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Division 4: Public Sector Commission, $25 266 000 — 
Ms J.M. Freeman, Chair. 
Mr M. McGowan, Premier. 
Mr M. Wauchope, Public Sector Commissioner. 
Mr L. Warner, Acting Executive Director, Workforce Performance and Renewal. 
Ms R. Harris, Acting Executive Director, Strategic Engagement and Coordination. 
Ms T. Williams, Chief Finance Officer. 
[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 the 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 call to the Leader of the Opposition. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to the heading “Public Sector Leadership” on page 75 of volume 1 of budget paper No 2. 
I would like some information on the status of the government’s policy of reducing the senior executive service 
by 20 per cent. I am more than willing to take this as supplementary information. How many SES positions have 
been removed to date to achieve that objective? What is the gender breakdown of those positions that have been 
removed? On what basis were particular members of the SES chosen to be removed; was it a decision of the 
department or was it on the application of the employee? Were there any contractual issues with any position that 
prevented the removal of an SES position; did the Public Sector Commission want to remove somebody but 
contractual issues prevented it? 
The CHAIR: Does the member want to do this by asking further questions? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have some others, but I will start with: how many SES positions have been removed to date? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Thank you for that question. It is page 75. Is the member asking about positions across 
government, not just in the Public Sector Commission? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: As the member knows, prior to the state election, we indicated—in fact, I made a speech to 
the Committee for Economic Development of Australia—that we would reduce the SES by 20 per cent because it 
had grown too much over the previous eight and a half years. We are currently undertaking that process. I will 
give the member the figures since we have come to government. A 20 per cent reduction will result in the SES 
going from 521 to 417. As of 15 September 2017, there were 486 SES officers, which is a net reduction of 45 SES 
officers. Twenty-four officers retired or resigned, 23 officers received some compensation payment and the 
contracts of two officers expired. The net saving from what has happened to date is in the vicinity of $30 million 
over the forward estimates. Obviously, when we reach our target, the saving will be multiples of that. That is what 
has happened up until now. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What was the gender breakdown of the officers who have left or been removed? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not have that to hand. I am reluctant to reveal individual names. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, just a breakdown by gender. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am happy to provide by way of supplementary information a gender breakdown of the 
SES officers who have departed by whatever mechanism up until this point. 
[Supplementary Information No A23.] 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: On what basis were particular SES employees chosen to be removed? The government set 
a global target of 20 per cent; that was clear. How did the commission go about choosing who was to depart? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Clearly, around half were people who retired or resigned; they were people who left of their 
own accord, as people do. They might have had enough, they might have had another job opportunity or they 
might have had family issues or what have you, so they decided to retire or resign. In fact, for the majority of 
officers, their contracts expired, and four exercised their right of return to employment at a lower classification. 
Obviously, we are moving to remove that entitlement in the future because we do not think it is appropriate. The 
remainder left via the longstanding mechanism of mutual agreement with a compensation payment. How was that 
decided? Across the public sector, this occurred mainly because the number of government departments was 
reduced by 40 per cent. Clearly, with that reduction, there were opportunities for the roles of some people to 
become redundant as they were no longer required, because bigger agencies require fewer people in senior 
management. That was the principal way that this was managed. That has been the process across the public sector. 
We always said that we would have bigger agencies and, therefore, less requirement for people in senior positions, 
and that is what has occurred. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I take it that the people who have left of their own accord received no payout other than their 
due entitlements? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: As far as I am aware. Twenty-four SES officers retired or resigned and the contracts of two 
SES officers expired. As I understand it, there were no payouts other than their entitlements, whatever they were, 
but I ask the Public Sector Commissioner to comment on that. 
Mr M. Wauchope: That is my understanding as well. Those who simply resigned or retired had their accrued 
leave entitlements, whatever they might have been, and there was no compensation payment as such. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What is the total payment to date, other than for entitlements, to the other people who have 
left—that is, the people who did not leave of their own accord? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The total payment to the people who have left with a compensation payment via mutual 
agreement is $6.097 million. However, as I indicated, the net saving across the forward estimates in payments to 
the people who have left is $30 million. We have made a significant saving based upon this process on top of those 
payments. That figure has been in the public domain before, but it is a significant figure and that is why today we 
announced changes to the payment arrangements for people who leave, which will significantly reduce that figure 
in the future. I was of the view, as I think was the public, that the amounts paid under the act, which has been in 
place since Richard Court brought in the act in 1993, were excessive and that some action was needed to restrain 
them, and that is why we announced today the changes to restrain those payments. 

[11.50 am] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government has a substantial further target to achieve. That is fair enough. Does the 
Premier think that most of the additional exits needed to meet the target will require payouts of the average 
magnitude that has been incurred to date for those who had to receive an incentive to leave? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is speculative, but I suspect it would be a similar process. Some people will retire or 
resign, some people’s contracts will expire and some people, probably prior to us introducing the changes that will 
prevent them going back to their former position in an agency, will elect to go back there. I suspect that there will 
be a mix across the public sector. When changes are made, these are the sorts of things that happen. There is no 
magical solution and there is no magic to this. We are making changes to save significant amounts of money and 
to reduce the senior echelons of the public service. That is what we are doing. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What is the estimated cost of payouts to achieve the 20 per cent reduction in the senior 
executive service? I am not asking about entitlement payouts or reimbursements, but incentives. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will get the Public Sector Commissioner to comment, but I do not know whether there is 
an estimate. Some of them will be retirements, resignations, contracts expiring or, as I indicated, people going 
back to agencies. I expect that it is difficult to determine exactly. We have achieved $30 million in net savings 
with the people who have gone already. Whatever occurs, the savings will be many multiples of the payments. 
Mr Wauchope. 

Mr M. Wauchope: I can confirm that we are not working to any particular figure. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The voluntary redundancy program for 3 000 people that was announced in the budget had an 
indicative estimate of $300 million. That is standard for budgetary purposes; there will be a cost. It will be an 
expensive item so, if I know government, it will need to be working toward some figure. It has to have an indicative 
estimate of the cost. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I recall, we budgeted a certain figure in our pre-election statements. I cannot recall the 
figure but it was significant. We are working to exceed that figure but this is obviously a process with many moving 
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parts, some of which we cannot control. People resign, sometimes die, retire, or move elsewhere. Whatever the 
reason is, I cannot control that. There will be people who leave by mutual agreement with a compensation payment 
and people who resign or retire. It has to be remembered that if we get our legislative changes through as quickly 
as I hope, there will be significant additional savings. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is government. It has to budget. If it has a cost item, which is that SES officers will be 
leaving, it has to have—and will have—an estimate of what the total cost will be of the redundancies or exits of 
this targeted group of people. I cannot believe that is not in the budget. What is the estimated cost, other than 
entitlements, of the 20 per cent of SES officers who will leave the public service? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think Mr Wauchope might comment on this issue. I have a figure here. A global provision 
of $13 million in 2017–18 has been budgeted for SES compensation payments. That is based on 50 per cent of the 
target reduction in SES numbers. Members should bear in mind that, according to my off-the-top-of-my-head 
maths, if that is delivered, the saving will be around $60 million. What cannot be done, although I am sure the 
opposition will, is to focus on just the payments and ignore the savings that are generated. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am not doing that. I am just asking questions. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sure that the opposition’s press releases, tweets and the like will ignore the savings 
generated. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government would, but I will not. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Significant savings will be generated when we undertake these initiatives. Mr Wauchope. 

Mr M. Wauchope: I have no further comment other than to say that there is a clear difference between the 
compensation arrangements for SES officers and the special voluntary severance scheme that has been announced. 
They are being handled differently. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Has the government employed any new SES officers from outside since it has been in 
government? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not have the exact answer to that. However, the advice I have is that eight SES officers 
have been appointed to critical positions due to exceptional and compelling circumstances following the support 
of the agency’s minister. I do not know who they are off the top of my head but positions often need to be filled; 
it is obviously a moving issue. When reductions are being made, sometimes other positions need to be filled. I do 
not know the answer to this question but we recently had to appoint someone to head up the Department of Fire 
and Emergency Services. I do not know whether he was a member of the SES before he was appointed, but clearly 
we had to appoint someone. We wanted to make sure that he was a firefighter. I do not know whether he was in 
the SES before his appointment; I do not know the answer to that but, clearly, we have to fill positions. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The previous head of DFES was not a firefighter; he was a policeman. And the head before 
that was not a firefighter. 

The CHAIR: That is not a question, Leader of the Opposition. Would you like to ask a question? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We wanted to appoint a firefighter. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am trying to make the point that in the past when there were large reductions in the SES there 
has been, over the years, backfilling and it expanded back out. 

The CHAIR: What is the question? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Rather than pay out money to people to reduce the size of the SES and meet its target, why 
does the government not redeploy those people rather than hire new people from outside the SES, which will save 
money in the process? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I suspect the answer to that question is that sometimes they are not the right people. I want 
to make sure that people in the SES have the capacity to move across the public sector and fill various roles. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is my point. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I would like to see more of that occur. In particular, I would like to see more women 
appointed to senior positions in the SES and the public sector. Obviously, that is something that will occur over 
time. Clearly, not everyone is suited to every position. I am pretty sure that Mr Wauchope may not be the best 
appointment as Commissioner of Police or head of DFES. I will ask him whether he would like to be the police 
commissioner or the head of DFES or whether he feels he has the capacity to head up ChemCentre. Do you have 
a comment on that, Mr Wauchope? 

Mr M. Wauchope: I have no comment, Premier. 
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The CHAIR: Before we move on to a further question, we have had 12 questions on this first question. We are 
now over 15 minutes in. Do we want to continue? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. I want clarification. In meeting its 20 per cent target, will the government maximise 
redeployment of existing SES officers to fill new or existing positions? Is the government committed to a policy 
of redeploying existing people as a priority over appointing new people from outside the SES? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. Good. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: With the new agencies, we have restricted the appointment process to people who were 
already in senior positions. That ensures that we keep as much continuity across government as possible. 

Ms A. SANDERSON: My question relates to assistance and support on page 75 of budget paper No 2. We have 
seen some reports about excessive payouts to some senior executives. Is the Premier able to outline the 
government’s plans to deal with that, in particular, what legislation might be required?  

[12 noon] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I thank the member for Morley for the question. I think it is probably more appropriate that 
we discuss this issue in this division rather than in the earlier division, although I did discuss it earlier. We will do 
two things. We will implement a new policy from 1 September to ensure there is a new regime for payouts to 
people in the senior executive service who retire by mutual agreement. It will not be an automatic payout of 
12 months’ salary. A person with one year remaining on their contract will get a maximum payout of four months; 
a person with two years will get a maximum payout of eight months; and a person with three years or above will 
get a maximum payout of 12 months. That is a significant reduction. On top of that, we will implement legislation 
that will remove the statutory right of return to a former position in the public sector. That will ensure that a person 
who has been a chief executive officer of an agency or the like cannot at the conclusion of that service go back to 
being a level 8 somewhere else. A person who commits to being a CEO or director general commits to being 
a CEO or DG. They do not think about where they will go at the end of that service—perhaps into a more junior 
position in a line agency. I think that is a good approach. It is consistent with New South Wales and 
South Australia. We will also make amendments to the act to ensure that any compensation paid to people is based 
on salary, not remuneration. Remuneration includes cars, superannuation and the like. If a person is paid 
12 months’ remuneration and that is all wrapped in, it is a more significant payment than if it was 12 months’ 
salary or four months’ salary or the like. These initiatives will save a considerable amount of money over time. 
They are overdue. I think other states have undertaken them, and I think they better meet community standards. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This is the correct division to explore this issue. I will try not to duplicate what was discussed 
before. The Premier outlined the policy changes. Will this require legislative change? Specifically, I understand 
that the government will change two things. Compensation for SES members will be based strictly on salary rather 
than total remuneration—fair enough. The government will also eliminate the right of SES members to go back to 
a non-SES position—that is, it will change entitlement outside the SES. Is this at the Premier’s discretion, or are 
legislative changes required in order to change SES payouts and to take away the right of non-SES members to 
have a substantial position, because that is what the government is proposing to do? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: One component is policy. The Public Sector Commissioner runs these things, and I will let 
him comment in a moment. The policy around the payout for people who leave early will change. The longstanding 
practice has been a payout of one year’s remuneration. That policy will change from 1 September. It will be four 
months’ remuneration if a person has one year to go, eight months if they have two years to go, and a maximum 
of 12 months if they have three years or more to go. So, that policy will change. The legislative changes will have 
two components. The first is that the right of a person to revert from the SES to their former position will be 
removed. A member of the SES who has become a DG, CEO or the like will not have an automatic right to go 
back to their old position. There will be a six-month kick-in period for that change. Basically, people will have six 
months from, I think, the passage of the legislation to make their decision, but, after that six-month period, the 
decision will be made for them and they will not have reversion rights. The second component is amending the 
legislation—I think it is the Public Sector Management Act—to remove the word “remuneration” and replace it 
with the word “salary” so that the payment will be based on a person’s salary component rather than their total 
remuneration. That will have the impact of reducing excessive payouts. That is the legislative component. I could 
answer more fully if the Leader of the Opposition likes or I could let Mr Wauchope comment. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can I just add another question and then Mr Wauchope can respond. It also includes the nature 
of the payout. I understand that to date, payouts have to a large extent been due to the person’s duration in the 
public service—people’s tenure. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, as I understand it. 



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

 p396b-405a 
Chair; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Mark McGowan; Amber-Jade Sanderson; Mr Zak Kirkup; Ms Mia Davies 

 [5] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier mentioned earlier that the payout will be based on the remaining length of the 
contract. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will let Mr Wauchope comment on that. 

Mr M. Wauchope: It is pretty well as the Premier explained it. There are two components to it. Compensation 
payments are currently made under section 59 of the Public Sector Management Act, which refers to compensation, 
not salary. As a matter of policy, I will apply the formula that the Premier identified, which is four months for each 
unexpired year of contract, up to a maximum of 12 months. The movement to salary will depend upon legislation; 
that will require section 59 to be changed from remuneration to salary. The right of return requires legislation. 
Again, that will be part of the package of amendments that the government will take to Parliament around the 
Public Sector Management Act. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Public Sector Commissioner indicated that a different set of policies, and the reforms that 
we have discussed, which were announced in the paper today, will apply only to the SES, except to the extent that 
they have no reversion rights. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No; that just applies to the SES. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Except the reversion rights to the non-SES. The government also has a program of 
3 000 voluntary redundancies. From what I have read, I assume that applies to the non-SES. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Okay. Is the government planning to change any of the conditions of the non-SES to facilitate 
reductions in payouts for those 3 000 employees? The government’s budgeting has an average cost of $100 000 per 
voluntary redundancy. Is the government considering whether it will do the same thing to the non-SES that it is 
doing to the SES to reduce what the member for Morley called excessive payouts? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The answer to that is no. In fact, as the Leader of the Opposition indicated earlier, the scheme 
will result in net additional savings of $355 million across the forward estimates. The arrangement is that 
employees will be entitled to three weeks’ pay for each completed year of service, up to a maximum of 52 weeks’ 
pay; an incentive payment for early resignation of up to 12 weeks’ pay; and a $500 transition payment to assist 
people with résumé preparation, advice, counselling and the like. It is enhanced on what it was before; it has the 
$500 transition payment on top. Those are the conditions on offer. We hope it will be concluded by 31 March next 
year. We have a significant time limit within which we would like to achieve these outcomes. The additional 
component on what was there before, I think—I might get Mr Wauchope to comment on this—is the 
$500 transition payment to assist people. If a person wants to leave to undertake different work or get a bit of 
training or get financial advice or the like, the $500 transition payment will allow them to do that. I will ask 
Mr Wauchope to comment on that. 

Mr M. Wauchope: That is pretty well the reason the $500 has been provided. It is to help employees get things 
like financial advice. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: To conclude, was the incentive payment for early resignation there before? 

Mr M. Wauchope: These have applied in different schemes in the past, yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. It is about the same as it has been. Why is the government not making changes to the 
non-SES of a similar nature to those being made to the SES? The SES wages are much higher—fair enough—but 
they have limited tenure. Sometimes the non-SES are pretty highly paid themselves. If the government is giving 
a large number of heavy payouts and it wants to reduce those, why not do the same thing to the non-SES as it is 
doing to the SES? 

[12.10 pm] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Generally, people in these areas are paid far less than people in the senior executive service. 
It is highly unlikely, unless they are a senior doctor or something of that nature, that they would be paid in the 
vicinity of the $300 000 or $400 000 figures we have seen in the SES. Also, an incentive has to be provided for it 
to occur; it is a voluntary scheme. Incentive for it to occur has to be provided, we have to treat the workforce with 
respect, and we have to make sure it happens fairly quickly. To do these things expeditiously and make, in effect, 
a huge saving—it is $355 million—we have to make sure it is attractive and it works quickly. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is the government considering making involuntary redundancies in the public service more 
accessible from the government’s perspective? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We are not considering that at this time.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Regarding the SES, I will ask just one or two more follow-up questions. There are reports that 
the Public Sector Commissioner is concerned about—I may be putting words in his mouth; I apologise if I do 
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that—the pace of change in the SES and transitional arrangements to the new departments in maintaining morale 
and the skill base of the SES. It is clearly going through a large change; a 20 per cent reduction in the SES is large 
by any definition. Is that the case? Is the government confident that it will be able to go through this change and 
maintain the morale, competence levels and skill base, and be able to attract appropriate people going forward?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, I am confident. Change is exciting. People across the public sector are energised by 
the opportunities that this change presents. They are excited by the fact that they are in bigger, more powerful 
agencies with more opportunities and a breadth of roles that they can perform.  

Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: He has rehearsed it! 

The CHAIR: Members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Personally, I think it is true. That is what I have found. For instance, the Department of 
Primary Industries and Regional Development makes sense. A person might work in regional development and 
they can now work in primary industries; they can move between areas of that agency more easily and occupy 
a broader range of roles either in the city or in the regions. I think that makes total sense. Members will find that 
it is an exciting prospect for many people in the public sector. When there were small agencies and people were 
trapped, without the prospect of moving to some other role within the department, I think that was stultifying and 
restrictive for people across the public sector. I am excited by the prospect now that this has occurred. It is also 
a mechanism by which we are creating a more effective, collaborative public sector, and we are saving money. 
That is what we have to do. Members can put their heads in the sand and say nothing should ever change, but we 
are a reformist government and we will continue to make reforms, and we will do things to improve the state. The 
opposition’s approach is obviously to laugh at these sorts of things, but I suspect that across the public sector—in 
fact, I know, because I have met lots of public servants—people are excited by the prospects that are on offer.  

The CHAIR: One further question, Leader of the Opposition. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. Will the Premier or the Public Sector Commissioner commit to maintaining the various 
types of surveys that have been done of the SES in the past about morale and confidence in the system? In other 
words, will the confidence of the SES be monitored going forward?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The expectation, and the advice I have from the Public Sector Commissioner, is that they 
will happen every year.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is true and it will continue. My final question on this division — 
The CHAIR: The final, final question? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, from me. Will the Premier commit to the SES not growing beyond its current level over 
the next four years? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Our election commitment was clear. It was for a 20 per cent reduction of the SES in global 
terms. That is our intention and that is where we are heading. Just so that we understand it, I gave the figures earlier 
and there was a massive growth in the SES over the last eight and a half years.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was under Gallop, too, after a cut. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: All I can comment on is what I inherited. We are making changes that we think make the 
public sector stronger. I suspect that future governments will not change them and I think they will thank us for 
them.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: To make it clear, is the 20 per cent reduction in the SES expected to take place and be held in 
2020–21? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is our expectation.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Thank you. 
The CHAIR: I remind you all that we are still on division 4; divisions 7, 5 and 6 and the Lotteries Commission 
are all scheduled to be dealt with before we break. If members have more questions, can they be short and succinct 
so we can move on. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I refer to page 73 of budget paper No 2 and the first dot point under significant issues 
impacting the agency. This refers to machinery-of-government changes. I am interested in knowing who made the 
decision to amalgamate the regional development commissions with the Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development, and why? Will there still be offices in all the development commission locations that 
currently exist?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: To understand the member’s question, is she referring to the significant issues on page 73 and 
asking about the regional development commissions, and what their future is?  
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Ms M.J. DAVIES: It is about machinery-of-government reforms. I presume the regional development 
commissions are part of that. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The entire public sector has been part of the machinery-of-government reforms. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: That is right.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: As the member knows, the departments of primary industries and regional development 
were brought together. The regional development commissions are contained within an act of Parliament that was 
put through in 1993 by Hendy Cowan and was based on the two regional development commissions that were 
created in 1987. One was the South West Development Commission and, from memory, the other one was the 
Wheatbelt Development Commission, but I might be wrong. There are nine regional development commissions 
across the state. Our plan is to keep the regional development commissions. From memory, how their back offices 
function comes under the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. Obviously, over time—
it happened during the member’s time in government—there were issues with some of the regional development 
commissions and the management of them. I recall there were some inquiries into one or two that indicated that 
changes were needed. As I recall, Wendy Duncan put together a report that recommended the abolition of the 
regional development commissions. We do not have any plans to do that but we certainly think that staff in the 
development commissions should have the opportunity to move around the public sector—to get other jobs and 
have the prospect of promotion, like other people have, more easily. I am keen to make sure the staff have those 
opportunities. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Could the Premier explain what work was done prior to this decision being made to 
amalgamate the development commissions with the DPIRD? What work was done around the amalgamation to 
ensure that it could be done under the Regional Development Commissions Act, because that act is quite specific? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Regional Development Commissions Act, as I said, is a 1993 piece of legislation. I do 
not think it governs exactly how people are employed. It governs the creation of local boards, which have nine or 
10 members on them across each of the regions. They provide input and feedback to the Minister for 
Regional Development. In terms of work that was done, comprehensive advice was taken—legal advice, in 
particular—on whether there would be any difficulties in bringing the agencies together and ensuring that 
back-office functions could be brought together more efficiently. The advice we had was that there was no problem 
with doing this with the regional development commissions. Just remember, if there is a regional development 
commission of, say, 11 staff—taking one of the smaller ones, I think Gascoyne might even have nine staff—and 
it is part of a bigger agency, those staff will have better opportunities for movement, promotion, advice, assistance 
and backup than they would if it was standalone. I would have thought that that is a sensible thing to do and I would 
have thought those staff would welcome that. 
[12.20 pm] 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Now that there are these opportunities, can the Premier give us a guarantee that those staff are 
not going to be required to relocate and that they will be able to maintain their current full-time equivalent positions 
with the development commissions they are employed in, if they want to? Essentially, I am trying to get to the 
point that the government has created this opportunity in which everyone can move freely through the public 
service; is there a commitment from government to allow them to remain in the regions if that is where they are 
currently employed? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not have any plans to forcibly move people out of the regions. I am not sure exactly 
what the public sector arrangements are for people moving and the like; I might ask Mr Wauchope to comment, 
but often people are looking for opportunities for promotion. We obviously also have a voluntary redundancy 
scheme, and people within — 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: So they can only get a promotion if they are in Perth? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think that is what is known as a non sequitur. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: That is what the Premier is implying. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the member has grievously misrepresented what I just said. I said that people should 
have the prospect of promotion across the regions, and if they are within a smaller agency, I think their 
opportunities for promotion are limited. If I were in the Gascoyne Development Commission, I might want to seek 
a more senior position in the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development in Broome, Newman, 
Kalgoorlie or any other regional community. In relation to specifics, I will ask Mr Wauchope to comment. 
Mr M. Wauchope: Ultimately, it would be a matter for the director general of the department, the employees 
concerned and the commissions themselves. That is normally the way that people move around the public sector. 
People exercise decision-making rights, but it involves those three parties. 
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Ms M.J. DAVIES: The Premier referred to the advice that was taken in relation to the amalgamation of the 
regional development commissions into the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. Can 
that advice be provided by way of supplementary information or on notice, if required? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think what I indicated was that legal advice was taken about whether there were any 
difficulties for either the Public Sector Commission or the Department of the Premier and Cabinet when these 
decisions were made, but I am not prepared to provide legal advice, no. That is standard across all governments. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Was it State Solicitor’s Office advice that was provided? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not recall the answer to that particular question. As I understand it, it was legal advice 
on whether there were any difficulties—I am not sure what the member is trying to get at—with bringing agencies 
together and with ensuring that the people who work in the development commissions would have better 
opportunities for promotion. I will not put words in the member’s mouth, but I would have thought that people 
across the development commissions would welcome opportunities for promotion. I recall there were significant 
issues in the Goldfields–Esperance Development Commission, maybe six or seven years ago, around staffing, 
management and the like. Maybe if those staff had then been part of a bigger, stronger agency, some of those 
issues would have been avoided. 
The CHAIR: Members, we still have to go through State Development, Jobs and Trade; Governor’s Establishment; 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal; and Lotteries Commission. Do members want to move onto those, given that 
we have only 35 minutes left, or do they want to ask more questions on this division? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Is it possible that if we do not finish these divisions, we can go to them after lunch? 
The CHAIR: No, I do not believe so. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Premier is listed until five o’clock; he is responsible for all those divisions. 
The CHAIR: The Premier may be listed until five o’clock, but that would be up to the Premier, I suppose. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No, I do not think we have a choice. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: We have done it before. 
The CHAIR: It says on the sheet that all questions need to be put. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Does the member want me to explain what happens? A committee is put together from all 
sides of Parliament that decides upon which division is taken when, and that decision has been made. 
The CHAIR: Yes, so the questions need to be put by lunchtime. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I have a few quick ones, Chair. 
The CHAIR: If you take up time here, it will take time out of other places, but we will move on quickly. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I refer to page 75, in relation to the assistance and support offered to agencies, under the 
heading “Assistance and Support”. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Where is it on the page? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: About halfway through. It reads — 

This service provides advice, assistance and support to public sector bodies and employees on a range of 
administration, management, integrity and governance matters. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Okay. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: This might also cut across page 73, under “Significant Issues Impacting the Agency”. I have 
just a couple of quick questions. Have any acting directors general informed the Premier that they will not be 
applying for their equivalent permanent position when it is advertised? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I have not been informed directly by anyone, as to the best of my recollection. Is the member 
referring to any specific cases? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am keen to understand whether any acting directors general have informed the Premier or 
the Public Sector Commissioner. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No-one has informed me directly. The commissioner might want to comment, but I indicate 
that I do not think any personal decisions or what have you by directors general—individual public servants—
about their own lives, futures and careers should be matters that are aired in this Parliament. The commissioner 
can comment if he wants to. 
Mr M. Wauchope: I agree that these are personal decisions, but I am not sure whether the member is referring to 
the nine departments that were part of the machinery-of-government amalgamations. We have been through 
a selection process for those jobs and it resulted in eight appointments out of the nine positions. 



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

 p396b-405a 
Chair; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Mark McGowan; Amber-Jade Sanderson; Mr Zak Kirkup; Ms Mia Davies 

 [9] 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Further to that, I am aware that the director general of the Department of Communities, for 
example, is still an acting position. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. I have not had a conversation about those issues and to the best of my knowledge I have 
had no correspondence from the acting director general. In relation to whatever his personal intentions and 
circumstances are, I really do not think I should comment on those matters. He will make his own decisions on his 
own life, in accordance with his own priorities. Does the Public Sector Commissioner have anything to add there? 
Mr M. Wauchope: To be perfectly clear, Mr Searle has decided not to take up that appointment, but the reasons 
for that are matters for Mr Searle. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am not asking about the reasons. I just want to understand whether any director general 
has informed the commissioner, so — 
The CHAIR: Please do not interrupt the commissioner. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Just further to that — 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the Public Sector Commissioner just answered the member’s question. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: He did, thank you. Further to that, Chair, in relation to the departure of Mr Paul Andrews, 
I would like to fully understand when the commissioner was informed of Mr Andrews’ intent to depart and how 
that intention came about. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the member will find that his name is Mr Paul Andrew. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sorry. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The contract ended by agreement on 3 July 2017. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: When was the commissioner informed of Mr Andrew’s intent to depart? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: From my understanding, it was a decision that was reached by Mr Andrew in consultation 
with the Public Sector Commissioner and the agreement was reached on 3 July 2017. Hold on; the agreement was 
reached on 14 June 2017—sorry, my mistake—and ended on 3 July 2017. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I note that the commissioner said in his notes that he was hoping the commission could 
avoid sacking Andrew—is that correct? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Andrew? It was by mutual agreement. Just so the member understands, there is a history 
of mutual agreements whereby people leave. To give the member another example, Mr Ian Johnson was head of 
the Department of Corrective Services and left by mutual agreement back in 2014 or 2015, or thereabouts, in very 
similar circumstances. The member will also find that Mr Paul Rosair left the Department of Regional 
Development by mutual agreement back in 2014, which is the usual practice in relation to these sorts of matters.  
[12.30 pm] 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I understand that the commissioner said in his notes, and we have found out through 
freedom of information, that he was hoping that the commission would avoid sacking Mr Andrew. How is it then 
that a media release saying that Mr Andrew was leaving was drafted a week before the commissioner informed 
him that they had come to a mutual agreement? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not know the press release to which the member refers, but sometimes press releases 
are drafted by people — 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: A week before the commissioner came to a mutual agreement?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have some recollection of this being in the media at some point in time. Sometimes public 
servants do different things across the public sector. As the member knows, there are 109 000 public servants, so 
no doubt people draft documents.  

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: No doubt people draft documents?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: People draft documents across the public sector. Mr Andrew departed by agreement on 
3 July 2017. Mr Johnson departed by mutual agreement back in the term of the last government. Mr Rosair 
departed by mutual agreement, as I understand it, back in the last government. Those sorts of things happen and 
people leave the public sector. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: A lot of agreeable departures.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: They were under your watch. As I recall, the then minister Mr Francis had not met with 
Ian Johnson, the Commissioner for Corrective Services. 

The CHAIR: I think we are ready to move on to the next division. We are running very close to time.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: To be fair, the government has not had many questions.  
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The CHAIR: True, but you have only half an hour left. Okay, I give the call to the member for Morley, but this 
will have to be super quick. 

Ms A. SANDERSON: Page 75 relates to services and key efficiency indicators. Can the Premier outline what the 
government’s plans are to increase the representation of women on boards? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a very good question. I think it was on International Women’s Day last year that the 
government announced that we would be following the lead of the Victorian government, which in global terms 
was aiming to get to 50 per cent women on government boards and committees over the Victorian government’s 
first term. When we arrived in office we found that there was around 43 per cent of women on boards and committees 
and that was something that we thought needed to be improved. In the period since then at least 61 per cent of 
appointees to government boards have been women. That has resulted in a net improvement to the number of 
women on boards and committees up to 44 per cent. It was obviously a slow process but we are determined to 
make sure that we lift the number of women to reach 50 per cent over this term; in fact, in the next couple of years.  

One of the mechanisms we are using is OnBoardWA, which we launched yesterday. It is an innovative way of 
getting more diversity, more people, with the opportunity to get onto boards and committees. OnBoardWA allows 
for anyone to submit their resume and perhaps their areas of interest and they can look towards getting onto a board 
or committee. It might be people from the regions, it might be people from multicultural backgrounds, or it just 
might be people who never thought the opportunity existed for them before. I have now done two stints in 
government and I have always found that often people are appointed to boards and committees because someone 
knows someone. We should have a broader array of people who are able to submit their expression of interest and 
their resume to get on to a board or committee rather than it being that a minister knows someone, or someone has 
heard of someone. I think it needs to broaden out a bit. One of the ways we will get more women and more 
diversity, and more people generally being able to apply, is by the website. I was very pleased to launch it 
yesterday. It has two aspects: one is more women but also more broadness in terms of the people who can apply, 
particularly regional people, because often they are left out and this provides the opportunity for them to apply.  

Some of the appointments that are made by local government—for instance, to development assessment panels—
come through cabinet. We do not control those appointees. Local governments put up the names and it is essentially 
a rubber-stamping exercise by the government. Local government is falling way behind. From memory, the 
appointees to DAPs, or the general local government appointees, is around 75 per cent or 80 per cent men and 
20 per cent or 25 per cent women. Local government is not really dealing with this issue as strongly as it should. 
At a senior level of course it has Ricky Burges and Lyn Craigie in charge of the Western Australian Local 
Government Association and they have done a great job. However, at a broader level across local government not 
enough women have been appointed. I urge local government to take up the case to follow the lead of the state 
government and to think more broadly in terms of who they can appoint to organisations, the nominees they put 
forward or the nominees to DAPs. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
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