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Division 3: Premier and Cabinet, $107 764 000 — 

Mr M.W. Sutherland, Chairman. 

Mr C.J. Barnett, Premier. 

Mr P.F. Conran, Director General. 

Mr D.R.M. Smith, Deputy Director General, Coordination. 

Mr G.J. Moore, Assistant Director General, State Administration and Corporate Support. 

Mr R.L. Kennedy, Director, State Administration. 

Mr G. Hay, Assistant Director General. 

Mrs R.A. Brown, Executive Director, Strategic Issues. 

Mr P. Pride, Chief Finance Officer. 

Mr K.A. Jones, Principal Project Officer. 

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

The CHAIRMAN: This estimates committee will be reported by Hansard staff, and the daily proof Hansard 
will be published at 9.00 am tomorrow. 

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; this is the prime focus of the committee. Although 
there is scope for members to examine many matters, questions need to be clearly related to a page number, 
item, program or amount within the volumes. For example, members are free to pursue performance indicators 
that are included in the Budget Statements while there remains a clear link between the questions and the 
estimates. 

It is the chairman’s intention 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 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. For the purpose of following up the provision of this 
information, I ask the Premier to clearly indicate to the committee which 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 committee clerk by Friday, 11 June 2010 so that 
members may read it before the report and third reading stages. If the supplementary information cannot be 
provided within that time, written advice is required of the day by which the information will be made available. 
Details in relation to supplementary information have been provided to both members and advisers, and, 
accordingly, I ask the Premier to cooperate with those requirements. 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 with the Clerk’s office. Only 
supplementary information that the Premier agrees to provide will be sought by Friday, 11 June 2010. 

It will greatly assist Hansard if when referring to the program statement volumes or the consolidated account 
estimates, members give the page number, items, program and amount in preface to their question. 

I now ask the Premier to introduce his advisers to the committee. 

[Witnesses introduced.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Premier, I refer to page 77 and the references to the department’s services for the Premier 
and for ministerial offices. I understand that the Premier’s resignation as Premier in order to be reappointed as 
Premier and Treasurer triggered the possibility of redundancy arrangements for his term-of-government 
employees. How many of his term-of-government employees took up the redundancy arrangements, and what 
was the total payout as a result of them taking advantage of this opportunity? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I thank the member for the question. Can I just make an observation first? I find this quite 
a bizarre circumstance. Term-of-government employees would be understood to be employed for a term of 
government, and, within that term, if there is a change of Premier, it could also be anticipated that that would be 
an opportunity for term-of-government employees to leave. A new Premier might have a different view about 
staffing. I think it is an error, or a failing, in our system that when there is simply a change of portfolio, as 
happened with me when I took on the Treasury role, it provides an opportunity for term-of-government 
employees to exercise their contractual right to leave. I think that is inappropriate. I have indicated to the 
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Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the Public Sector Commissioner that I would like that fixed. I think 
that term-of-government employees should have that option under their contract either at a change of 
government or, most likely, at a change of Premier, not simply at a change in title. As I have indicated publicly, 
if I step away from the Treasury role at the end of this year, that will mean that the situation will be repeated—I 
hope I am still Premier. The situation provided at law the opportunity for term-of-government employees to 
exercise a choice to leave if they wished to. Seven people left; two were on leave without pay at the time and 
were probably in the process of leaving in any case, so they have been included in that number. Seven people 
took up that opportunity to leave. The cost of that was $187 000 in their payout of entitlements. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: As a follow-up question, will the Premier provide the names of the people who left; and what 
action will he take to prevent people taking advantage of this opportunity when, as he has foreshadowed, later 
this year he has to technically resign his portfolios again to reallocate the treasurership to someone else? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, I will provide by way of supplementary information the names of the seven people 
who took up that opportunity. I am happy to do that. 

[Supplementary Information No A8.] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I indicate now that if what I see as a loophole can be closed, I will do so. However, that 
may affect the existing contract of employees, so it may not be possible. But I hope that that option is not there 
for any future appointment of a term-of-government employee. I even have some doubt in my mind about 
whether simply a change of Premier is sufficient reason, but I would probably go along with that; I think it is 
probably fair and reasonable that if a different person came in as Premier, that person would have a view about 
who his staff should be. In my view, it should be only a change of government or a change of Premier that 
causes that opportunity to be exercised, and I think that the Leader of the Opposition would agree with me. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I do agree with the Premier on that matter. If a new term-of-government employee is taken 
on by the government tomorrow, will that person have to sign a new contract without this opportunity, or will 
there still be a period in which employees will sign the old contracts? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not think it would apply if someone was employed from tomorrow, but I hope we can 
make the alteration to the contract of employment so that that disappears. I want to be fair to people, but I think 
that is an anomaly in the system that needs to be corrected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I refer to the major spending changes outlined on page 73. I note with interest the 
establishment of a community development investment fund, which, as I understand it, is a flow-on from some 
of the recommendations of the excellent economic audit that the government undertook. Can the Premier outline 
to the committee how that community investment fund will work and what its objectives are? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. I thank the member for Vasse for the question. As he well knows, this fund was a 
result of the recommendations of the Economic Audit Committee. It was something which the government 
committed to in the budget and which was announced at a gathering of the Western Australian Council of Social 
Service just prior to the release of the budget. This fund is a relatively modest amount of money; it is $10 million 
initially. I hope it will grow. It will be in place to allow community-based organisations to make some capital 
improvements. They might be as simple as getting better equipment, such as computers and office furniture, 
better premises, a vehicle, a better data system, or whatever it might be, to allow them to reach a high level of 
business competency and professionalism. It is based on the low interest loan scheme that has been in place for 
many years in the education portfolio and is very successful. I hope that this can grow over time. Part of this new 
relationship with the community sector involves a non-government public sector forum. One of its roles will be 
to help develop this concept of low interest loans being made to not-for-profit non-government organisations, so 
it will work on the criteria and where it is most effective and we will follow that lead. Certainly, to a large extent 
now the community sector will have a closer relationship with government, deliver more publicly funded 
services and have a direct role in policy development. We will proceed cautiously, but I am very optimistic that 
this will become a significant source of public assistance to that sector. 

[2.10 pm] 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have one follow-up question. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member for Vasse is meant to be on our side! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think it is an excellent initiative and I want to applaud the Premier for it, of course! I 
wonder what feedback the Premier has had from the community sector about this announcement. Also, will the 
process of allocating the money be via some form of competitive process? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The feedback, certainly at the Western Australian Council of Social Service, was very 
positive for this proposal and also for the social innovation grants and the community partnership forum. It will 
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be a competitive process. I think it will proceed modestly for probably the first year, and I expect there will be 
great opportunities. One thing that we hope to encourage from this process is the emergence of leading not-for-
profit non-government organisations that will be able to take some of the smaller groups under their wing and 
look after some of the accountability provisions and administrative costs because, as members are no doubt 
aware, sometimes when governments work through non-government organisations, 15, 20 or 30 per cent of the 
cost of funding can be used in administration and compliance. We want to get through that and these grants may 
allow organisations to set up management systems that will allow them to deal better with government for not 
only their own affairs but also organisations that work through them in some sort of affiliated arrangement. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I refer to Page 77 of the Budget Statements and the line item for the average cost per 
ministerial office including the Premier’s office—it is about halfway down that page—that sets out the cost of 
staffing and so forth in various offices. My questions are a range of follow-up questions to questions that were 
asked in question time last week about the Premier’s chief of staff, Mr Pontifex. The Premier indicated in the 
house that his appointment was handled independently through the appropriate department. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not his appointment; his salary. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier’s exact words were: his appointment was handled — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: His contractual appointment. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But it was handled independently through the appropriate department. Okay, so his salary 
was handled independently through the appropriate department. Therefore, my first question is: what is the 
appropriate department and who decided on the salary package for Mr Pontifex? Secondly, the Premier indicated 
that a company by the name of Mercer may have prepared a report on that. I am interested in whether the 
Premier is prepared to table a copy of that report and what that report actually indicated. Thirdly, the Premier 
indicated — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Chairman, I seek your guidance. I am happy to answer all the questions but it is not 
question time and I do not think there needs to be multiple questions. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is just a quicker way of doing it, if I raise it with — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: But the member will rattle off half a dozen points—within reason, is what I am saying. 

The CHAIRMAN: We are dealing with the average operating cost per ministerial office including the Premier’s 
office. Can the Premier just answer those questions and then we will go from there. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am happy to continue the discussion; it is just, as I said, not question time. In terms of 
the selection of Mr Pontifex to be chief of staff, obviously, when my former chief of staff, Deidre Willmott, 
resigned, I had to replace her. Some names came to my attention in that process and Brian Pontifex was one of 
those names. I knew Brian but I did not know him all that well, to be honest. I rang his former minister, Chris 
Ellison. Chris gave a glowing recommendation about Mr Pontifex so I then spoke to Brian and indicated that I 
would like him to join as chief of staff. He was employed and had been employed for about two years by 
Woodside and he had a very senior position within that company. The details of the negotiation of his contract, 
including his salary, were then done through the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. The Public Sector 
Commissioner I think was also involved in some aspects of that. Initially, Mr Peter Conran, who I think went on 
leave, handled it and it was then handled by Mr Greg Moore in the department. Therefore, the negotiations about 
the terms of Mr Pontifex’s contract, including his salary, were something that I was not directly involved in. I 
was conscious it would be a significant salary. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: And the Premier did not discuss salary with Mr Pontifex? 

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

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier indicated that a report was prepared by a company called Mercer. I am 
interested in whether the Premier is prepared to table that report, and also whether there was any ministerial 
merit panel report and whether the Premier is prepared to table that, perhaps by way of supplementary 
information. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I indicated in Parliament last week that I am prepared to table the Mercer report, as long as 
it does not include any of what I would call confidential information. In my mind, confidential information 
would be whether it includes, for example, the salaries of chiefs of staff of other Premiers, because my 
understanding is that Mercer did some comparison across Australia of salaries paid to people as a chief of staff to 
a Premier or comparable positions. The member may not be aware of this, but my understanding is that 
Queensland and Victoria do not release details of salaries of their chiefs of staff. I think it is those two states. 
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That is the only proviso: as long as it does not include any information relating to a third party, I am prepared 
to — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is a bit hard for us to make a judgement if it does not include that information. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My understanding is that it does not actually include the salaries. However, I understand 
that as part of this process Mercer did get information on salaries, so I just want to check that there is nothing 
relating to a third party that would be unfair for me to release. I think the member would agree with that. I have 
not read the report and I have not seen it; the Public Sector Commissioner sought that advice. Therefore, as long 
as there is nothing strictly confidential about a third party in that sense, I will table the report when Parliament 
returns. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I also asked the Premier about the ministerial merit panel. Did it go through any 
ministerial merit panel process? 

Mr P.F. Conran: I understand it did go to the ministerial merit panel. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is there a report that can be tabled in that regard? 

Mr P.F. Conran: There will be minutes that could be tabled at an appropriate time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I took no part in that. I was very clear that I wanted to appoint Mr Pontifex, but I took no 
part in the process of his appointment. Again, I am prepared to make public the minutes of the ministerial merit 
panel. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: By supplementary information? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will make that available by supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No A9.] 

The CHAIRMAN: Can the Premier please clarify what will be made available in the supplementary 
information? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will make available a copy of the minutes of the ministerial merit panel relating to the 
appointment of Mr Pontifex.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have one last question on that subject. When the question was asked in the upper house, 
the answer indicated that the total salary of Mr Pontifex is $343 523. The answer said that comprised $285 000 
in salary, $26 548 in superannuation and $22 000 for a car, which totals $333 548 or almost $10 000 short. I 
wonder what that additional $10 000 in salary comprises? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: To the best of my knowledge, the answer to the question was accurate. Possibly I made an 
error off the cuff as I answered the member’s question — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, this question was asked in the upper house. This was a written answer given to a 
question in the upper house. It said the total pay was $343 523, which comprises a $285 000 salary, plus 
superannuation of $26 548 and a car of $22 000. That is $10 000 short of what Mr Pontifex’s salary is, so what is 
that additional $10 000 for? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The explanation was that under a Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determination across 
the sector, his base salary was increased by 3.5 per cent as of 1 May. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So there was a $10 000 increase? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That explains the jump. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Since the first question was — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There was an increase in, I guess, the senior executive service salary level that flowed 
across and therefore that applied to his contract. That explains the $10 000. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So is that his once-yearly pay increase or a six-monthly pay increase?  

[2.20 pm] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That was the determination of the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal, which I think is the 
first increase in two years for senior people. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But he is not one of the levels — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It flowed through under the contract. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have just one follow-up question on this topic. Is it the case that Mr Pontifex has been 
appointed to a particular public sector classification, or has he been appointed outside the classificatory system; 
and, if so, why? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would have to ask Mr Conran to answer that, if he can, or Mr Moore. 

Mr G. Moore: The salary point, again in terms of the advice that was received, was a package deal put together 
with a range. In discussions, we looked at that, and we eventually placed his base salary at $285 000, and that 
was tied to the special division of the Salary and Allowances Tribunal determination. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Was that to a particular point? 

Mr G. Moore: To any point within the salary range within the special division. Of course, on 1 May, the 
tribunal awarded a 3.5 per cent increase. So 3.5 per cent on the $285 000 gets to a new base salary of $294 875. 
Then, of course, in terms of the other elements of his package, what remains constant is his vehicle allowance of 
$22 000, and his superannuation, which is nine per cent of $294 000, which gives that adjusted figure. 
Hopefully, all that adds up to the $343 000 figure that was mentioned in that parliamentary question in the upper 
house. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Mr Chairman, after listening to that answer, it seems to me that Mr Pontifex has not been 
appointed to any particular public sector classification; he is in a world of his own, which is a base salary of 
$285 000, but he is going to get all the increases that flow through to the special division of the public sector. 
Can the Premier confirm that my understanding is correct? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As I said before, I do not know the details of his employment contract—nor should I. They 
have been handled quite properly by personnel within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the Public 
Sector Commissioner. I understand that the Leader of the Opposition may disagree with his appointment and 
may feel that his salary is too high — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It sounds like a special deal. That is what I am pointing out. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is a special position. He is a term-of-government employee. He was attracted to the 
position of chief of staff because, firstly, he wanted to do the job; and, secondly, he was employed at a high level 
in a major Western Australian company. I can understand the point that the Leader of the Opposition makes, as 
he should, but Western Australia is going through some extraordinary challenges at the moment. I know that the 
salaries may appear high to the general public, but I do not apologise for appointing top people; I really do not. 
We need some of the brightest, most competent people to deal with the issues that Western Australia is 
confronted with right now. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is that why you sacked Kim Taylor? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to service 1, “Administration of Executive Government Services”, on 
page 77 of the Budget Statements, and to the point regarding the communication of government policies and 
activities. My question is about the Government Media Office. I understand that the Premier has abolished the 
GMO. Does the Premier want the question in parts or will I just do a follow-up, because there are three parts to 
the question? Does the Premier want me to — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Try me, yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay. How many people were employed in the GMO before its abolition? How many of 
those staff still continue to work in government? For example, how many press secretaries are there across 
government; how many people are involved in media monitoring; and how many people are involved in the 
other normal communication of business as was the situation when they were working in the old GMO? 

The CHAIRMAN: I think it is getting a bit too long. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: On 16 December, I announced the abolition of the Government Media Office, effective 
from 1 January 2010. Most of the people in the Government Media Office were media advisers to individual 
ministers, and the decision to abolish the GMO meant that they would be treated as is the case with all other 
employees within a ministerial office; that is, they would basically report to the chief of staff and the minister 
and would be accounted for as employed within the ministerial office rather than the GMO. The then director, 
Mr Paul Plowman, was transferred to my office, and he remained there for a couple of months or so. Then he left 
of his own choosing. The other support staff within the GMO who basically do media monitoring and the like 
are now assigned to work within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, which is appropriate. As to the final 
net outcome, there are 27.5 people, I guess, who we can now say are within government in that media role, such 
as press secretaries and people within Premier and Cabinet who do media monitoring. That is 27.5 compared 
with 28.9 a year ago, so it is basically stable. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Just clarifying, after the abolition, the number of full-time equivalents dropped by one; is 
that right? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. From 2009–10 to 2010–11, they will drop by one. In 2008–09, there were 23. It went 
to 28.9, and now it is 27.5. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is no director of the GMO as of today. In respect of the GMO website, for example, 
and the media statements, given that one of the roles of the previous head of the GMO was to basically tick-off 
on all the media statements and on all the government media strategies, who has that final tick-off now? For 
example, who controls the website and who has the final approval of government media statements that are 
issued? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Government media statements are ultimately the responsibility of the minister, and that is 
overseen through my office. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does someone in the Premier’s office have the final tick-off on all media statements? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. This government does not work that way. Ministers basically have responsibility for 
putting out their statements, but senior media people within my office obviously are aware of what is going out, 
and they may comment. But I do not run a very centrally controlled set of ministerial offices. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Two press secretaries in the Premier’s office undertake this function that was previously 
undertaken by the director of the GMO. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. The structure is quite different. We do not have a GMO, so ministerial offices are, in 
that sense, more self-contained and more independent, if one likes, than they were under the previous model 
during the Labor government and, indeed, during the government of Richard Court. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To clarify, the number of press secretaries in the GMO went from 23 to 29. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will ask Mr Conran to explain how the staff have been redeployed within Premier and 
Cabinet. 

Mr P.F. Conran: Just to be clear about this issue, ministers’ offices have a press officer separate from these 
numbers that were previously in GMO. So the DPC media office consists of two in the government 
communications unit, 16 in the media and monitoring unit, and 4.5 in the subediting unit. There were another 
five media advisers previously in the GMO. They are now attached to ministers’ offices. I think we attach them 
to the Premier’s office for the purposes of FTE numbers. Ministers have a press secretary. We have five other 
media advisers who are attached to the Premier’s office but who are spread throughout. They fill vacancies 
wherever there is a vacancy and an issue. They fulfil other roles as well. But the media office itself now consists 
of two in the communications unit, 16 in the media monitoring unit, and 4.5 in the subediting unit. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Do you have the number of press secretaries? Is that equal to the number of ministers? 

Mr P.F. Conran: The Premier has two. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is one per minister and I have two.  

[2.30 pm] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to the first dot point on significant issues on page 75 of volume 1 of budget paper No 
2 and ask: what is the Department of the Premier and Cabinet’s approach to implementing the Economic Audit 
Committee’s recommendations? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think the Economic Audit Committee has done an outstanding job. The government is 
progressively working through those recommendations and treating each of them individually and on merit. But 
the topics that we were talking about a short time ago, such as the partnership forum, the social integration grants 
and the investment fund, are all results of that. There is also some internal reorganisation taking place within the 
public service. I think the public service in Western Australia does need to be improved. There is no doubt that 
over recent years some of the more talented people, particularly younger people, have left the public service for a 
variety of reasons—perhaps employment outside has been a major factor. The Public Sector Commissioner and 
the head of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet are actively seeking out talented people through 
recruitment. Sometimes they are re-recruiting people who have left but who are now prepared to come back. 
They are finding talented people, and often bringing them into the central agencies of either Premier and Cabinet 
or Treasury with a view that, as they are developed, they will go out and become chief executive officers in 
agencies. They are also trying to get more mobility within the public service. For too long public servants in 
Western Australia have tended to stay in their agency in contrast to, on my understanding, the commonwealth 
model. In the commonwealth model, public servants have a variety of experience and tend to move around from 
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agency to agency, including regularly spending a part of their career in ministerial offices, usually of both Labor 
and Liberal persuasion, which has been good for their professional development. As Mr Conran points out to me 
from time to time, often service in a ministerial office is regarded as a negative point in a public service career in 
Western Australia; in Canberra it is regarded as a positive in that the public servant will have some 
understanding of the roles of the minister, the parliamentary process and the media. The opposition might need 
to cooperate on that and stop haranguing people in ministerial offices and encourage that as part of professional 
development. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I think it is a good thing to have public servants in ministerial offices for that very reason. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes; good. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Just on that question, I have a follow-up question and I have one of my own, if you will 
indulge me, Mr Chairman. On the question of the Economic Audit Committee, will the government say for each 
recommendation whether that recommendation has been endorsed; and, if it has been endorsed, when 
implementation will actually begin? The government said a lot about the Economic Audit Committee, but when 
we sought detailed answers on the status of each individual recommendation, we were fobbed off with a general 
answer for each recommendation. So, as supplementary information, I wonder whether the Premier could 
provide the status of each recommendation with regard to whether it received endorsement and whether it was 
implemented. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will make a distinction in answer to this question. The Economic Audit Committee was 
an exercise set up by the government—by the former Treasurer who oversaw it and did an excellent job—to look 
at a range of things in the operation of government, particularly in the delivery of human services to the public. It 
is not the same, for example, as a report to the Parliament, which demands a response from the executive 
government of the day. It is our report and, as I said before, we are working through the recommendations 
individually and on merit. I am happy to provide by way of supplementary information an account of which 
recommendations have been picked up and have or are being acted upon, but I am not able or willing to foresee 
which decisions government will make in the future. I am happy to tell the Leader of the Opposition what we 
have either accepted or rejected to this point. But this is a work in progress and we will continue to work on the 
recommendations portfolio by portfolio. 

[Supplementary Information No A10.] 

The CHAIRMAN: The Leader of the Opposition said he had another question that he wanted to ask. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes. I refer the Premier to the expense growth of the department. There is an overall expense 
growth in the budget of 3.9 per cent, which I think will be — 

The CHAIRMAN: Which page is the Leader of the Opposition on? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If I ask a question about expense growth, Mr Chairman, it is surely relevant to the estimates 
process. But if we need to go to a page, it is page 73 and it is the total cost of services under the heading 
“Expenses”. Expense growth in the budget overall of 3.9 per cent will be difficult to achieve following expense 
growth of more than 12 per cent and 13 per cent in the past two financial years. Health expense growth is 6.7 per 
cent and education expense growth is 0.1 per cent. Given that average level of expense growth in the budget and 
the expense growth rates that I have quoted for health and education, does the Premier think it reasonable, 
whatever the merit of individual initiatives, that his department has expense growth of 11.8 per cent? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition is talking about 11.8 per cent going into 2010–11. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes. The total cost of services in 2009–10 is $101.6 million and in 2010–11 it will be 
$113.6 million. There will be, therefore, a $12 million increase, or 11.8 per cent. I understand that the Premier 
might think that individual initiatives have merit, but I am asking whether it is reasonable overall for the 
Premier’s own department to grow by 11.8 per cent when education is restricted to 0.1 per cent, health to 6.7 per 
cent and the overall budget to 3.9 per cent. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: When the education portfolio is dealt with in estimates, I think the Leader of the 
Opposition will find that the underlying growth is not what the Leader of the Opposition suggested. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I would bet that it is not 11.8 per cent. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; but the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, as the Leader of the Opposition well 
knows, tends to often pick up ad hoc events. For example, over a year ago we made a donation of $1 million to 
the Victorian bushfires. No-one obviously could budget for that; that was a decision made. Those types of 
expenditures come under Premier and Cabinet. Going into the coming year, there is an extra allowance for 
support to government; extra expenditure relating to electorate offices; donations; there is the Commonwealth 
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Heads of Government Meeting, which starts to cut into the budget; and some of the recommendations we just 
talked about in terms of the social welfare sector. They are also being funded through Premier and Cabinet. 
Having said that, I am confident that we will keep within the underlying growth rate forecast. There will always 
be a volatility in Premier and Cabinet. For example, last year a $5 million allocation was made for assistance to 
Ravensthorpe following the closure of the Ravensthorpe nickel project. Not all of that $5 million has been 
expended, so in a sense there was a saving. What was necessary to be done was done, but the full $5 million was 
not allocated. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The point of my question is that the government is trying to impose fiscal discipline and to 
get the expense growth down from more than 12 per cent and more than 13 per cent in its first two financial 
years to 3.9 per cent. The Premier’s own department is allowed to grow at 11.8 per cent. Does the Premier think 
that is reasonable and a good example to the rest of the public service? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not believe it is a relevant comparison. If the Leader of the Opposition looked at the 
underlying growth, he might have a point there. However, items such as CHOGM are the one-offs that come in, 
and I do not apologise for that. I am strengthening the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. We are doing 
that. We are very deliberately building up the capacity of the central agencies within government. I think 
Treasury built up during the Leader of the Opposition’s time in government. The Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet probably lagged a bit behind, and we are trying to add more quality into Premier and Cabinet, and we 
are using it as a place to recruit people who will probably spend most of their public sector career, not in Premier 
and Cabinet, but in a line agency. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I refer to page 73 of volume 1 of budget paper No 2. With regard to that, I wanted to ask 
the Premier about comments made in the house last week regarding payments to former staff members who were 
employed by the previous government and have been since paid out. Can the Premier explain to the house how 
much is expected to be paid in redundancy payments this year; how much was paid last year; and can the 
Premier confirm that money was paid to five members of one minister’s family, a large number of Labor 
candidates and more than $160 000 — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a typed question. Who wrote that question? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I would like to check the font on that question and match it to the typewriter in the Premier’s 
office. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, no, no. Actually I do not have an answer for the question. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I thought you were not going to knock ministerial staffers. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I am not going to. At the change of government, a very significant number of 
people—I think over 100—were basically paid out. I had this information last week in question time. Five 
members of one minister’s extended family were present within it.  

[2.40 pm] 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Is that Minister Marcos!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is not a set question because I do not have the answer; it proves it. It is substantial. I 
guess the issue here is that we have a system of term-of-government employees. Let me check this. It is a long 
list.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: What is the Premier arguing—that the system is wrong or that there were too many term-of-
government employees?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not arguing anything. I am answering the question. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Premier has term-of-government employees as well.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am answering the question. The total number, from memory, was 108 people. I am not 
quite sure about that. That is my memory from last week. 

Mr P.F. Conran: It was around that.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think the term-of-government system is a good one. I would probably prefer that we had 
relatively fewer term-of-government employees within ministerial offices and more seconded public servants—
that is in an ideal world.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That was the model in my office.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. Different offices vary. I think the term-of-government system is good in that a 
government can bring in its people. A ministerial office needs to be recognised that it is basically a political 
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office. It is there to serve a politician who happens to be a minister. I would like to see the balance changed. I am 
not saying this government necessarily does this, but I would hope over time that we get to a position in which 
more seconded public servants are within ministerial offices than is the case at present. It varies from minister to 
minister. I will not labour the point. A change of government is a very expensive exercise.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: That is the case even with a technical change of government.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is good reason not to have another change of government for many years!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I think it will be worth the price! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier raised a significant issue about family members. I refer to page 77 of the 
Budget Statements and the heading headed “Average Operating Cost per Ministerial Office”, which I talked 
about before. I raised an issue some months ago in relation to Mr Colin Edwardes, who works in the Premier’s 
office. On 10 March this year the Premier said — 

… if the member for Rockingham genuinely believes that there has been a conflict of interest or there is 
a serious danger of a conflict of interest, I ask him to please bring that to my attention or to the attention 
of the house … 

I will bring it to the attention of the house. The Premier also answered a question on 14 April. The answer to the 
question extended from 9 September 2009 to 14 April 2010. I asked the Premier a question in relation to the 
number of contacts by Mrs Edwardes. Mrs Edwardes acts on behalf of various agencies; her husband works in 
the Premier’s office. The Premier indicated that yes, there had been some contacts. The Premier indicated the 
contacts had been with a number of staff but not with Mrs Edwardes’ husband. I then referred to a letter from 
Mr Conran dated 17 February 2010 that stated that there had been no official contact with Minter Ellison by 
Mr Edwardes. I ask: why is it that via a freedom of information request I have five emails of a non-personal 
nature from Mr Edwardes to Mrs Edwardes, or from Mrs Edwardes to Mr Edwardes, most of which are from 
Mrs Edwardes to Mr Edwardes in relation to issues within Mr Edwardes’ portfolio, and the emails are from 
Minter Ellison?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not aware of those emails. Perhaps if the member gives me a copy of them, I will 
decide whether there is a conflict there.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Did the Premier not indicate to us that there was not any such contact? Did the Premier not 
also suggest that Mr Edwardes had been counselled not to have such contact, and that any contact between 
Minter Ellison and the Premier’s office would have to go through Mr Richard May? If that is the case, why is it 
that in January–February this year this contact took place?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I cannot answer that. I do not know the nature of the correspondence or the emails that the 
member is talking about. To the best of my knowledge, there has been no dealings between the two. We are 
being very careful about that.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I can assure the Premier there has been. If there has, does that not say something about 
there being a conflict of interest in the Premier’s office?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It depends on the content of it. We have been taking great lengths to try to ensure that 
there is no conflict of interest. Mr Colin Edwardes does a very good job, particularly with issues to do with 
commonwealth–state relations on environment.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: They are exactly the issues that his spouse, who is a lawyer and who acts in a lot of the 
same ways that a lobbyist acts, brings to government —  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not know the content. I wonder whether it is issues or just simply information. For 
example, Cheryl Edwardes, a former environment minister, attended the Copenhagen greenhouse conference. 
She provided me with a summary of her observations of the conference. She did that as a gesture—seeking 
nothing from it. Information like that may be conveyed. I do not know what information the member is referring 
to. Perhaps the best thing is for the member for Rockingham to provide me with a copy of whatever he has. If it 
is inappropriate, so be it; we will deal with it.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will ask a question on the same issue around the cost of support per ministerial office, 
including the offices of the Premier and the Leader of the Opposition. I wonder whether the Premier or the 
department have had any requests from the Leader of the Opposition’s office for additional funding in this 
financial year, either for direct funding or funding to cover other operational costs like leave liabilities of staff 
and the like. I wonder whether that may have happened this year. Looking back at page 73 of the Budget 
Statements, there are increased funds for executive government. Of that $1.4 million in the 2010–11 year for 
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increased funding for executive government, would any money be flowing, for example, to the Leader of the 
Opposition’s office? The Premier may be in a position to provide us with a breakdown of that allocation. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This has been, in my view, a quite unsatisfactory state of affairs. The member for Vasse, 
and probably even the Leader of the Opposition, would agree. The whole issue of the funding of the office of the 
Leader of the Opposition and/or minor parties has, in my experience, never ever been satisfactorily dealt with by 
respective governments. The director general provided additional funding of around $150 000 to the Leader of 
the Opposition to meet the cost of some unfunded liabilities, such as accrued leave. I know there has been an 
issue that as salary levels have gone up through determinations, it has effectively meant that the Leader of the 
Opposition has had to employ one fewer staff member, or could be in danger of facing that situation. That is not 
the intention. Historically, the office was funded, to my recollection, by numbers of positions—so many people 
at certain levels. When a dollar amount is put in place and it is not adjusted, obviously we get a bracket creep of 
people being promoted through years of experience or getting a higher salary, and eventually the money runs 
out. The discussion has been that maybe the Leader of the Opposition’s office should have an establishment of 
14 full-time equivalents. My opinion is that that is probably about right. The Leader of the Opposition’s office 
should be equivalent to a senior minister’s position. I think that is what it should be. There are other aspects that 
should be the same. For example, I believe—I will probably regret saying this—the Leader of the Opposition 
should have the same sort of security level provided to ministers — 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: More might be needed!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: More might be needed. From my experience during those dark days as the Leader of the 
Opposition, I found I was more in the public profile than probably ministers —  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is not to protect the Leader of the Opposition from the public; it is from his colleagues!  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I need to have plenty of security from the member for Murray–Wellington’s constituents! 

[2.50 pm]  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There was some urgency, because the Greens party had been campaigning hard for party 
status and for the funding that goes with that. The urgency seems to have gone out of that situation for the 
moment. But I do intend, in collaboration, hopefully, with the Leader of the Opposition, and minor parties, both 
within government and outside government, to get a bipartisan agreement on the funding of opposition and 
minor parties. If we can reach that agreement, I think both sides of politics will need to stand by it. It should not 
be a bargaining chip. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I want to ask a follow up question. The Premier mentioned a sum of $150 000 for accrued 
leave. Was that paid in this financial year, or is that budgeted to be paid in the next financial year? If is accrued 
leave, I assume that that leave would not have accrued over the period when we were in opposition. Was some of 
that leave carried forward? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My understanding is that it would have carried forward from the service of, presumably, 
staff members who worked in the Leader of the Opposition’s office when he was a minister and who may well 
have come with him into the Leader of the Opposition role. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Like the chief of staff or someone like that? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. Therefore, they would have brought their entitlements with them. So, even though 
they are term-of-government employees, if they go from being in government to being in opposition, it is not as 
though their entitlements start from day one again. They will carry with them some benefits such as accrued 
leave. 

Mr P.F. Conran: Just to clarify one aspect of that, the arrangement is that for members of the Leader of the 
Opposition’s staff who have more than four weeks accrued leave, if they were to take that leave at any particular 
time—that is, if they were to take 10 weeks’ leave—we would cover the gap between four weeks and 10 weeks. 
So, any extra leave that they have taken, we would cover. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Otherwise, the opposition budget would be covering liabilities that had been inherited from 
government. 

Mr P.F. Conran: That is right. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer to page 77. The full-time equivalent count under service 1 shows that the number of 
FTEs increased from 581 in 2008–09 to 599 in 2010–11. Can the Premier explain the relationship between the 
increase in the number of FTEs in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the FTE cap that I understand 
is in place for the public sector? 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: The growth in FTEs in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet is 10 additional FTEs 
for the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting and the anticipated royal visit as part of CHOGM; five 
additional FTEs for support to executive government; five FTEs for ministerial offices, which includes the 
Premier’s office and the Leader of the Opposition’s office; and four FTEs to work on the Economic Audit 
Committee recommendation for a community development and social development grants program. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What is the total number? I referred just to service 1. I think the Premier gave the total DPC 
figure. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That explains the growth in FTEs in DPC from 2009–10 to 2010–11.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What is the total number? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is 10 for CHOGM; five for executive government; five for ministerial offices, including 
the opposition; and four for a community development and social development grants scheme.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So 24. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. As far as the FTE cap overall, I think the figure is about 103 000. That is, again, for 
the core public service, so we will get growth in police and teacher numbers that is outside of that. The next 
division that we will be dealing with is the Public Sector Commission. I am sure that the Public Sector 
Commissioner will be able to give the actual figure for the cap. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If the cap is for the public sector as a whole, as the Premier has outlined, and if the number 
of FTEs in DPC has increased by 24, does that mean that there has been a corresponding decrease in another 
agency? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The cap is overall, so some agencies will go up and some will go down. As the member 
would be aware, we have run two voluntary redundancy programs, and nearly 700 public servants would have 
left under those programs. That does come under the Public Sector Commissioner, and he will be able to provide 
the answers in more detail. It is not in Department of the Premier and Cabinet. It is in the Public Sector 
Commission. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So the cap is administered and monitored by the Public Sector Commissioner? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: He monitors the cap, yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In respect of voluntary redundancies — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Again, voluntary redundancies come under the Public Sector Commission. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to the Premier’s department, would it not be the director general who signs off on 
a recommendation as to who is going to receive a voluntary redundancy? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Under that program, each chief executive officer is asked to identify surplus positions or 
surplus personnel, and those people are then given the option of taking up a voluntary redundancy. That is 
applied across the public service. So every CEO is charged with that responsibility. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In respect of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, could we have by way of 
supplementary information a list—I do not need names—of the number of people who have received a voluntary 
redundancy, and their levels? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Is the member talking across the public service or just DPC? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, just DPC. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, we will provide details of those people who have taken a voluntary redundancy. Is 
that under the two programs? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, for 2008–09 and 2009–10.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There were two programs in DPC. In 2008–09 there might have been some duplication—
well, not duplication, but bear in mind that the split of the DPC and the Public Sector Commission was underway 
at that time. The director general will just clarify that point.   

Mr P.F. Conran: In relation to the most recent round of voluntary redundancies, we will have to wait a few 
more weeks until that is finalised. So, those numbers may vary in the next few weeks, because some people who 
are seeking it may withdraw. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is only those who have been paid. I am not asking about people who have just put up their 
hand. 
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[Supplementary Information No A11]  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer to page 75, the second dot point, which states in part that the department will play a 
key role in implementing initiatives aimed at enhancing the community sector’s capacity to deliver service as 
efficiently and effectively as possible. Is the Premier aware that community sector staff may earn up to 57 per 
cent, or almost $30 000, less than their counterparts in government? If the Premier is aware of that, why has he 
not committed in the budget to address this inequity? Does the Premier expect the non-government not-for-profit 
community sector to provide cheap labour; and, if he does not expect it to provide cheap labour and cheap 
services, when can the community sector expect funding so that it can start to address this lack of salary parity 
with the government sector? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: On Friday I spoke at the miscellaneous workers union annual conference — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I had reports of that speech! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That was generally fairly well received, I thought. That issue obviously came up. I 
referred to it, and a couple of the delegates raised that point. One of the first tasks of the community forum 
between the community sector and the government sector will be to examine that issue. The Leader of the 
Opposition has described it as cheap labour. I accept the point that the pay levels in the non-government sector 
are below those in the government sector. Why that is the case, I do not know. I do not think anyone is quite sure 
how that evolved. Bear in mind that these people are not employees of government. They are employees of non-
government organisations. How that emerged over time—how that gap established itself—I think needs to be 
examined. I recognise that in awarding contracts, governments will, over time, need to allow for some growth in 
wage levels in that sector. But it is not going to be solved overnight. There is a significant gap. I do not know 
that it is as great as the Leader of the Opposition suggested in his question. Not only might there be an equity 
argument there, but if we are to build up the community sector, as we wish to do, it is going to need to retain 
staff, develop staff and attract some more highly qualified staff. So that will be a part of that.  

[Mr J.M. Francis took the chair.]  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The advice that was given to me by the community employers is that the cost of dealing with 
this wages gap is $198 million a year; that is, $166 million for the gap in general, and $32 million for regional 
issues. This is a rather large sum of money. The Premier has given some indications that he is aware of this 
issue. When does the Premier intend to address it with real dollars? Should these people expect real dollars in the 
next budget if the Premier is aware of the issue? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: What did the Leader of the Opposition say the figure is? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It is $198 million. I agree that that is a large figure. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not know if that is an accurate figure, but let us for the sake of the argument accept it. 
If that is a measure of the total difference in aggregate of wages between the government sector and an 
equivalent group in the non-government organisation sector — 

[3.00 pm] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Yes; 36 000 of them. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member used the word “cost”; it is not as though government has an obligation to 
suddenly pay over $198 million to bring their salaries up. They are not government employees. Whether it has 
been competition between non-government organisations, whether they have cut each other’s throats in bids for 
contracts or work, I do not know. But I accept the point that although it is not a cost to government as such, I 
recognise that salary levels are low, and in some cases they are not sustainable for maintaining employment. I 
am, therefore, anticipating, as we enter into contracts, that there will be some allowance for increasing salary 
levels. I would not want to see non-government organisations competing against each other to provide a service 
on the basis of the salary they can pay to people. That would not be a very wholesome embracing of the 
relationship. We would be looking for the quality of the service they can provide, which would include 
maintaining quality staff. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Can the government’s agenda to contract out these services really work if it does not address 
this issue? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think it would fail eventually—I agree with the member about that. But, again, I am not 
suggesting that the government is going to walk in with a couple of hundred million dollars. We have to be 
conscious of salary levels and salary stability within the organisations that we would be asking and trusting to 
take on community work.  
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to page 88 of the Budget Statements, on the topic of leadership development. I would 
like to explore some of the ideas that the Public Sector Commission has — 

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Riverton, I do not believe that is part of the division we are currently dealing 
with. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I refer the Premier to the final dot point on page 75, which refers to a very exciting 
meeting that will be held in Western Australia in 2011, one at which I am sure the Premier will shine on the 
world stage—the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I wonder if they will let the member for Vasse meet the Queen! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Well, who knows! The Queen was in Busselton in 1958. I am sure she has fond memories 
of her visit and she will probably want to come back.  

What does the Premier see as being the benefits to Perth—indeed Western Australia—in hosting the CHOGM 
meeting in 2011? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I thank the member for the question. CHOGM is a very significant event for Australia and 
Western Australia. It will be, I think, the third time Australia has hosted it. It came to us by chance to some 
extent in that Sri Lanka was due to host the event but pulled out simply because security could not be guaranteed 
because of some of the internal instability. There was a very strong view that it should remain within the Indian 
Ocean precinct. India was quite keen to host it, but it, as the member knows, is hosting the Commonwealth 
Games this year. Australia—indeed Western Australia—did not push hard and we did not lobby for the event, 
but there was a natural process whereby it was seen that Australia could certainly host it, and the Indian Ocean 
requirement basically brought it to Perth. I was very pleased about that. Hon Stephen Smith, MP, federal 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, discussed it with me prior to us putting Western Australia forward, and I thank him 
for the very professional way he handled that. It is estimated that about 4 000 people will come in total, 
including heads of government from 54 countries. The newly elected British Prime Minister, David Cameron, 
will no doubt be amongst them. That will be important. 

The event will go over about three days and, apart from the heads of government meeting, there will be a 
business forum, a youth forum and a community forum of some sort. That last one is a bit less defined. We are 
also looking at having some sporting and cultural events to coincide with that, and there is a bit of discussion 
about that now. We are trying to keep very much to the commonwealth theme. I think we have to be careful, and 
we have allocated, in total, about $10 million, as a state, towards CHOGM, and I think the commonwealth 
budget is about $87 million, so it will be a significant event. A lot of that, obviously, will go on security 
measures, but it will be concentrated around that time. I think it will be very good for Western Australia and it 
will promote Western Australia and its links into Asia. The theme of CHOGM is likely to be something along 
the lines of Australia and the Asian link. I understand that invitations to participate will be going to non-
commonwealth countries. The President of France, Nicolas Sarkozy, attended the last CHOGM in the 
Caribbean—I do not know whether he will come again, but I know there is a desire to have senior representation 
from Japan, China and other leading Asian nations.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Charles de Gaulle will be turning in his grave! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, he will be! This meeting will have a commonwealth–Australia–Asia theme about it, 
and hopefully more details will be finalised soon. I think it will be very exciting. All members of Parliament will 
be invited. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is an exciting event, but now that Deirdre Willmott has left government, who will be 
running CHOGM? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: For the moment it is being handled through the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 
Mr Richard May, from my office, is the contact in my office for the event. We anticipate that we will appoint 
someone to take the overall role. Mr Geoff Hay is looking after the security and those aspects, and he will 
continue in that role in dealing with the commonwealth. Someone will be appointed to handle some of the 
promotional events. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So there will not be an overall CHOGM tsar, if members like. I had the impression that 
Deirdre was the CHOGM tsar who was running everything, but will that not be the situation in the future? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It will probably be different. We will probably break up the tasks a little. My office is 
directly involved, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet will oversee it, and it may well be that we will 
have someone who will organise some of the meetings, events and artistic side, and then Mr Hay will do most of 
the organisation of the actual security and transport issues and all of that. Someone will most likely be appointed 
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either from within government or from without who will take a leadership role in the overall promotion of the 
event.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have a question about, predominantly, the final paragraph on page 77 of the Budget 
Statements, although it is mentioned in the penultimate paragraph as well. It refers to the increase in funding for 
salaries and on-costs for the Agent General, and the earlier paragraph refers to European office salaries. Firstly, 
why has there been an increase in the salaries and what is it going to? Secondly, considering the Premier has the 
role of running the trade position of the state around the world, what offices have been closed while the British 
office is being beefed up? Thirdly, is this some sort of post-parliamentary preparation—PPP—on the Premier’s 
behalf? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Office of the Agent General, Dubai and Japan fall under Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet; the other overseas postings—as I am sure the member is aware—fall under the Department of State 
Development; they are not all in the one area.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: But the Premier is the minister.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Agent General, Kerry Sanderson, AO—a good appointment of the former 
government—is a former head of Fremantle ports, and she carried that senior salary with her to that position. 
That has added to the costs, I guess, of the Agent General’s office in what might be seen as the more normal 
circumstance. A senior person in the Western Australian government was transferred, with her salary, to that 
position. I am not critical of that appointment; I think she is a very good appointment. That has meant that, as 
Agent General, her salary is above what the previous Agent General’s was. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is that the explanation for the totality of the costs? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think that is the explanation. 

Mr P.F. Conran: Largely. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the Premier went there, would he take his salary there? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If I was to be Agent General—in the member’s dreams—the cost would drop! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is it a performance-based thing then? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It would drop a lot then! 

[3.10 pm] 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I refer to the significant issues and the third and fourth dot points on page 75 of budget 
paper No 2. What is the expected total cost to government of implementing the Economic Audit Committee’s 
recommendations? Secondly, what is the total savings to government expected from the Economic Audit 
Committee’s recommendations? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We do not have a total cost as such because, as I have said, we are doing it issue by issue. 
Some of the recommendations will save money; others will require the expenditure of money. I cannot answer 
that question; I cannot put a dollar figure on it. I have absolutely no doubt that the Economic Audit Committee’s 
recommendations have already resulted in substantial improvements and, therefore, long-term savings to the 
operation of government. The member will recall that during the difficult financial circumstances of the past 18 
months, the Economic Audit Committee identified literally hundreds of millions of dollars of savings across 
government that were implemented, and that is one of the reasons that we were able to make a budget surplus. It 
was controversial; there were a lot of reductions in grants and other things were abolished. I cannot put a figure 
on it, but I would think that those savings were in excess of $100 million at least, and probably far more than 
that. Although it was immediate surgery, as it were, that was put in place, the long-term reform in the public 
service will be more important. It is significant to note that the total size of the public service has not been 
frozen, but there has been minimal growth, and that is important. The state is growing and the issues are more 
and more complex, yet it is being done within the existing establishment of the size of the public service. That is 
hundreds of millions of dollars. In previous years the number of people in the public service grew at 8, 10 or 12 
per cent. That was unsustainable. We now have a stable public service in terms of its size, and internally it is 
becoming ever more efficient. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer to page 79 and to the asset investment program. I note that in the asset investment 
program, no asset investment at all is forecast in the last two years of the forward estimates. Is the government 
really proposing to freeze new asset investment in this department in those years, or is this an accounting device 
to minimise the projected net debt levels forecast in the overall budget? Is the Premier actually saying that there 
will be no replacement of computers in the department in 2012–13 or 2013–14? Usually, in a department such as 
this, there is an ongoing program of replacement of computer hardware and software. It really is not credible to 
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think that that will not happen in 2012–13 or 2013–14, and therefore the Premier should have the figures in there 
and they should be part of his net debt calculations. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will ask the department to comment on that. 

Mr P.F. Conran: I might get Mr Jones, who is one of our accounting experts, to answer that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I think the director general should probably get one of his IT experts to explain why there is 
going to be a two-year pause in replacing computers, which would not happen in any department that I am aware 
of. 

Mr K.A. Jones: I was just speaking to our chief finance officer as well. Another election will be due to be held 
during that period. We have not yet put forward an asset investment program. As the member will see, the 
majority of the department’s investment in assets relates to refits, refurbishing of offices et cetera. In that same 
time frame, the department will in fact have to seek new accommodation. Until such time as those things are 
known, we have not put up a new asset investment program. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Premier, it sounds to me very much like there will be an asset program in those two years; it 
is just not specified yet and therefore it should be added to this net debt figure. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Time will tell. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Following on from this interest in assets, the Premier may not have this information 
available, but perhaps he might be able to provide it to us. I am interested in asset purchases from the Leader of 
the Opposition’s office. From my recollection, not that I have a fixation on this — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The member for Vasse hankers for those old days. I have already been here twice as long as 
he has. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I nearly tied myself to the photocopier. From September 2008 to August 2009, the Leader 
of the Opposition bought one photocopier for $5 600, maybe another photocopier for $11 687 and maybe some 
lighting and audio equipment for $10 780. I am wondering whether the Premier has available details of any other 
asset—“asset” is generally defined as something over $5 000—purchased since August 2009. He may not but if 
he does, I am sure it would be of interest to members of the committee, especially the three sitting here. It is a 
well-equipped office. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not have that information, but I am sure that I could provide it by way of 
supplementary information. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I thank the Premier. I really appreciate that. That would be fantastic. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can I just follow on from that? 

The CHAIRMAN: We will deal with this matter first. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I was going to ask whether the Premier could provide information for all assets purchased by 
all ministerial offices since September 2008. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member can ask lots of questions on notice. 

The CHAIRMAN: We will deal with the first matter first. The Premier has agreed to provide the supplementary 
information and is happy with the question that was asked. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is he willing to provide the same information for all ministerial offices since September 
2008? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think the member has to be more specific. I am not going to engage — 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay; for the former Treasurer’s office. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Premier has agreed to provide supplementary information about capital purchases in the 
Leader of the Opposition’s office. Now he appears to be refusing to provide the same information for ministerial 
offices. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member was inquiring particularly about the cost of photocopiers. He gave specific 
examples. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay; for all new photocopiers, scanners and cameras bought by ministerial offices. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not going to entertain a fishing expedition. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: His was a fishing expedition. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; it was quite specific. 

The CHAIRMAN: Members, I am dealing with a specific question asked by the member for Vasse. 

[Supplementary Information No A12.]. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can the Premier provide information on all assets bought by the former Treasurer’s office?  

The CHAIRMAN: Is the member for West Swan seeking the call? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is the same line of questioning. I am just asking a follow-up question. 

The CHAIRMAN: The member was next on the list. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is a follow-up question. Will the Premier provide information on all assets bought by 
the former Treasurer from September 2008 to April? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am prepared to provide information, if we can find it, on the assets purchased by the 
Leader of the Opposition’s office and the former Treasurer’s office over the same time period. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Can I ask for further information on that? 

The CHAIRMAN: I need to allocate another number. 

[Supplementary Information No A13.] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Why is the Premier refusing to provide that information for all ministers? These offices are 
all in one category. Supplementary information is being provided for two offices, but not for anyone who is 
currently in executive government. Information on the opposition and a former minister will be provided, but not 
on any current incumbent minister. That seems a bit absurd to me. It is the reverse of normal accountability. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The estimates committee process runs to a time line that is pretty tight, so if members 
want information of that nature, I invite them to put questions on notice so that there is time to collect the 
information. We can obviously deal with a couple of offices fairly quickly, but we cannot go right through the 
whole public sector. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You should not set up dorothy dixers. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was not a dorothy dixer at all. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, it was. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was not. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I saw the note. 

The CHAIRMAN: Let us move on to the member for Rockingham. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the Opposition has basically said what I was going to say. Estimates is 
supposed to be fair; and if the Premier is going to answer questions only in relation to the opposition, that is 
hardly fair. I think it is reasonable for the public to have an expectation that the Premier will provide important 
information on what goes on in ministerial offices on the same basis. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; I have not refused to answer it. I said that there is a lot of detail in that and, in the 
context of an estimates process, it is in my view too much. If members require an answer to that, I invite them to 
put a question on notice so that there is time available to do so. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will refine it down to all equipment above $1 000. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. I am not going to do fishing expeditions. A question was asked about the Leader of 
the Opposition’s office. The member for West Swan asked a question about the former Treasurer’s office. I have 
agreed to answer those two. That is one each side, as it were. But I am not going to do, in the estimates context, a 
review and costing of all ministerial offices. Members have the parliamentary process available to them; I 
suggest they use it. 

[3.20 pm] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Most people would think it extraordinary that the estimates process would not allow us to 
investigate — 

The CHAIRMAN: Leader of the Opposition and member for Rockingham, I am giving a fair bit of leeway here 
and I direct that you now ask your substantive questions. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I refer to note 1 on page 78 of the Budget Statements, which is about the projected 2010–
11 budget target full-time equivalents. It is noted in the government policy management section on that page that 
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there has been an 18 per cent increase in the budget target and that equates to, since the former government was 
in office, nearly 30 additional staff. What will those 30 additional staff do? How can the Premier justify that in 
light of all the cut backs in other agencies? Why does the government need an additional 30 staff to coordinate 
strategic policy advice above and beyond what the former government had? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is an additional 11 full-time equivalents going into the policy division. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But that is not what it says. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There are. Also, graduates have been included within Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet staff, whereas previously they were not. There has been a reorganisation. This government has closed 
down the social policy unit that the previous government had in place, so there has been a reorganisation of staff. 
If the member wants a further breakdown of those additional staff and the shifting of staff within the department 
as the director general has rearranged activities, I am happy to provide that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I would appreciate that by way of supplementary information. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Maybe the director general can answer the member’s question directly; he has more 
information before him. 

Mr P.F. Conran: The allocation for 2010–11 will be 91 full-time equivalents. That is made up of 30 in policy 
support, two in the Indian Ocean territories, 13 in intergovernment relations, 9.6 in cabinet and parliamentary 
services, and 8.5 in state security and emergency coordination. The actual number of FTEs in the policy unit is 
therefore 63.1. However, in addition to that to give a total cost of service, we now allocate certain corporate 
services positions into the policy unit as well as into the executive arm, service 1, so that allocation is 17. We 
now allocate all graduates into the policy area. They were previously spread across the agency and we have 
increased the number of graduates, so we now allocate 10.9 into the policy area. That gives us a total of 91 FTEs. 
If I back cast that to the operation in 2007–08, the actual number in the policy unit, as I am advised, was 70.8 as 
opposed to 63.1 in the current year. There were fewer corporate services allocations into that area and there was 
only one graduate allocation into that area. To reflect on that, while our figure is now 91, your figure was 81. 

The policy area in 2010–11 includes an extra 10 FTEs, which is a result of four executive director positions 
being appointed, and we have a number of support staff to run with them, so that gives us a total of eight, and we 
have two additional staff to support the implementation of the Economic Audit Committee recommendations. 
The four executive director positions are, as mentioned by the Premier, designed to lift the policy capacity of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. We now have two deputy director generals and four executive directors 
leading the arrangement. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Following on from that I have a couple of questions. I wonder whether the Premier could 
provide the total cost of the policy officers and provide a list of the names, job titles and levels of all the people 
in the policy office by way of supplementary information? The second question I have is in relation to something 
the director general said—namely, “our” numbers are different from “your” numbers. I wonder whether the 
Premier could clarify what it means when the independent head of the public sector says ours are this and yours 
were that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think Mr Conran was referring to the numbers in this government compared with your 
government, which was the previous government. Mr Conran is the head of the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet, he is not the head of the public sector; the head of the public sector is Mr Malcolm Wauchope, Public 
Sector Commissioner. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So he is allowed to be party political? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is a partisan sort of statement, the Premier would have to admit that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite may interpret it that way. However, in terms of the member’s question 
referring to the names and positions of people within the policy unit — 

Mr M. McGOWAN: And the value. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have to say that in a sense I guess it is public information but I really question why the 
member would ask that question. I think ministers and maybe ministerial staff in a sense are fair game. Unlike 
the previous government, we do not have term-of-government employees within the public service. That is a 
sharp difference between — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is the Premier saying that the policy unit has no term-of-government employees? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, I think there is one term-of-government employee within the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet, and that person has been there for a long time. I understand that it is just a peculiarity of 
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her employment and she has served under successive governments. Therefore, the point I make to the Leader of 
the Opposition is: unlike the previous government, term-of-government employees are only in ministerial 
offices, with that one exception, which is a historic case of a person who is still under that contract and has 
served successive governments. The previous government had a significant number of term-of-government 
employees put into the public service. One of the standards that I set as a Premier was that we would have term-
of-government employees only in ministerial offices. We have basically done that and we did it very, very 
quickly. Therefore, there is a sharp difference. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: If the Premier takes a political consultant and makes him director general, then that is the 
mechanism that the government uses, is it not? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Premier, I am merely asking what the names of the people are and what the total cost of 
the unit is. I think the public should be able to have the answer to that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will tell the member for Rockingham what I object to. I do not object to providing the 
numbers of people in any part of any department or indeed their level, but I ask: Does the member really want to 
know the names of public servants working in a section of a government department? Where is the member 
going with that? Ask me the names of people working in my office or any other office and I will not hesitate; 
they are political ministerial officers. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am just asking the total cost. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member asked for names before. I am happy to provide details of the numbers of 
people and their salary classification. I would prefer not to name public servants in the Parliament. I think that is 
bad practice. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: By way of supplementary information, can I have the levels of the 91 people working 
there and the total budget of the unit? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The total budget is in the budget papers and it shows salary costs but we will give the 
member, if he likes, a breakdown by classification level of the employees within the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: And the salary costs. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: And the total salary cost, yes. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Premier agrees to provide the supplementary information as described. 

[Supplementary Information No A14.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I refer to the third dot point under “Government Policy Management” on page 78, which 
refers to intergovernmental negotiations. The Premier has a lot on his plate with that, particularly health and the 
resource rent tax. I do not see too much allocation in the budget for growth in that. Can the Premier explain what 
the work program might be over the next year or so and how it impacts on this budgetary allocation? 

[3.30 pm] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think one of the several things that surprised me when I took on this job was the amount 
of time spent—my time and the time of senior people in government—on intergovernmental relations. There are 
the high-profile issues, I guess, of the goods and services tax share to Western Australia and the attempt of the 
Rudd government to basically confiscate one-third of all GST, which translates to half of our GST, and now the 
attempt to basically take control of the mining and petroleum industry. I cannot really recall a situation in which 
three issues like that have coincided in the space of maybe two months. That takes a great deal of time. I will ask 
the director general to comment. However, I spend a lot of my time on these issues, the director general spends a 
huge amount of his time on these issues, and my chiefs of staff, both current and former, spent and spend a great 
proportion of their time on these issues. I cannot remember off the top of my head, but under the Rudd style of 
federalism, there was meant to be a reduction in the number of specific-purpose payments and the like. However, 
we have seen a plethora of intergovernmental agreements that have developed. Starting off, I believe the intent 
of simplifying it was good, but it has now suddenly gone through a U-tube type dip, and now we are finding 
incredible complexity in those relationships. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The commonwealth bureaucracy is the commonwealth bureaucracy. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. I thought for a while we were getting good relations, but they have certainly soured. 
Maybe the director general can comment on who within his department works in that area particularly. 

Mr P.F. Conran: In relation to the policy area, there is a significant number. We have an intergovernment 
relations unit, which will have, I think, 12.4 or 13 people in it next year. They are solely devoted to dealing with 
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commonwealth–state issues, and some Council for the Australian Federation-related issues. In addition, both 
deputies are heavily involved in that process. David Smith is a coordinator of a large number of projects. We are 
obviously dealing with the commonwealth at a high level in relation to the health reform proposals. Obviously, 
we have a range of resources dedicated to dealing with resource rent tax issues, and that is in combination with 
Treasury and our Department of Mines and Petroleum and Department of State Development. I spend quite a 
deal of time dealing with the commonwealth on a range of issues. I will be meeting with commonwealth officials 
tomorrow on issues. I would say that it is well over 50 per cent of the work. One of the objectives that we are 
trying to achieve through the Economic Audit Committee and others is to implement the state’s own reform 
agenda. We have been seeking to prioritise state reform proposals ahead of the proposals that had previously 
driven the process, which were Council of Australian Governments reform proposals. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have a supplementary question. How many people, or full-time equivalents, across the state 
public sector do you think would be involved in intergovernmental negotiations on a full-time or predominant 
basis? Treasury would have a lot. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is a large number in Treasury and in the Department of Health at the moment, and 
probably to a lesser extent in the Department of Education. A high proportion of senior executives in Health are 
spending their time on intergovernmental relations and so-called proposals for health reform. As the member 
would well understand, we cannot be second rate at this. The stakes are very high for Western Australia. That is 
why we need high-quality people. The commonwealth turns up with battalions of very highly qualified, very 
bright people, and we have to be able to match that. 

Mr P.F. Conran: I will make one point in that regard. We are trying to get some savings in the process. All 
states and the commonwealth are now establishing what is known as a tele-presence. We are about to establish a 
tele-presence in Dumas House, which will hopefully avoid the need for battalions of WA public servants to 
travel invariably to Melbourne or Canberra to attend various meetings. We will be able to do them via secure 
videoconferencing facilities, in part paid for by the commonwealth in recognition that the various COAG 
reforms result in significant time pressures, and those time pressures are greater in Western Australia than they 
are anywhere else. We lose people for three days; interstate, they lose them for an afternoon. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: And they leave early so they can catch their flight home. 

Among the plethora of issues that the enlarged policy unit deals with, according to page 75 of the budget papers, 
is the question of independent public schools. I just want to get some clarification from the Premier on the nature 
of this initiative. I want to know how genuinely independent these schools are. I want to know whether a 
ministerial power of direction is still in the system and whether the minister will take responsibility for what 
happens in the schools. I have some other questions, but that might be a start. Is there, according to the report of 
the Burt Commission on Accountability, a residual ministerial direction, and does the minister accept 
responsibility, as the minister, for what happens in independent schools? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Minister for Education is responsible for all schools in the government sector, and 
also has a level of responsibility as a regulator for schools in the Catholic and independent sector. Ultimately, the 
Minister for Education is responsible for the education of every child in Western Australia. We are not shirking 
away from that broad ministerial responsibility. As the Leader of the Opposition would be aware, there are 34 in 
the first group of independent schools this year, and 130 schools have expressed interest in becoming 
independent public schools for the 2011 year. Therefore, I think schools, parents and teachers are voting with 
their feet. As to the degree of independence, the schools have been given a fair level of autonomy. I would 
expect, as the years go by, that that autonomy will increase. So this is not a case of there it is; that is what 
determines an independent school and that will never change. We are proceeding carefully and cautiously. I 
guess the pressure is that more schools than we anticipated are wanting to take this on quicker. I note that the 
federal education minister, Julia Gillard, is boasting in the media about the independent public schools program 
in Western Australia, and, indeed, trying to take some credit for it on reflection. The feedback that I have heard 
from the schools is nothing but enthusiastic. Probably many of them would like a greater degree of autonomy. 
That may happen over time. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have some follow-up questions. The Premier did not answer whether the minister has the 
power to direct, which is essential for parliamentary accountability. Is there an answer to that question? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My answer is that, yes, that has not changed under the School Education Act. The School 
Education Act has not been amended to allow for independent public schools. It is largely an administrative 
arrangement, so the powers of the minister would remain as they were. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have some follow-up questions. Can an independent public school deviate from the national 
curriculum that has been agreed to by the state government? Can an independent school hire and fire teachers, 
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and what happens to the employees that an independent school no longer wishes to employ? Can an independent 
school in any way contravene enterprise bargaining agreements or other industrial conditions that have been 
agreed to at a departmental level? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am happy to answer the question, but I think we are delving very clearly into the 
education portfolio. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Independent schools are described on page 75. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. I am happy to answer the question, but I think the Leader of the Opposition is better 
off raising these issues in detail with the education minister. The employment is according to the industrial 
agreement between the department—the government, if one likes—and teachers, so they have to work within 
that. They have the capacity to employ teachers; they do not have the capacity to fire teachers as such. But I 
guess if they are dissatisfied with a teacher’s performance, like any other school they can draw that to the 
attention of the department. They are not totally independent; they still work within the confines of the education 
system and they work according to industrial agreements and according to the School Education Act, but they 
are getting increasing amounts of autonomy. On the curriculum issue, yes, they do have a greater degree of 
flexibility, but, again, they work within the confines of the agreement on curriculum. 

[3.40 pm] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: So they cannot contravene the national curriculum. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They have to work within the agreement that we have with the commonwealth 
government over curriculum. I have not looked at the national curriculum documents, but I would be very 
surprised if they do not have a degree of flexibility within each subject area; most curriculums do. So they will 
have the ability to choose within it and choose the mix of subjects that they provide to their students. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Department of Education would have department-wide policies—for example, regarding 
the proportion of people employed on permanent status compared with the proportion of people employed on 
fixed-term contracts. I am speaking, for example, of education assistants. Do independent schools have to abide 
by those department-wide employment policies, which may not be part of enterprise bargaining arrangements, or 
do they have the independence to, for example, hire all their education assistants on fixed-term contracts rather 
than on permanent status? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I cannot answer the specifics of that question, but they certainly do have greater flexibility 
on employment, and some of the schools that I have visited have chosen to have a different mix of staff for 
various reasons—generally because of the nature of the composition of students they have within their school. 
They do have greater flexibility in employment. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Can they vary class-size rules, for example? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They can configure classes in different ways, yes. I know that class size is the Holy Grail 
to the State School Teachers’ Union of WA, but the educational research on class size is pretty ambivalent. 
Indeed, one initiative when I was education minister that I and the department introduced into high schools for 
years 11 and 12 was small lecture theatres. So the class size in there—Shenton College is an example—could be 
up to 50 or 60. Why? It is because it was preparation for university study. Small, quite intimate lecture theatres 
are a great way to learn and a great way to teach. I think the member for Riverton would agree with me. They are 
properly designed and in a tiered format, and are great learning environments. Class size is an industrial issue; I 
am not sure that it is a particularly good education issue. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I have one further question. How will the government measure the performance of 
independent public schools, and what are the accountability mechanisms? If the government decides that an 
independent public school is not performing according to the measures that the Premier outlined, what will be 
the government’s response? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If an independent public school did not perform, it would be brought back under the 
control of the department. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: So, the sanction would be to lose its independence. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes. How do we measure performance? There will be a constant review of the 
performance of schools. Anecdotally—we are only a few months into it—schools are reporting high levels of 
morale among teachers. They feel empowered: they have a say about the educational program and about the 
management of the school. Enrolments are strong, parents are strongly supportive that they feel they have a 
greater say, and I think it has been all positive. I know that when we first announced this policy, there was a view 
that the independent schools would be in high socioeconomic areas that tend to get a higher achievement level 
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and fewer problems of antisocial behaviour or absenteeism, whatever it might be. A deliberate decision was 
made that such schools not be confined to such areas and that they be across the spectrum of city, country, 
different income levels and a different mix of students. Indeed, some of the greatest achievements are being 
made in some schools that would be regarded in a sense to be more difficult schools. That flexibility to adjust to 
kids who do not fit into a nice, neat mould is probably where the achievements are greatest. I think the Leader of 
the Opposition will find that schools that have perhaps underperformed will be the biggest gainers when they 
take on independent status. That was not the view that people took when this was introduced. They thought this 
was going to be almost like an elite set of schools within the government school system. It is not working out 
that way at all. Some of the schools at the lower end of achievement are making the greatest gains, which is a 
great thing. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to the income statement on page 80 of the Budget Statements under 
accommodation. The question more broadly relates to the lease currently at Governor Stirling Tower that, I 
understand, will expire in 2012. What negotiations have taken place in respect of the location of ministerial 
offices and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet post that time? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, the member is right. As she well knows, the lease in Governor Stirling Tower is 
expiring mid-2012. This government was quite keen to try to extend that lease; the previous government 
probably was, too. The building owners are not entertaining that, so it looks like we will be out on the street. 
That question is better directed under the Treasury portfolio, as Treasury is taking the lead role in government 
accommodation. We as a government have made a decision to increase the leased area in 140 William Street, so 
that the whole building now will be government. Work started by the former Treasurer to consolidate 
government leases is being continued. I can speculate, but in terms of actual detail, that can be provided under 
the Treasury portfolio. We are looking as a government at Dumas House and probably in the future most 
ministerial offices will be located there. We have also asked the state architect to look at the parliamentary 
precinct—I think it has been reported in the media—to see whether there is scope for an additional government 
building to be put in there. My view, for what it is worth, is that we should have government largely located 
within the parliamentary precinct in—if members like—a government precinct area. In that I would include 
ministerial offices—probably senior ministerial offices—and the central agencies of Premier and Cabinet, the 
Public Sector Commission and Treasury. Most states have gone down a similar path. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In respect of ministerial offices and DPC, I understand that some parts of agencies will go to 
140 William Street, but the core of government, in a sense—ministerial offices, DPC and the Treasury part of the 
Department of Treasury and Finance—are all likely to go to Dumas House. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: They will not all fit in Dumas House. Ultimately, it is likely that a new building will be 
built somewhere over near Dumas House. The Government Architect is looking at that and obviously the 
Presiding Officers will have a say. We will all have a say, but that is where I think it will end up. However, in 
the meantime, there will have to be some temporary arrangements put in place. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Will refurbishing of Dumas House be required? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There will be some refurbishing of Dumas House, yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Has any estimate of the cost of that been undertaken? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not aware of the costings of that yet. It will be a progressive floor-by-floor exercise. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Have any costings been undertaken and has that information — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will be happy to answer that when we get to the Treasury portfolio. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Pardon? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will answer that when we get to Treasury matters, where that is handled, as Treasury has 
responsibility for this, and I can then provide the detail. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The sixth dot point on page 75 states — 

… the Immigration Detention Centre on Christmas Island require the Department to support 
Government in its negotiations … 

Is that a big impost on the state in terms of providing all those services; and does the Premier expect substantial 
growth in the expenditure requirements in providing for the, I guess, unauthorised boat arrivals? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Western Australia, as the member probably knows, does provide services to Christmas 
Island and Cocos (Keeling) Islands, neither of which I have visited; I do not know whether the member has. The 
state runs education and health services there; Western Australian law applies in those areas; and at one stage I 
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understand the commonwealth was contemplating basically handing over responsibility for them to Western 
Australia. That is something that Western Australia should seriously consider. Obviously Christmas Island has a 
particular issue at the moment with the detention centre, or asylum centre—whatever it is called—overflowing; 
so that is a complication. My own view is that we could take a greater administrative role on those islands. They 
will always be Australian territories. Various agencies within government basically run the islands and provide 
the services. We provide teachers, hospital staff, police officers and the like. As to the cost of it, I ask the 
director general, if he can, to add anything to that.  

[3.50 pm] 

Mr P.F. Conran: I do not have the specific cost, but I can provide that by way of supplementary information. I 
can say that we have got about 45 service delivery arrangements between the state and commonwealth. We 
recoup about 109 per cent of the cost of that. I want to have a review of that. I am not sure that that reflects 
sufficiently the amount of time that some agencies take to deal with the issues. There are increasing burdens in 
relation to requests because there are increasing numbers of people at Christmas Island. We have a dedicated 
area that looks at that matter; it comprises two people. They spend the whole time negotiating with the 
commonwealth and dealing with our agencies to ensure that the service delivery arrangements are working well.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: My observation is that Western Australia does a very good job, and has for a long time, on 
those three islands.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for Riverton, do you want to take up the offer of supplementary information? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, thanks. 

The CHAIRMAN: Through the Premier, the director general agrees to provide the supplementary information 
required by the member for Riverton.  

[Supplementary Information No A15.] 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer again to page 75 of the Budget Statements and the references to health services and the 
Council of Australian Government agreement in April 2010 that Western Australia did not sign. Although the 
proposed federal deal includes a GST clawback element that I regard as negative—and I am sure the state 
government regards it as negative—is the federal deal not essentially budget neutral for the state, less GST 
revenue but equivalent less spending responsibilities in health, and therefore delivering a bottom line? I am not 
asking for a debate on the overall merits of the deal, but is not the point I make essentially true—that the 
outcome is budget neutral for the state?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Can I preface my answer by saying that we have essentially agreed over the health 
component, including the management of the health system, with the commonwealth. Western Australia has 
given ground on that. We have agreed to a different structure of local health networks, and we have agreed about 
how the fund for activity-based funding would work and how it will be administered. There is only one point of 
difference—it is not a health issue; it is a revenue GST issue. I know the Leader of the Opposition is aware that I 
have said, on behalf of Western Australians, that we would be willing to pay an equivalent amount of money into 
a fund. As I understand it, the latest version would be a commonwealth–state fund for each state. We would pay 
into that. The only point of difference is that the commonwealth wants to take the GST rather than us pay the 
GST. In a sense, if that is the only point of difference, the Leader of the Opposition is right—it is revenue 
neutral. If we had a static state situation, I would suggest it would not be revenue neutral into the future. If I were 
to agree to that, we would be giving away our financial autonomy to make our decisions. I have said to the 
Prime Minister that I am happy for Western Australia to sign, for example, a five-year agreement that is 
renewable, whatever the time might be; therefore there would be absolute security. I think the commonwealth is 
concerned. In the commonwealth’s view some other states, not Western Australia, have apparently used health 
funds for other purposes. That has caused a fair bit of tension between the commonwealth and those states —  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I do not think the state of Western Australia has done that.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, it has not; and it is not suggested. I think it has primarily been New South Wales that 
has done so over the years. That has caused mistrust. Some of the other state Premiers might now be wishing 
they had kept the same line that Western Australia has kept.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Listening to the Premier’s answer, I wonder whether he has agreed in effect to turn a 
proportion of our GST grant into a tied grant. Under the agreement signed by the government in 1999, of which 
the Premier was a member, GST came to us without conditions. Has the Premier in effect agreed that a 
substantial part of it is now to be a tied grant by agreeing that it will be paid into a health pool?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is a fund that we would have a say over, so, yes; but I think the total Western Australian 
government expenditure on health, principally public hospitals, is about $5.5 billion. This payment into a joint 
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fund from Western Australia would be about $1.5 billion. It is between a quarter and a third of the health budget. 
It is not a tied grant. It would be a commonwealth–state agreement to jointly fund activity-based funding of 
public hospitals in Western Australia. We are willing to be cooperative on that.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: It seems like we lose our freedom to spend that money. It seems like a tied grant to me.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; because, Leader of the Opposition, should the system fail—and there are those in the 
state bureaucracies and maybe even in the commonwealth bureaucracies who think it may fail—at least we 
preserve the right of Western Australia to leave the system.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to the financial statements on pages 80 and 81 of the Budget Statements. 
I have two questions relating to the statements. In respect of “Income Statement (Controlled)”, there is a 
significant increase in the figure at “Sale of goods and services” from the amount budgeted for in 2009–10 to 
2010–11. What is the source of that additional revenue through the sale of goods and services? The other, more 
technical issue, relates to the rundown of cash assets as shown on the balance sheet on page 81 under “Cash 
assets”.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If we can deal with the first one first: the increased revenue from the sale, I understand, 
relates to printing.  

Mr P.F. Conran: It is usually printing. I just want to check. Premier, my advice is sales of goods and services is 
made up of departmental revenue to revenue resources received free of charge, determined on the basis of annual 
estimates by these agencies—Department of Treasury and Finance, Building Management and Works; 
Department of the Attorney General, legal services; and Department of Treasury and Finance, information 
systems. I am not sure whether that answers the question.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The income was not actually received; it is just a book entry on both sets of books.  

The CHAIRMAN: Member for West Swan, could you direct your question through the Chair to the Premier.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In relation to the sale of goods and services, they are not services being sold; it is basically a 
book entry that is put into DPC, plus the other agency, in respect of services provided free of charge but with 
some notional cost. Is that right?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I ask the director general to answer that, if he can. 

Mr P.F. Conran: I believe that is the case, but I would rather clarify this issue by way of supplementary answer 
if I may, unless our chief financial officer is in a position to answer that immediately. I suggest we take it on 
notice. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We will provide supplementary information on the detail of that matter.  

The CHAIRMAN: Could the member for West Swan clarify exactly what she is asking for?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: My question relates to “Sale of goods and services” on page 80 under the heading “Income 
Statement”. I seek an explanation of the significant increase between the 2009–10 budget and the 2010–11 
budget estimate from $2.063 million to $2.735 million.  

[Supplementary Information No A16.] 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The second part of the question may need to be provided through supplementary 
information, too. It relates to the cash assets; that is, the significant rundown between the 2008–09 actual to the 
2010–11 budget. Is that basically a reduction in the appropriation, creating a greater need to call on the cash 
assets of the department? 

[4.00 pm] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I can provide some information on this. I am advised that the normal cash balance for 
most agencies is about five per cent of their appropriation. The Department of the Premier and Cabinet has 
generally carried a slightly higher cash balance for the reason that it is often called upon to meet unbudgeted 
expenses, such as a donation or a special grant for a natural disaster. The cash at bank increases from 
$6.2 million in 2010–11. The increase in out years is due to $8 million cash received from the Office of Native 
Title, for which Department of Treasury and Finance has not increased the expenditure limit, so it sounds to me 
like some money that was in the Office of Native Title is basically parked in the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet at present. The department aims to keep its cash generally in the range of $5 million to $9 million. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does that represent about five per cent of the total budget? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It would be pretty close to it; it would be at the lower end, but it is a little higher than most 
departments. 
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: I refer the Premier to an article that appeared in The West Australian online on 24 May, 
headed “We’ll match Rudd’s health funding: Barnett”. It includes the following statement — 

The CHAIRMAN: I am unaware that the Leader of the Opposition can reference a newspaper article in his 
question, and I ask him to reference a page number. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I am actually referring to page 75 and the references to health that appear there. 

The CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much; far more appropriate than a newspaper article. Perhaps you could 
start with the page reference. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I will accept your guidance, Mr Chairman. I refer to the fifth dot point on page 75, which 
refers to the Council of Australian Governments agreement of April 2010, which Western Australia did not 
support, and to the article from The West Australian online of 24 May, headed “We’ll match Rudd’s health 
funding: Barnett”. In the article, the Premier is quoted as saying — 

“I expect any health funding will flow from Canberra into Western Australia,” he said today. 

“But if there is some gamesmanship where they try and hold back some funding, I guess we’ll fill the 
gap if that’s what is necessary.” 

What is the current status of negotiations, as these payments are flowing to patients in other states from 1 July? 
Will there be, at the very least, some delay in Western Australian patients receiving the benefits of these 
payments? Is the Premier really saying that if the negotiations break down, the state government will make up 
the difference? What is the extent of that hit on the budget over four years? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The discussions continue between the various health agencies. While the other states have 
signed and we have not, all states are in negotiations with the Rudd government about every aspect of their 
health proposals. I can assure the Leader of the Opposition that they are far from settled. If ever the expression 
“policy on the run” had merit, it is what happened at COAG. There were little meetings taking place between the 
Prime Minister, the Treasurer, the health minister and the various Premiers. There were drawings on maps to 
illustrate what they thought the flow of money and the lines of management would be. It was all over the place. 
If anyone has the view that somehow the federal government brought a thought-out, detailed proposal, they are 
wrong. I was dismayed, if not amazed, on the second day of COAG, to watch the amateurish attempts to draft a 
national health policy. It was embarrassing; I thought it was embarrassing for Australia. This is not even a work 
in progress, and there is significant doubt around the state bureaucracies as to whether it can work; I think there 
is probably also some significant doubt in the federal health bureaucracy, but we are, in good faith, taking part in 
all those discussions and the commonwealth government is including us in all those discussions. If the federal 
government is still there at the end of the year, will it penalise sick and elderly people in Western Australia? I do 
not think so. Even if we end up going our own way—it may be that we go our own way—the people of Western 
Australia will make decisions on health care here. We will not slavishly mirror every single measure the federal 
government takes. For example, the cost of its bureaucracy will be massive, and we will be free of that. We have 
to take part in or contribute to a new super-agency for health funding in Canberra. At the end of the day, I think 
the commonwealth government will agree to what we are saying about the GST payment. While that is the issue 
that gains the most attention, the real issue, ultimately, is whether the system will work. I have to say that I have 
some serious doubts about that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Is the Premier really saying that, come what may, Western Australian patients will get the 
benefit of these additional expenditures, even if the state has to fund those expenditures? Is that what the Premier 
is saying? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not necessarily for every particular expenditure, because some of the commonwealth 
programs might be, in our view, not of the highest priority. The commonwealth government will have to mount a 
pretty strong argument to say that it will discriminate against people from one state to another. It would be pretty 
hard for a Labor member of Parliament or candidate to say he or she will support fewer services for people in 
Western Australia. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Does the Premier think there is a chance that extra moneys will flow to other states from 
1 July and not to Western Australia for some period after that? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I suppose there is a chance of that; we will see. 

Meeting suspended from 4.06 to 4.16 pm  

[4.16 pm] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have a quorum. Premier, page 78 of the Budget Statements refers to support for the 
functions of the cabinet and Parliament.  
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Page 88? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is the fourth dot point on page 78. This will probably be the last question about this area. 
The Liberal–National government committed to, within 100 days of coming to office, having lobbyist legislation 
drafted and in front of Parliament. It has now been 500 or 600 days since the Liberal–National government came 
to office but there is no lobbyist legislation in view. When will the government introduce such legislation into 
Parliament? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, we did not do that. I think it was an ill-thought out proposal during an election 
campaign to suggest that that could be drafted. Work is progressing on it. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Was it not gospel?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No; it was not. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It was written down, though.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It was written down, so it is a broken promise—I concede that—but not a realistic 
promise. Work is progressing on that. Mr Robert Cock, who is acting as special counsel, is dealing with that and 
also dealing with some proposed changes to the Corruption and Crime Commission legislation and some other 
matters. 

I will not commit to it, but I hope that we can introduce some legislation towards the end of this year. The 
lobbyist issue has provoked quite a debate; my own view is that we should be getting more down the path of 
accreditation as a way of approaching that issue. I do not like the term “lobbyist” either; I think it is a demeaning 
term for people who make representation to government. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: What about government representation facilitator? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not know. The word “lobbyist”, I think, is tainted and is unreasonably applied to 
people who legitimately and quite properly help groups prepare presentations and put points of view to 
government. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Is the legislation being currently drafted? Has a submission seeking drafting gone to 
cabinet? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Some of that work has been done under the Public Sector Commissioner rather than in the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. That is where Robert Cock is working and he is working on it. 
Obviously, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet will be involved and obviously I will be involved, as will 
the Attorney General. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Has a submission gone to cabinet seeking the provision of drafting instructions for the 
legislation? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. I would not normally comment on cabinet, but, no, it has not got to that stage. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


