. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is the Premier provided with a mobile phone by the department? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, I am. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Does the Premier use any phones that are not provided by his agency? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not prepared to go into my personal arrangements. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I understand that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will elaborate on that. I will not go into how many dogs I own. I will not go into how many 
bottles of deodorant I have in my house. I will not go into how many times I mow the lawn each month. These are 
personal matters about which I will not provide the member with answers. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Are phones provided to the Premier by his agency covered by the Freedom of Information 
Act and the State Records Act? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will seek advice on that. Is the member asking whether phones provided to government 
members are covered by the State Records Act? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am asking about government ministers. Are their phones covered by the State Records 
Act and thus can be FOI-ed? The answer is yes, but I want to hear it from you guys. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I understand it, emails and the like are covered by the FOI act. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I did not ask about emails. I asked specifically about phones. Can messages, the call list 
and all the rest of it be FOI-ed? I am just clarifying. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not know the answer to that. I think the member is seeking a legal opinion from me. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: If the Premier has a second phone that he uses, would he not consider that he—or any 
minister that might do that—is averting and circumventing the FOI act and the State Records Act? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No. I think that people are entitled to conduct their personal affairs as their personal affairs. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Can the Premier provide assurances to this place that phones provided by the agency that 
are operated and used by ministers can be FOI-ed? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Whatever the law is, is the law and is complied with. I do not have the FOI act in my head, 
but whatever the FOI act is, it is complied with. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am trying to understand how we know that Brian Burke is not contacting the Premier on 
his personal phone. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I can answer that question. I am not in contact with Mr Burke. There you go. I have 
answered the member’s question. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I have additional questions in relation to “Other expenses” but I would like to clarify this. 
Does the Premier not conduct any government business on his personal phone? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: My personal phone is my personal phone. A lot of people have personal phones. The 
member for Dawesville has never served in my role, but it is all encompassing and I deal with it all day. It is an 
important role that I am very privileged to hold. Ministers are issued with government phones. What they do 
privately is a matter for them, and that includes me. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sure. A phone number that ends in 491 is listed on the leaked government directory as the 
Premier’s mobile phone. Is that the Premier’s personal phone or the phone provided by the department? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said, I am not going into personal matters. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Further to that — 
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The CHAIR: I will let you ask one more question but I think this is coming to an and. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It is related to “Supplies and services” in that case. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not know what document the member is referring to, but if he would like to provide me 
with that document, I can have a look at it. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The opposition cannot lay things on the table. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member does not understand the way this place works. If he wants to provide me with 
a document, he can. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is the Premier asking me a question now? That is not how it works. It goes the other way 
around. Further to other supplies provided by the department, does the agency keep any records of programs that 
have been installed on ministerial computers or devices in addition to the standard rollout? 
[10.30 am] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: What is the member’s question? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Does the Department of the Premier and Cabinet hold any records of programs or apps that 
have been installed on computers or devices in addition to the standard rollout when members receive that 
computer or device? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have is: not to our knowledge. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: So, there is no way to understand whether the Premier or anyone in the agency is using, 
say, third party encrypted messaging apps to avert the Freedom of Information and State Records Acts? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Sorry, I did not catch that question. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: There is no way for the agency to keep track — 
Mr M.J. FOLKARD: It is a grubby question. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It is not grubby. 
I am trying to ascertain whether the agency keeps any records of officers, ministers or the Premier using third party 
apps like WhatsApp to circumvent the Freedom of Information and State Records Acts? In that case, does the 
agency keep any records like that? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The agencies comply with the law. Whatever the law is, it is complied with. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: This is an internal policy and I imagine it goes to the question of securing those devices as 
well; it is not law. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The advice I have is not to our knowledge, and the agencies comply with whatever the 
relevant law is under the State Records Act, the Freedom of Information Act and the like—as do I. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Can I just clarify that the Premier said “as do I”? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. We comply with the law. If a freedom of information application is made and however 
the State Records Act operates, the law is complied with. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: To clarify: is the Premier or anyone in his government using WhatsApp to conduct 
government business? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not know what the member is referring to; I do not know anything about WhatsApp. 
I am advised, and I think a member referred to, that the Prime Minister uses Kik—what is it called? 
Ms A. SANDERSON: The Prime Minister uses WhatsApp. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Prime Minister uses WhatsApp, does he? As far as I am aware, I do not use WhatsApp. 
I hope that answers the member’s question. The Prime Minister uses WhatsApp, whatever WhatsApp is. I do not 
use WhatsApp. Does the member have a problem with the Prime Minister using WhatsApp? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I cannot answer questions in opposition. 
Ms A. SANDERSON: Is this because the previous government did that? 
The CHAIR: Could the member just restate the question, I will make sure it is answered, and then we will move on. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Can the Premier clarify that no-one in the government is conducting government business 
on a device provided to them by the agency using a third party encrypted messaging app like WhatsApp? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member will need to ask ministers what apps — 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The agency provides those devices, Premier. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said, the member will need to ask ministers what apps they might use at any given time. 
I do not carry in my head what apps people might be using. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I find it fascinating that the Premier would not want to assure himself that government 
business is not being conducted on encrypted — 
Ms A. SANDERSON: Was the former government’s business conducted on WhatsApp? Is that why the member 
is asking this question? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: No, it was not around. 
The CHAIR: Members for Morley and Dawesville, I am sure over a cup of tea you can talk about apps all day 
long. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 61 of the Budget Statements, the table at the bottom of the page and the line 
item “Local Projects Local Jobs”. Can the Premier provide a full list of Local Projects, Local Jobs programs across 
government funded by the $4.2 million? That can be supplementary information. Can the Premier also provide or 
include a breakdown by electorate? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Just remind me, which page? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is page 61, the bottom table and the second line item under “Election Commitments”. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sure we can provide the Leader of the Opposition with some advice about 
Local Projects, Local Jobs as best we can. To elaborate, my government’s Local Projects, Local Jobs program is 
an important program and I think it has been very effective. The Leader of the Opposition will find that numerous 
community groups are very pleased that they have received some attention that they had not received before. I have 
announced a number of Local Projects, Local Jobs programs over the past few months, and I always find that 
people are happy with it. Obviously, it is a relatively small program—I think the allocation is a few million 
dollars—but it has a lot of benefit across the community. 
I am not sure that all projects have been provided for or announced at this time and I do not want to pre-announce 
projects. I am advised that a list of projects is being compiled and it will be available at the end of September, 
which puts it outside the supplementary information deadline. If the Leader of the Opposition would like, I will 
provide him with a list of Local Projects, Local Jobs announced to date. If the Leader of the Opposition wants to 
put a question on notice, I can provide him with the remainder of them when the list is updated at the end of 
September. Does that satisfy the Leader of the Opposition? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: To clarify, a list of the decisions made to date—I do not expect the Premier to preannounce 
projects—the projects, and where they are. 
The CHAIR: I think the question is where the projects are being delivered as well. What projects have been 
announced, when and where? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is the projects that have been announced, because I cannot give the Leader of the 
Opposition the ones that have not been announced. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I understand that. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We can provide by way of supplementary information the Local Projects, Local Jobs already 
announced, when and where. 
[Supplementary Information No A22.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I again refer to page 61 of the Budget Statements, the second table and the second line item 
that indicates that $1.903 million was allocated from this program last year. Given that this is a new Labor policy 
and did not exist in last year’s budget, where did the authorisation of this money come from and how could it be 
allocated in the last financial year without a budget or a financial statement of some sort? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, it is $1.903 million for Local Projects, Local Jobs. We were sworn-in on 17 March. It 
was obviously an issue of some moment for a lot of members of Parliament, because the MPs, or candidates prior 
to the election, had made commitments. It went through the Economic and Expenditure Reform Committee and 
the cabinet process, and consequent to that was announced. As the Leader of the Opposition would understand, 
governments are elected to carry out their commitments; these are commitments we made, and we got on with it. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Interestingly, on page 67, the first paragraph under the heading “Statement of Cashflows” 
indicates — 

The forecast decrease in cash in 2017–18 mainly relates to the carryover of unspent funds from 2016–17 
for Local Projects Local Jobs … 
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Here we have a government-initiated program to fund election commitments. The Premier said that they spent 
$1.903 million, but in 2017–18 they will make savings, because not all the money was allocated for that project. 
It is a new project created for nothing to meet election commitments, and the government has savings from it. Can 
the Premier explain how savings can be made from a project that has been initiated and carried over from one year 
to the next? What impact did this have on the estimated outcome for 2016–17 versus 2017–18? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Meyers answer the question. 
Mr G. Meyers: The full amount of $4.2 million was appropriated to the department in 2016–17, of which 
$1.9 million was estimated to be spent in 2016–17, with the balance carried over to 2017–18. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Where did the funding for this program come from? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I understand that it is supplementary funding from the consolidated account. 
[10.40 am] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: So, the funding was borrowed. The government is in deficit and it is additional to the projects 
already on hand, or funding could have been cut from other projects—I do not know. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: To put some context around this, it is $1.9 million — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is for this project, but there are others across government. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is $1.9 million and we inherited $33 billion worth of debt, climbing to $42 billion worth 
of debt with a $3 billion deficit, so in the overall scheme of things — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is actually — 
The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: — it is not particularly significant. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: My question to the Premier was: where is the funding coming from? A new program was 
created, which was booked for 2016–17. My question relates to the DPC’s allocation for this project. Are 
efficiencies being made somewhere else? Elsewhere in the books, there are statements about savings made across 
various projects, which will be used to fund election commitments. I am trying to find out where the money came 
from. Were other projects cut or is it just additional borrowings? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: As I understand it, it was supplementary funding from the consolidated account to meet 
election commitments. As the Leader of the Opposition will understand, a lot of savings are made over time. In 
the same time frame as the money was allocated, a new wages policy was announced, which will save 
$500 million. We also announced a new pay freeze for people such as the Leader of the Opposition and myself, 
which will save $20 million. In the overall scheme of things, our savings initiatives are far greater than that amount 
of spending. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government’s overall spending goes up significantly in 2017–18, if the Premier looks at 
the books; that is the reality of it. I am trying to find out whether this program was funded out of additional 
supplementary spending, or whether it was tied to reducing funding for projects somewhere else, which has been 
done elsewhere in the budget. I am trying to find out the source of this funding. If it is just from additional 
borrowings, that is fair enough; that is the answer. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So that we are aware, the 2016–17 budget was three-quarters the Leader of the Opposition’s 
budget. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, but this is a project the government introduced after it was elected; it was introduced in 
2016–17. That is why we are dealing with 2016–17. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: If the Leader of the Opposition is referring to an increase in spending over the 2016–17 
financial year — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No; it goes up in 2017–18. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the Opposition said 2016–17. The 2016–17 budget was three-quarters the 
former government’s budget. If the Leader of the Opposition is trying to allege that a $1.9 million program is 
somehow responsible for some enormous blowout in costs — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am not; you are. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No, I am not. If the Leader of the Opposition is alleging that $1.9 million is somehow 
responsible for an enormous blowout in costs, I think he is barking up the wrong tree. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I asked a really simple question about this project. The government initiated it; it says it is to 
meet election commitments. It states here that it was started by the government in 2016–17. I am asking a simple 
question: where does the funding come from? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I have said to the Leader of the Opposition now on three separate occasions — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, the Premier evaded the question. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: — that it was supplementary funding from the consolidated account, but we made a range 
of savings measures in addition to that, which were far more significant in multiples of hundreds than — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Overall, spending goes up significantly in this budget. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: — the $1.9 million that was included in the program in the 2016–17 financial year. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can the Premier outline the processes for the funding of projects? How were the projects 
identified? How were they prioritised? How were they assessed? Was there a competitive process? Was an 
independent board set up to decide what projects would be met and how they would be funded? How was one 
project chosen over another? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Local Projects, Local Jobs program was an election commitment of the former 
opposition. I realise that up until now, the Leader of the Opposition has never been in opposition. Myself and my 
colleagues—candidates and the like—had a look at the needs of people in electorates across Western Australia 
and consulted with local school communities, sporting clubs, boating clubs, councils and the like to work out what 
local priorities might be. In opposition, that had a vetting process, to which my office was a party, to make sure 
those projects were important for local communities. A range of announcements were then made, which were 
election commitments in opposition. I will give the Leader of the Opposition a few examples. A number of 
members made commitments to local schools for playground equipment, shade cloths and the like, and those 
commitments were delivered. Those commitments might be for $5 000 or $10 000 to local schools. In the case of 
my own electorate, I recently made an announcement of a Local Projects, Local Jobs commitment for the 
Rockingham basketball stadium. The basketball stadium in my electorate is used by thousands and thousands of 
participants. I know that the Leader of the Opposition is a keen basketballer himself. The floors at that stadium 
were dangerous and people were being injured and hurt. I consulted with the local mayor and the local council 
about that priority. I also wrote to the local council about its priorities and I suggested the Rockingham Rams 
Football Club was another priority. Those two projects were done in consultation with the local council. We 
announced a plan to improve the floors at the local basketball stadium and we announced a plan to improve the 
local football club. They were election commitments; we are carrying out our election commitments. I think that 
has been the history of politics in the state, and I suspect in every Westminster democracy; oppositions make 
election commitments and then, if they are elected, they go about a process of carrying them out. Every single 
project went through the Expenditure Review Committee and through cabinet. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: To summarise, the allocation and sums for projects was decided by the opposition when in 
opposition and paid for out of additional supplementary money, not out of other similar funding sources. I am trying 
to summarise where the government is at. Was the allocation of this money advertised in some form or manner? Was 
it vetted by some committee or otherwise? Was it assessed as value for money? Can the Premier say how the 
government can be assured that once the funding is paid, there is proper governance of how the funding is utilised? 
Was it utilised efficiently? Most of the types of funding that I have heard of for these projects are very similar to other 
sources of funding, However, for those other sources of funding, such as the one for the community sporting and 
recreation facilities fund, there is a vetting process to choose what is approved, its performance and the monitoring 
outcome. I do not see any governance around this system other than these projects were pre-election commitments in 
strategic, marginal seats, and they were followed through and bunged into the budget for 2016–17 with additional 
borrowings. I see no governance about this at all. It looks like a pure and simple Labor Party slush fund. 

The CHAIR: Premier, I think there were a few questions in there. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes; the Premier can answer them. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will answer them at length. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Good. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the Opposition asked about advertising up-front. The truth is that the projects 
were advertised extensively. Members—a couple are over there; the member for Belmont and the member for 
Burns Beach—advertised extensively about the sorts of things they were going to do in their electorates. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: How? 
[10.50 am] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I let the Leader of the Opposition ask his question; can I answer it? They advertised 
extensively about the sorts of things they were going to do in their electorates. I expect the advertising was in 
community newspapers, probably newsletters and maybe direct mail and the like to people across their 
communities to advise them they were going to improve the local school, local sporting club, local boating club 
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or something of that nature. The projects were advertised extensively. I advertised in my electorate for, I think, the 
improvements I planned to make to the basketball court to make sure that basketball players in my electorate no 
longer broke their ankles and damaged their knees on the basketball stadium floors. That was the advertising 
program. 
We had an assessment process in the Leader of the Opposition’s office to make sure that they were capital programs 
that were one-offs and met the needs of local communities and did not involve excessive amounts of money. They 
are subject to the standard funding agreements for when governments give money to community organisations and 
the like across Western Australia. There are funding agreements to make sure that there is acquittal of the 
expenditure and the like, and there will be standard funding agreements for each and every one of these programs. 
The member asked where the money came from. Government spends money and often has offsetting savings 
measures. As the member knows, we have implemented a whole range of savings measures across government, 
totalling in excess of $3.5 billion, and $1.9 million out of that $3.5 billion in savings is not a significant amount in 
comparison. I think the member’s fundamental question was about us making the commitments. I think he is 
suggesting that an opposition should not make commitments before an election; it should say something to the 
effect of, “We will do something when we get there, and we’ll make those decisions when we get to government.” 
That fundamentally misunderstands the nature of an election process. Oppositions make commitments and then, 
if they are elected, they often seek to implement those commitments. I can recall, if I go back some years—I know 
it did not occur—the Leader of the Opposition made a $70 million commitment to Shelley Bridge that was not 
delivered. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, we did not. That is not true. Provide the evidence or retract it. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sorry? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Provide evidence of that commitment or retract it. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I saw some leaflets — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, you do not “see”; the Premier is in government now. He made a false accusation. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It was before the 2013 election; I saw a major commitment to Shelley Bridge. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: False. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I saw a commitment to the basketball stadium there, opposite the Willetton shopping centre, 
which I think the member delivered. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: He did not deliver that? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Okay. I saw a major commitment back in the 2013 campaign towards the basketball 
stadium. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Labor Party delivered that basketball stadium; I did not. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I suppose that is the difference, Leader of the Opposition. We made some commitments that 
we delivered; you made some that you did not deliver. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: So far you have just fabricated. 
The CHAIR: Leader of the Opposition, please. Premier, if in your answer you actually talk about his track record, 
he is going to come back at you. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Especially when it is false. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not mind. 

The CHAIR: We do not mind, but we would like to get through the estimates and we have a lot to get through. 
Can we move on, or is there another question on this one? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier said that there is a standard acquittal process. This project appears across a whole 
range of departments. Who is in charge, where is the process, is the government going to put a report out as to who 
gets it and whatnot, as we do for the consolidated revenue fund, and what are the processes of accountability for 
this program? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There is a standard funding agreement; acquittal processes exist. A lot of departments are 
very experienced at this and each department has responsibility. For instance, the Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries is very experienced at it. If there is a sport and recreation program, it is responsible 
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for managing the acquittal process for the money that might be spent on sporting initiatives, like—I keep coming 
back to it—the basketball stadium in my electorate. The Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural 
Industries will be responsible for that acquittal process. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: I refer to the title “Local Projects Local Jobs”. I presume that there is — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What page, sorry? 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: It is the same; it is following up—“Local Projects Local Jobs” on page 61. It is a follow-up to 
what we have been talking about. I presume, given the title of what we now know to be the Labor Party’s slush 
fund for its election commitments, that there has been some analysis of job creation for each project so that there 
is at least a link to what has been put in the budget papers around what jobs have been created as part of the 
business cases that I have no doubt have been put to cabinet. Can the Premier confirm that business cases were 
created for each of those projects and that there was an analysis of the expected jobs that will be created and 
reported on as part of the government’s open and transparent commitment to the people of Western Australia? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the member. To take up the member’s point, she referred to this at the outset as 
a “slush fund”. I think she does not understand what this program is. In my view, providing what are in the overall 
scheme of things very small commitments to local communities across the state does not amount to what the 
member described it as. They are election commitments. We made election commitments. I mean, shock, horror! 
Is that not shocking? The then opposition made election commitments; that is what oppositions do, and we intend 
to deliver on them. In relation to job creation, a number of my colleagues made strong commitments to playground 
equipment and shade cloths in primary schools in their electorates. I do not think anyone would think it is 
reasonable to put a business case for a shade cloth in a primary school. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Interesting. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member finds it interesting that there is not a business case for a shade cloth in a school 
playground? Maybe there should have been business cases when the Liberal–National government lost $30 billion. 
Maybe there should have been a few more business cases out there. Maybe I have understated that; I think it is 
more in the vicinity of $38 billion that the Liberal–National government lost, so maybe if it had done that, we 
might not be in the position we are in. I do not expect a local P&C to come up with a business case for some shade 
cloths, to be honest. 

The CHAIR: Have you completed your answer, Premier? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Just to confirm, Premier, there is no analysis and there will not be any reporting against local 
jobs, as the title for this fund suggests—“Local Projects Local Jobs”. There will be no analysis or reporting of jobs 
created as a result of the Labor Party’s election commitments that it is able to spruik as local jobs and local projects, 
and no business cases for this put to cabinet. Can the Premier confirm that there will be no analysis of the jobs 
created by this particular fund? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There will be a range of reporting on these projects in accordance with the funding 
agreements. We are more than happy to answer any questions that members might ask about commitments that 
are out there, which is the fundamental nature of the Parliament with regard to the measure of the accountability 
of government.  

The member talked about local jobs. When a school playground is installed, it is almost invariably local contractors 
who undertake that work. If school playground equipment is installed, if shade cloths are installed or if we are 
replacing the floors of the Rockingham basketball stadium to make sure that children are kept safe, there will no 
doubt be jobs for local contractors. These are not the sorts of projects that invite companies from Sydney, London 
or Beijing to come to Western Australia and bring in 457 visa workers to undertake the work; they are contracts 
that require local businesses to undertake that work. I would have thought that was self-evident, given the amounts 
of money we are talking about here, but just so that we are all completely straight: this is about $1.9 million of 
expenditure over the last six months or so, and the opposition is now trying to make out as though it is onto 
Watergate. I would have thought it is wasting its time. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Further to that, just to clarify, we are on page 61 in relation to the pork-barrelling fund 
called “Local Projects Local Jobs”.  

The CHAIR: Sorry, member for Dawesville; you just need to give a line item. Your commentary is not necessary. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sure; sorry. It is “Local Projects Local Jobs” on page 61. Given the Premier’s stated 
commitment to the Parliament just a couple of minutes ago to be transparent, will he provide, via supplementary 
information, a total spend for this program across all government portfolios?  
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[11.00 am] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have already agreed to do that. I agreed to do that for the opposition leader 10 minutes 
ago.  

The CHAIR: Has that been noted? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, that has been noted. I think the member has now had his question.  

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Further to that, will the Premier provide a breakdown by electorate?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will provide the information. The member can have a look at it in the context of however 
he wants to look at it.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In carrying out the Local Projects, Local Jobs program, government members have been giving 
out cheques with their personal name on them and often no reference to this project or to the government. Did the 
money go to the individual member of Parliament? For example, Amber-Jade Sanderson dropped by the 
Nollamara Autumn Club with Mayor Giovanni Italiano to present $50 000 to the members to upgrade facilities. 
Fair enough—it is a pretty big organisation and $50 000 is quite a bit of money. It is a personal cheque for 
Amber-Jade Sanderson, MLA, member for Morley. My understanding—I might be corrected—is that the project 
came from the Local Projects, Local Jobs initiative. It is not listed on the cheque. Was the money paid by the 
government to Amber-Jade Sanderson, as implied by that personal cheque, or was it paid directly to the 
Nollamara Autumn Club to upgrade facilities? What agency is going to do the acquittal of that commitment?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: In relation to the individual commitments, the agencies responsible for the acquittals and 
the like are the ones that most naturally would have responsibility. As I said earlier, if it is a sporting commitment, 
it is the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries. That is the nature of it. I think that is the 
Leader of the Opposition’s question.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it was not—not at all. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will write it down just so I get what the question is. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. Government members have been handing out personal cheques. The funding comes in 
part from the Local Projects, Local Jobs funding. They are handing out cheques to the recipients and saying that it 
is personally from them. My question is: is the money from Local Projects, Local Jobs going directly to the local 
member of Parliament to hand out, at least in some instances, or is it going to the agency that eventually receives 
it—in this case, the Nollamara Autumn Club, which, looking at the participants, is not a sports club?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I get the question now; let me answer the question. The Leader of the Opposition refers to 
them as personal cheques. They are not personal cheques; they are mock-up cheques for the purposes of a nice 
event. If the member wants some history of this—he is making out like this has never occurred before—I can bring 
in a bunch of examples of cheques and photographs in newspaper articles of Troy Buswell, Eleni Evangel and 
others with government cheques they have handed out—great big things they are holding for the photograph. I had 
the photos last week in case the opposition raised this issue. I can guarantee the Leader of the Opposition that this 
is not new conduct by government MPs. If he likes, I can provide him with examples of ministers in a former 
government having fake cheques for photo opportunities. That is common practice.  

The second component of the question is about the recipients. The recipients are the organisations themselves that 
receive a cheque that is sent from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and that cheque is sent to the 
organisation, whether it is a bowling club, a sporting club or a local council, and there are acquittal processes for 
the amount of money they have been issued with. To complete the circle, just so we are totally clear, considering 
that we have been referring to commitments made and the like, I have here a newsletter from 2012 with a photo 
of the Leader of the Opposition under the headline “Shelley Bridge Upgrade Planned”.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: They are plans. An amount of $250 000 was allocated and spent on planning; that is right. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: When you indicate that that had not been there, I have a copy of it right here.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was planning money. Just to be clear here, when Amber-Jade Sanderson handed out the 
mock cheque that related to the transfer of money in her name, it actually was not coming from her, and it refers 
to no department or program, or other government projects. I take it that this is not coming from her own electorate 
allowance. These moneys were transferred to the recipient, the Nollamara Autumn Club, but actually have nothing 
to do with Amber-Jade Sanderson.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the Opposition might want to talk to the member himself about — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: You are responsible  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not aware of the Nollamara auto club. I do not know whether I have even been to the 
Nollamara auto club. I went to the Whiteman Park motor museum last night, but I do not know whether they are 
related. In any event, members have for decades in this state done media events with mock cheques, and that is 
not unusual. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Nothing like this—you took it to a new order.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the member wants, I will bring in articles of Troy Buswell and a bunch of other people 
with mock cheques. The Leader of the Opposition is again trying to create Watergate out of something that is 
common practice in Western Australia. I saw Eleni Evangel with mock cheques—it did not do her any good. At 
the end of the day, a mock cheque is a mock cheque and it is part of the rich political tapestry of this country.  

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Given the name of the Local Projects, Local Jobs program, what guarantee will the Premier 
seek as he hands over this funding to ensure that local contractors are in fact used and that accountability 
mechanisms are built in for this fund to ensure that it lives up to the name that is promised to all Western Australians? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As the member knows, we are bringing in the local jobs bill, which will apply to government 
spending—I look forward to the member’s support of that—and that will ensure higher levels of local content 
across Western Australia. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Nothing specific in relation to this? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That bill has not passed. I hope it passes this year and I hope we have the support of the 
member for Central Wheatbelt on that. As I indicated earlier, these are very small grants and normally small grants 
go to small businesses. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: But there is no guarantee. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: If I could just finish. Invariably they are local contractors. Let us imagine that in Geraldton—
I am unaware of which projects we funded there—we funded some upgrades to school playgrounds or 
a roundabout or something of that nature. I expect that the local contractor would receive that contract. We find 
that the larger the contract, the more likely it is that it is a multinational or interstate company. It is just the natural 
order of things. I really do not think that is a disputable point. We will not find Multiplex or Brookfield seeking to 
win a contract to install some shade sails.  

[11.10 am] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 62 and the eleventh dot point, which refers to the National Disability Insurance 
Scheme. Can the Premier describe the government’s position on the NDIS going forward, if it has one, and how 
that is reflected in the budget? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will comment and then I will ask Mr Foster, who is an expert on this issue, to comment 
further. I suspect that my position on this is the same at that of the Leader of the Opposition, and that is this: we 
arrived in office on 17 March. Shortly after that, we learnt that the day before the caretaker period, the former 
government had signed the state up to an arrangement with the commonwealth that is financially disadvantageous 
to the state. Ever since then, we have been trying to get to the bottom of what occurred, why it occurred and what 
we can do to improve the state’s financial position. The advice we received is that the former Premier’s decision 
did not go to cabinet; rather, it was a decision he made to sign Western Australia up to an alternative arrangement 
to that of every other state and territory that is financially disadvantageous to us. I think that is correct. The 
Leader of the Opposition can dispute that, but that is the advice we received from a range of senior people in the 
public sector. Our position is that we are in negotiations with the commonwealth. I raised this issue with the 
Prime Minister at the Council of Australian Governments. I said that we wanted to secure an arrangement for 
Western Australia that protects the interests of people with disabilities and that is at least as advantageous to 
Western Australia as it is to the other states. The arrangement that the former government signed us up to puts all 
the risk on the people and taxpayers of Western Australia. That is something that the other states do not have. The 
bulk of, or all of, the administration costs will be borne by Western Australian taxpayers; and, again, that is 
something that the other states do not have. Considering the dire financial position that we were left in, we are 
obliged, in my view, to seek the best deal we can for Western Australia, and that is the negotiations that are 
currently being conducted. 

My impression of the Prime Minister, having had a brief conversation with him about this issue, is that, like all 
Prime Ministers, he is interested in a more centralised arrangement for all the states. My impression of the 
Minister for Social Services, having not had a conversation with him, but others have, is that he is also interested 
in a nationally consistent approach. We have put two conditions on this issue. First, we want to make sure that the 
interests of people with disabilities are protected; and, second, we want to make sure that we look after the 
workforce. Getting the best arrangement for Western Australia is something that the Minister for 
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Disability Services, Stephen Dawson, has been working on constantly over the course of the last six months. He 
is doing a fantastic job. Obviously, it is a significant issue for us. In addition to speaking to the Prime Minister 
about this issue at COAG, I also spoke to the head of the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 
Dr Parkinson, to ensure that Western Australia at least receives as good a deal as any other state. The negotiations 
have not concluded. Mr Foster will comment further.  
Mr D. Foster: In answer to the question, the budget is predicated on the numbers that were already built into the 
budget. Until such time as an alternative agreement or proposal is endorsed by cabinet, it is not possible to rewrite 
the budget numbers. That is because we have not landed a final agreement with the commonwealth. We are in 
constructive negotiations with the commonwealth on a “without prejudice” basis at this time. The key issues are 
the certainty around the full funding figure and the return to the state of funding from the DisabilityCare Australia 
Fund. Those two matters are still the subject of some discussion, and until those matters are known and understood 
and there is final agreement, it is not possible to put any alternative numbers in the budget. There is a footnote or 
explanatory box in, I think, budget paper No 3 that sets this out. At the moment, we are operating on the basis of 
the only decision that has been made, which is the decision of the former government that was taken just before 
the caretaker period. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I believe that the national program started on 1 July 2017. As I understand it, the Premier 
confirmed what the Treasurer told me the other day—the government has maintained the status quo. However, the 
community wants to know what type of model the government is leaning towards—the centralised model that the 
commonwealth is pursuing or a decentralised Western Australian–focused one. Negotiations about which model 
have always been fraught. Which direction is the Premier taking? Is he going for the centralised model with some 
negotiations or the decentralised Western Australian model that the previous government basically agreed to with 
some negotiated better outcomes? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We are heading towards the option that is best for the state and will provide the best services 
for people with disabilities, particularly individualised services, while at the same being the most financially 
advantageous for the state. I will let Mr Foster speak in a moment, but the member must remember that the NDIS 
model is about providing individualised services and choice for people with disabilities. I get a huge amount of 
feedback from people with disabilities who want the national model because they are of the view that it is better 
for them at an individual level. I have had feedback from organisations in Western Australia that they would rather 
the Western Australian model or the existing model that the former government signed us up to. How we define 
what is more centralised, less centralised or whatever is difficult. I would have thought that one definition is that 
a less centralised model is one in which individuals are able to make their own choices. I would have thought that 
that is a less centralised model, and that is the national model. It is all very complex. Let us remember that, at the 
end of the day, we are dealing with people, their carers and staff members. We have to handle the matter sensitively, 
while at the same time getting the best outcome for Western Australia. That is the route we are heading down. 
I will let Mr Foster provide more detail. 
Mr D. Foster: It is not necessarily an either/or proposition. The member will note that during the course of this 
year, the Productivity Commission has undertaken an inquiry into the operation of the National Disability 
Insurance Agency and there has been quite a bit of public commentary about what we can call teething problems 
in the operation of the national scheme. The Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet responded to 
a government invitation to visit WA and meet with people in the sector, workers from both what was the 
Disability Services Commission and non-government organisations. I think the department is beginning to 
recognise that there is considerable merit in the approach that Western Australia has taken, particularly its use of 
local area coordinators for planning services. I am pleased to say that they are looking at this model in terms of 
the improvements they need to make to the national scheme going forward. We hope to be in a position in which 
we are not forced to make an either/or decision but, rather, we get a scheme that works best for Western Australians 
and that also protects us financially and reflects some of the best features of the Western Australian scheme. 
[11.20 am] 
The CHAIR: On that basis, shall we break for 10 minutes? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have one more question. The Premier is basically continuing the debate that the previous 
government had for quite a while, along the same line as the National Disability Insurance Agency and the 
commonwealth government — 
The CHAIR: What is the question? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: When does the Premier think he will make a decision? The national scheme was allocated on 
1 July 2017. It is a very important issue in terms of employment — 
The CHAIR: What is the question? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What is the timing of the government’s decision? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: We are keen on making a decision this year — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is that this calendar year? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is this calendar year. We are keen on reaching a conclusion of this issue this calendar year. 
As I have found in government, it is often difficult to get quick resolutions on issues. We are approaching 
conversations with the commonwealth in good faith. The actions of the department and me with the Prime Minister 
and the head of the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet have all been conducted in good faith on the 
basis that Western Australia should not be disadvantaged versus the other states. Every state is paying the same 
levy. Western Australia should not be disadvantaged versus the other states. We should not be disadvantaged 
because a very inappropriate decision was made to sign up the day before the caretaker period — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was not. It is not true. 
The CHAIR: Premier, we are at 11 minutes on a question. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the Leader of the Opposition probably agrees that we should seek the most 
advantageous arrangement for people with disabilities, the workforce and the taxpayers of Western Australia. That 
is the course we are going down. 
The CHAIR: I will give us a break for 10 minutes. So that members are aware, I time, and I will tell members 
when they come to 10 minutes on one question. I will tell them when they come to 15 minutes and to 20 minutes, 
because there are people who are waiting outside. I will give members a 10-minute break. 

Meeting suspended from 11.22 to 11.30 am 
[11.30 am] 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 68 of budget paper No 2 and the heading “Cost of Services”. The fourth line 
item under the subheading “Expenses” is “Accommodation”. I want to go through the transfer of the Premier’s 
office from 1 Parliament Place to Dumas House. Can I confirm that the net cost of that move is zero? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I will explain it to the member, if he likes. He would be familiar with Hale House, no doubt. 
I am not sure where the member’s office was, whether it was up on Hammo’s balcony or around in the old sick bay. 
The CHAIR: Premier. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I suspect that the member was up around Hammo’s balcony—in that area. 
The CHAIR: Premier. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There is obviously an enormous number of unoccupied offices in that building. Downstairs, 
there are probably about six unoccupied offices, and upstairs there is a range of unoccupied offices. It is a very large 
complex and, as I said earlier, very expensively fitted out. In my view, it does not work for two reasons. Firstly, and 
most importantly, I am separated from the ministers, and I want to have access to the ministers and their staff easily. 
I want to be able to work with ministers easily. I want to see ministers and their staff. I want to know who their staff 
are. Often, I will meet ministerial people in government and I have no idea who they are, because I am basically 
separated from all of them due to the accommodation arrangements, so I made the decision. When I became Premier, 
I looked at it all and became concerned about it. I made a decision that I wanted to be more accessible so that I would 
meet people in the lift and in the building. I was pretty much convinced that it had been a bad decision to refurbish 
Hale House, particularly as expensively as it was done. I made the decision to move. I worked with the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet on how to do it and make it as affordable as possible. I was advised that 
John Quigley, the Attorney General, was occupying rented accommodation down on St Georges Terrace. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: London House. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is in London House; that is it. I have been to his office. It is a very tired and very expensive 
office. 
The CHAIR: Premier, the question is about the cost. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. The view was that I could move to Dumas House, and John Quigley could move there 
with me, and there would be a significant saving to government as a consequence. I thought it would make 
government work more effectively if all the ministers and the Premier were in one building, and I suspect that will 
be followed by all future Premiers. It also provides for a significant saving. Lastly, the plan is that I would move 
over the Christmas period. I will get Mr Foster to comment. 
Mr D. Foster: I want to advise that the exercise is not intended to be cost neutral, but rather to achieve a saving, 
because there are a number of constituent parts to this manoeuvre to consolidate accommodation in Dumas House. 
Ultimately, we expect a significant saving over the forward estimates. 
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Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am keen to understand whether there are any refit costs as a result of the move to 
Dumas House—is it the fourth floor? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: From memory, it is the fifth floor of Dumas House. There might be some small security 
costs, because obviously security is an issue these days, but they are drastically outweighed by the savings in 
bringing Mr Quigley up there. I will let Mr Foster comment. 
Mr D. Foster: The refit will be very minimal, just to deal with security issues. Usually, one of the biggest expenses 
in these refits is bathrooms. There is already a bathroom in what was Peter Conran’s old office and is currently my 
office, and that will become the Premier’s office. A new facility will have to be built to accommodate 
Minister Quigley, but the instructions have been that it is to be very minimal and modest. That is the way we will 
achieve a net saving over time, because we will save on rent costs at London House. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is there a breakdown of the refit costs as a result of that move by the Attorney General? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not have one to hand, but as we indicated—I think I said this on the day we announced 
this—the estimated savings are in the vicinity of $1.6 million or $1.7 million net over four years. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am trying to understand the up-front costs. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The security costs and the other costs in Dumas House are significantly less than that, but 
the net saving is far greater than the cost. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: As part of the accommodation shift of the Premier to Dumas House, will the cabinet room 
be moved or will the existing cabinet room still be used? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The plan is for cabinet to keep meeting in the cabinet room at Hale House, which, as the 
member would know, is an extremely expensive facility—it cost, no doubt, many millions of dollars. The idea is 
that cabinet would keep meeting there. The upstairs function room, which is directly above the cabinet room and 
is also a very expensive room, would be available for my colleagues and me if there was an important event, 
function or meeting. Let us imagine I was meeting a President or someone from another country, obviously that 
room would be made available for that purpose. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to the decision to move to Dumas House and the choice between level 4 and level 5. 
Did the Premier go through a cost–benefit analysis to choose level 5 over level 4 or was it just a personal preference? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: In the ordinary order of things, I suppose the Premier would be on the top floor, and that is 
what was recommended to the former Premier. The member may not have been around, but it was recommended 
by DPC and Treasury that the former Premier occupy the thirteenth floor with a refitted floor and the cabinet room 
there. The former Premier chose to ignore that and refit Hale House at a cost of nearly $30 million. That was his 
decision. Technically, I could order a minister out of their office down to the fifth floor or something like that, but 
I elected not to do that. I do not really care about the accommodation I occupy. I would not know the fourth floor 
from the fifth floor, but I am more than happy with the fifth floor. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am trying to clarify that the bathroom and all the rest of it are suitable to the Premier’s 
liking and we will not see another $30 000 spent on refurbishing the bathroom, as the Premier did previously in 
Governor Stirling Tower when he was a minister. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There is a significant saving. There might be some security costs. That is the arrangement. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
[11.40 am] 
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