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FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2005 
Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 

Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This clause obviously needs to be read in conjunction with clause 31, which, 
of course, is the clause that repeals section 14 of the Government Financial Responsibility Act.  That section 
essentially relates to the current government financial results report that we have talked about previously.  Clause 
2(3) states - 

A day for the coming into operation of section 31 is not to be fixed under subsection (1) until the 
prescribed period referred to in section 14A(1) of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000 is 
90 days or less. 

Perhaps I should first of all ask the Treasurer to explain how this operates, because clearly this is the mechanism 
that the Treasurer will argue provides for the new annual report on state finances to ultimately and eventually be 
released within 90 days.  Before I go into it in detail, will the Treasurer confirm that that is the case?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  As previously explained, the government financial results report, which is currently required 
to be tabled within 90 days or fewer of the end of the financial year, will remain in production until the timing 
for the audited annual report on state finances is brought back to within the 90-day period.  For the interim 
period, there will be two reports, and when the audited annual report on state finances can be produced within 90 
days, it will at that stage replace the government financial results report. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us work through this. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is just what will happen.  There is no need to work through it.  That is the scheme. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The point I am trying to make - I have made it to the Treasurer before - is 
that we do not take anything at face value.  If it is not in the legislation, there is no guarantee that it will happen.  
That is the way things operate.  If something is not set out - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You can hold us accountable. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is exactly what we are doing. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If statements that I have made in this place about the way in which this will operate are not 
borne out by the way in which it does operate, you can ask questions and make comments. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is my point entirely.  As I have said before, the Treasurer will not 
answer the questions; he will ignore us.  That is the whole point.  The intention of this legislation, supposedly, is 
to improve the degree of financial accountability in this state.  What the Treasurer is saying right now proves our 
point entirely.  We must trust the Treasurer.  Right now I can look at this document, and I know by law when the 
document will be produced.  The Treasurer is saying we should trust him; he guarantees that we will get the 
annual report within 150 days.  That is all the Treasurer can guarantee under this legislation.  The only other 
criterion is the prescribed period.  However, we do not know yet what the prescribed period will be.  Have the 
regulations for this legislation been drafted yet; and, if so, will the Treasurer provide a copy of them?  The 
Treasurer will not answer that question.  Is the Treasurer willing to answer any of my questions about this bill?   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I support the comments made by the member for Leschenault.  As we highlighted last 
week during the second reading debate, a number of significant issues are associated with this bill.  Those issues 
relate to accountability.  I have no doubt that the advisers provide information to the Treasurer in a purely 
professional manner.  However, as we have said, and as we will say time and again as we move through this bill, 
what concerns us is the tools that this bill will give the Treasurer and the government to hide their financial 
performance from proper scrutiny by the people of Western Australia.  Last week we talked about the proposed 
amendments to section 14 of the Government Financial Responsibility Act.  I will not dig out the debate in 
Hansard, but the Treasurer said we would get onto that matter when we get to consideration in detail.  Lo and 
behold, we are now in consideration in detail, and the Treasurer is not willing to answer any of our questions.  
The fundamental component of any financial reporting regime is the timeliness with which the Treasurer and the 
government deliver the financial reports to those people who just happen to be - funnily enough - interested in 
the financial management of the state of Western Australia.  We are concerned about the fact that the only 
legislative safeguard that the Treasurer is prepared to give us is the one that is set out in proposed new section 
14A(2), which defines “prescribed period” as -  

 (a) 150 days after the end of the financial year;  

or  
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(b) the period after the end of the financial year prescribed by the regulations, 

whichever is the shorter period.  
The Treasurer was just asked a direct question about whether the regulations have been prepared, and what sort 
of guarantee they will give us.  However, he chose not to answer that question.  The Treasurer made the classic 
statement that we can hold the government accountable.  That is what we are trying to do now - although perhaps 
slightly earlier in the process than 150 days after the end of the financial year.  I am trying to work out long that 
is.   

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Five months.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The member for Roe is excellent with these matters.  Five months after the end of the 
financial year, the Treasurer can come into this chamber and provide the finance statements.  In fact, the 
Treasurer does not even need to provide the financial reports after five months, as we will talk about later.  We 
are concerned about accountability.  I am sure the member for Leschenault and I will stand many times to 
request answers from the Treasurer on accountability.  We are holding the Treasurer accountable now for the 
legislation that he brings into this house.  We expect the Treasurer to have at least a basic understanding of what 
he is asking his parliamentary colleagues to vote on.  It is only a basic understanding.  The Treasurer has three 
people sitting at the table to help him with the detail.  We will sit back and see how he goes.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We have not been given an answer to the question.  Have the regulations to 
this legislation been prepared yet?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  When you have finished your comments on this clause, I will provide the answer.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That would be nice.  I had to jump to my feet last time because the question 
was about to be put. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is proposed in this measure that the time for the production of the annual report on state 
finances be prescribed by regulation, and, of course, regulations are disallowable by either house of Parliament.  
The regulations are not yet drafted, but the government has outlined the proposition to the house; that is, the 
prescribed period will change over a three-year period so that, eventually, the prescribed period will be 90 days.  
At that stage, the audited annual report of state finances will be available within a 90-day period.  That is a 
significant advance on the present system, in which we have two reports - an unaudited report available within 
90 days, and the audited report that has no deadline whatsoever on its production.  I note with some concern - I 
am sure members of Parliament share my concern - that the timeliness of our reporting on the outcome of state 
finances for a financial year on an audited basis is now behind the situation found in other states.  I would like an 
improvement in that regard, and an improvement is proposed in this legislation.  A prescribed period for the 
audited report will be set by regulations.  That prescribed period, as announced to Parliament, will be reduced to 
90 days over three years.  The opposition asks how it can know that we will do this, and says that we are asking 
it to take us on trust.  I say two things to the Opposition.  First, the legislation provides sufficient safeguards.  I 
illustrate that point by stating that the very clause under debate provides that unaudited reports will continue to 
be available: the clause that abolishes the unaudited report deadline will not come into effect until the prescribed 
period for the audited report becomes 90 days.  Therefore, the very clause before us provides the safeguard that 
members opposite need.  Second, I have outlined to the house how this proposition is expected to work.  That 
provides members opposite with an opportunity in future years - this is beyond the safeguards in the legislation - 
to ask me questions, make statements, issue press releases and do all the other things members of Parliament can 
do if government statements of policy to the house are not borne out by the way events unfold.  I accused the 
opposition, perhaps unwisely, of being paranoid about this matter.  The government is improving its financial 
reporting and the timeliness of its financial reporting, and it is doing so on a phased and sensible basis.  A magic 
wand cannot be waved over the entire public sector to require within a period of a year that every agency bring 
forward significantly the timeliness of its reporting.  It must be done on a phased basis.  That is why the scheme 
has been proposed in this manner.  The principles are in the legislation; the precise details will be in the 
regulations.  The regulations are disallowable by Parliament.  Members will always have the opportunity to say 
that they do not like the regulations and that they should be thrown out.  We do not have a majority in the upper 
house of Parliament, so the government cannot on its own require that the regulations remain in law.  We cannot, 
member for Vasse - we need the support of people in other parties. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  I was more reflecting on your lack of majority in the upper house that you’re well on the way 
to fixing. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is another debate.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  True.   
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I doubt that will be the outcome.  The real safeguard in this bill, for a completely untrusting 
opposition - it is entitled to be untrusting if it wants - is that the clause that abolishes the present report, 
unaudited and produced within 90 days, does not come into operation until its substitute report - the audited 
report - which is required to be produced within the 90 days.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Section 14 of the Government Financial Responsibility Act provides for the 
government financial results report to be prepared in accordance with external reporting standards.  As the 
Treasurer just pointed out, section 14 of the Government Financial Responsibility Act will not be repealed until 
this prescribed period takes effect - a period that the Treasurer will not include in legislation, but on which he 
expects us to trust him.  One day, hopefully in three years when that period is 90 days, section 14 of the of the 
GFRA will disappear because it will be repealed.  

Will the Treasurer advise whether the definition of external reporting standards, which applies to the government 
financial results report, will be in accordance with the GFRA, or this bill?  I assume it will be in accordance with 
this bill, which amends that particular definition.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This refers to an issue that I intended to debate later.  Reference was made during the second 
reading debate to the proposal in this legislation to amend the definition of “external reporting standards”.  That 
proposal was based on a view that, in due course, accounting bodies will produce an amalgamation of Australian 
accounting standards for government and the government finance statistics.  Governments will then report under 
a single scheme.  We could not have the GFS and accounting standards as the basis for reporting if, for example, 
GFS disappears as a basis for government reporting and is subsumed into Australian accounting standards.  

It is important to note that the GFS and Australian accounting standards are two different bases for preparing 
reports.  At present, there are effectively two reports: one on a GFS basis unaudited, and one on Australian 
accounting standards basis audited.  It is proposed that the report on state finances be a report that contains, if we 
like, two subreports prepared according to the two different bases - GFS and the Australian accounting 
standards.  The Australian accounting standards section of the report will be audited because to be audited 
something needs to be prepared in accordance with the Australian accounting standards.  

The government’s approach was to replace the word “and” with the word “or” to prepare for the day when, 
rather than there being two alternatives, both of which we would use, there would be one single set of accounting 
standards.  
However, we do not need to deal with that issue right now.  This legislation will institute some immediate 
reforms prior to a full-scale rewrite of the Financial Administration and Audit Act.  If I can achieve the required 
legislative priority in consultation with my colleagues, I propose to bring to this house a full rewrite of the 
Financial Administration and Audit Act later this year, or perhaps in the first session next year.  During that full 
rewrite, we can assess whether practical progress has been made towards the amalgamation of these accounting 
schemes.   
Given the concern raised by the opposition that the government might be engaged in presentation shopping by 
inserting the word “or” instead of the word “and”, and given that the government never intended that that would 
be the case and that it was simply preparing for the possible amalgamation of the standards, I propose to set the 
opposition’s mind at rest by not proceeding with the replacement of the word “and” with the word “or” in the 
relevant clause.  I think that will probably set the member for Leschenault’s mind at ease.  I have discussed this 
with the Department of Treasury and Finance to determine whether this matter needs to be dealt with now.  I am 
advised by the department that it does not need to be dealt with now.  Given that there will be a prospective 
rewrite of the Financial Administration and Audit Act, we will probably still be in time for the accounting 
authority’s consideration of an amalgamation of the two.  I have a memorandum from the Acting Under 
Treasurer on this issue, and given that we will be debating this issue a little later, I will table the memorandum so 
that members can read the advice.   

[See paper 385.] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  What that political speak means is that, yes, the opposition was right; the 
government made a mistake on this legislation.  I am holding a page of notes from the second reading debate.  
The Treasurer hoed into us the other day; he would not admit that he was wrong.  He would not admit the 
significance of changing one little word in a piece of legislation.  He said that the government would not be 
presentation shopping and so on.  He had to read a memo from his adviser.  The point we were making was very 
simple.  I am glad that the Treasurer has admitted that he is wrong and that this can be changed.  It is just a 
shame that that cannot be the case with other parts of the bill as well.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I do not know; the power of your argument and rhetoric and the charm of your personality 
might lead to more changes.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 3 May 2005] 

 p1109c-1137a 
Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Troy Buswell; Dr Graham Jacobs 

 [4] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The charm of my personality might do it, but I know that logic will not do it 
for the Treasurer.   

The question I asked was a very simple one and the Treasurer still has not answered it.  If I ask the question 
again, I have a one in 100 chance that I might get an answer.  The way in which this legislation will operate is 
that until there is a requirement by regulation for the new annual report to be produced within 90 days, section 14 
of the Government Financial Responsibility Act will apply.  That obviously relates to the government financial 
results report, which must be prepared in accordance with external reporting standards. .  Although I understand 
what the Treasurer will say later about not changing the word “and” to the word “or”, I would like to know that 
the definition of “external reporting standards” in the GFRA will now relate to whatever comes out of this bill.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The answer is yes.  What the government is doing by stating that we will not seek to replace 
the word “and” with the word “or” in the definition of external accounting standards is simply confirming the 
way in which we have always intended to operate.  The government had a perfectly reasonable rationale for 
proceeding in the way it initially intended to proceed.  However, it is not an issue that needs to be dealt with 
now.  We do not want to give rise to fears that the government might be presentation shopping or that it is not 
being open and accountable because we do not have that intention; we have the intention of being open and 
accountable and improving the way in which our financial accounting works.  The opposition may have to 
confront this issue again, because when we deal with the Financial Administration and Audit Act rewrite, we 
might have made more progress on amalgamating the government finance statistics and Australian accounting 
standards.  It would be untenable for us to have a piece of legislation that required us to report on the basis of an 
accounting paradigm that had been abolished.  I do not think the member would see that as a tenable way of 
approaching the issue.  The Parliament will have to assess carefully the evolution of these accounting standards 
issues to make sure that our legislation is flexible enough to deal with the range of possible outcomes.  It may be 
that the way to do it is not to replace “and” with “or” but to have some other phrase that provides for flexibility 
or allows the matter to be altered by regulation should accounting standards move in the way that they probably 
ultimately will.  In any case, it is a matter for subsequent debate. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Would you be prepared to tighten this bill to provide a legislative requirement for 
that 90-day provision to be in place within three years? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I can see that there is an arguable case for that.  My view, though, is that cooperation of 
agencies right across the government is required.  The Treasurer does not have direct control of all the necessary 
accounting operations to be undertaken to get to this result; in other words, an accounting shemozzle in some far-
off province of government under the control of an entirely different minister might affect the ability of the 
Department of Treasury and Finance to produce the annual report on state finances.  What we have done is allow 
a little flexibility within the overall paradigm in case some agencies that have real difficulties with meeting these 
requirements are simply not able to comply.  The government’s very firm intention is to proceed in the way I 
have outlined.  I believe there are some risks in putting that directly into legislation when the levers for the 
control of the matter are not quite as dramatic as the member might think they are. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Essentially, the Treasurer is saying that we are right; the point we have been 
making is that there is no guarantee that the report will come out within 90 days unless it is stipulated in this 
legislation.  The Treasurer has just said that we need flexibility because it may not happen and so on.  The 
Treasurer mentioned another minister, so he is suggesting that possibly within the next three years he may not be 
Treasurer. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That has been entirely misinterpreted. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer implied quite clearly that perhaps another minister - 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Another minister responsible for another agency. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I think the Treasurer is the only person responsible for the new annual report 
on state finances. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  The input to the annual report on state finances can be affected by accounting issues that arise 
in other agencies reporting to other ministers.  The Treasurer does not have control over every accountant in 
every government agency.  There are 17 ministers.  The accountants in different government agencies report to 
those 17 different ministers.  I am outlining to you that this bill gives us the power to establish the improved 
reporting framework that I have outlined.  I believe the framework is right.  The principle is in the bill.  We have 
outlined how to improve the situation, the regulations to embody the actual details and what we intend to do.  
You can hold us accountable.  In the meantime you have a protection, because until we achieve the objective, the 
current unaudited government financial report results will be available to you.   
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We might touch on that a bit later.  The point I am making is that the 
Treasurer has just indicated exactly what we have been saying; that is, the only way that we can ensure a 
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guarantee for the time frame for introducing the 90-day limit is to put it into legislation.  The Treasurer has just 
confirmed that.  All I can say is that the point has been made. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Of course, it is possible that we can do better than the three-year phase-in period, if this is 
driven hard.  If we do so, we will be able to draft the regulations in the necessary way, and perhaps do it in two 
years, rather than in three.  In trying to introduce these improvements in accounting and financial reporting, it is 
wise to have a little flexibility, while driving for the ultimate objective, which is more timely audited reports.  
The government has a laudable objective here, and I am disappointed that the opposition is trying to tarnish that 
objective.  The government is trying to improve the situation.  I am not saying that the present government is 
alone in that.   
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  How are you improving it?  At the moment the period is three months and you are 
making it 150 days.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  At the moment the deadline is three months for an unaudited report, and there is no deadline 
at all for the audited report.  The government is proposing a deadline for the audited report, and it will introduce 
regulations, which this bill will enable us to do, to bring that deadline forward.  Until the same 90-day deadline 
that exists at present for the unaudited report is achieved for the audited report, the unaudited report will continue 
to be issued.  It is wholly and entirely an improvement.  The situation could not be worse under this legislation 
than that which exists at the moment.  At the moment, there is a deadline of 90 days for the unaudited report, and 
no deadline at all for the audited reports.  This legislation provides for a deadline for the audited report, and a 
framework that will give the government power to bring that deadline forward further, so that eventually an 
audited report will be issued within 90 days.  At that time the unaudited report will be discontinued, but not until 
the audited report is available within 90 days.  I hope that I am balanced enough in my political approach to 
recognise that the Court government engaged in some significant reform of financial accountability and 
reporting.  The government is really just taking that one step further.  There is still some work to do before best 
practice is achieved.  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will paint one potential scenario.  I said earlier that a situation could arise in 
which the Labor government realises that it faces some serious problems in a couple of portfolio areas.  I 
mentioned the New MetroRail project, but it could be any other area.  The government may be looking at some 
very serious financial difficulties that will be revealed in one of these documents.  I can see the Treasurer saying 
that he realised that the government said a couple of years earlier that it would bring in the 90-day time frame 
within three years, but other agencies are having difficulty getting the information together, or whatever excuses 
he gave a moment ago.  He might then say that it will be done in two or three stages.  The first stage may be to 
bring the time frame down from 150 days to 130 days.  Further stages would gradually bring it down more, but 
the initial reduction is to 130 days.  The moment those 130 days are prescribed, clause 14 of the Government 
Financial Responsibility Act is repealed.  That is what the bill says.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, it does not.  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is what it says.  The Treasurer may correct me if I am wrong, but clause 
2(3) reads - 

A day for the coming into operation of section 31 is not to be fixed under subsection (1) until the 
prescribed period referred to in section 14A(1) of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000 is 
90 days or less. 

My apologies - it is 90 days or less; the Treasurer is quite right.  However, what would happen if a time frame 
were prescribed for the introduction of the 90 days?  Is that possible?  Could the Treasurer, in other words, set a 
time frame by regulation, that would be 120 days this year, 110 days next year, 100 days the following year and 
90 days the year after?  Would that be possible? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not think the prescribed period is 90 days until the 90 days is in operation.  I do not 
think that if the regulation stated that the prescribed period will be 90 days in 2058, it would mean that the 
prescribed period is 90 days.  It would be something more than 90 days.  The opposition should also recognise 
that these are not the only reports that are published.  If the government has some financial difficulties, they will 
show up in the Mid-year Review of Public Sector Finances, or, if an election is coming up, in the Pre-election 
Financial Projections Statement.  Richard Court’s government had some pretty serious financial difficulties and 
it had to reveal in the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement that two deficits were forecast across the 
forward estimate period.  Under the existing framework the Court government was not able to escape the 
consequences of its decision making throughout the year 2000.  I cannot see any deterioration in the finances not 
being revealed in the mid-year review or, if an election is coming up, in the Pre-election Financial Projections 
Statement.  Each of the mid-year review and the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement documents 
includes a summary of the policy decisions or the matters that have given rise to changes in the financial 
aggregates.  For example, if a financial problem in a particular agency was contributing to an overall 
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deterioration in government finances, the overall deterioration would be revealed in the mid-year review or in the 
Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, and a paragraph would appear in the summary of policy decisions 
affecting the budget aggregates explaining the circumstances.  This all has to be seen in context: these are not the 
only reports.  There is a lot of focus on the mid-year review and a big focus on the Pre-election Financial 
Projections Statements when they come out, so there are other ways, in addition to these reports that we are 
talking about now, of honouring these accountability requirements.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Section 3 amended - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Subclause (2) deletes reference to the Joint House Committee, Joint Printing 
Committee and Joint Library Committee from the Financial Administration and Audit Act and replaces them 
with the phrase “Parliamentary Services Department.”  I just want clarification - dare I say assurance - that there 
will be no further consequences from this.  Is it simply a tightening of the situation resulting from a change of 
name; and will there be no other practical consequences from this amendment? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am emphatically advised that it is simply a name change, that there are no other 
consequences.   

While I am on my feet, we have all taken for granted that we receive an audited report on the outcome of the 
state finances for each financial year.  I was arguing that there was no deadline for the consolidated financial 
statements report, but I am further advised that not only is there no deadline but also there is no legislative 
requirement for the audited report, which is a further improvement we are making to this situation. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5:  Section 10 amended - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Clause 5 repeals section 10(3) of the Financial Administration and Audit 
Act, which relates to section 9, “Trust Fund”, particularly subsection (2)(b) and (c), which states that trust funds 
shall consist of suspense accounts and other accounts established by the Treasurer, which are then listed.  Clause 
5 of this bill will do away with the need to include the details of those trust accounts as per section 9 of the 
FAAA.  Firstly, there will be no change to section 9; presumably that information will still be compiled and so 
on.  Will the Treasurer elaborate further where this information would then be published, if it is not provided in 
accordance with section 10? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I require further clarification from the member for Leschenault.  I think his first point related 
to the trust statement, which is the statement of purpose of the trust account.  Is the member asking where that 
can be found? 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  At the moment the information is required to be produced pursuant to section 9 of 
the Financial Administration and Audit Act, and that information relating to trust funds must be set out.  This 
clause of the bill does away with the Financial Administration and Audit Act requirement that a copy of the trust 
statement of each account be included in the Treasurer’s annual statement.  I assume that at the moment the trust 
fund information goes into the Treasurer’s annual statement.  I assume that this section in the FAAA makes it a 
requirement that it be put it into this document, and the amendment in the bill takes away that requirement. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The FAAA requires that when a trust account is opened - that is, the year it is opened - a 
trust statement, which is a statement of the purpose of the account, be published in the Treasurer’s statement of 
accounts.  There is a duplication, because the information is also required to be published in the annual report of 
the agency concerned.  Frankly, its publication in the annual report of the agency concerned is appropriate.  I do 
not see why there ought to be duplication by also publishing it in the Treasurer’s annual statements.  I cannot 
recollect a single parliamentary question on notice or without notice on the Treasurer’s annual statement.  I 
cannot recollect a single journalist’s question on the Treasurer’s annual statement.  I cannot recollect a single 
question to me on trust statements, either on notice or without notice.  I am of the view that rather too much is 
being made of this trust statement issue.  I think that if it were such an important issue, I would have received the 
odd question about trust statements or trust accounts in the more than four years I have been Treasurer, either 
from members of Parliament or journalists.  I would have thought that if the Treasurer’s annual statements were 
such a great icon of accountability, members of the opposition would have demonstrated that they had read them 
year by year and would have provided me with a stream of questions or media statements. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  But you would not get the questions; the questions would not go to you.  They 
would go to the respective minister.  You can see how dog-tagged my copy is, and I am not the shadow 
Treasurer.  I do not go through them all.  For example, I would not follow up this one about the Department for 
Community Development.  That would be taken up with the respective minister.  That is not the point I am 
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talking about.  All the Treasurer is confirming is that this part of the bill does away with the need for trust 
statements, which are currently put into the Treasurer’s annual statement. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  What I am confirming is that trust statements are published in the Treasurer’s annual 
statements only in the year in which the trust is created.  They will continue to be published only in annual 
reports and not the Treasurer’s annual statements because the bill does away with the Treasurer’s annual 
statements.  Is this a problem or not?  Access Economics has described Western Australia as the clear winner in 
the overall fiscal reporting stakes.  It has described Western Australia as the benchmark against which the efforts 
of other states can be judged.  The Department of Treasury and Finance recently contacted Access Economics 
and spoke to the officers who compiled the fiscal transparency rankings to ascertain whether the abolition of the 
Treasurer’s annual statements and quarterly statements would affect their assessments.  The officer advised that 
the abolition of the Treasurer’s annual and quarterly statements would not affect their assessments.  He also 
advised that he receives the Treasurer’s annual statements each year but does not use them because they have a 
narrow focus on the consolidated fund rather than the entire public sector and also because they are based on 
cash accounting rather than accrual accounting.  I put that to the opposition to consider. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I raise my concerns about the removal of the consolidation of the government’s operating 
trust accounts.  I acknowledge what the Treasurer is saying.  We can all go off and wander through various 
government department reports and select trust account balances and movements.  It is a very handy tool to have 
them in one document.  I have been particularly interested to peruse the movements in the sheep lice research 
account! 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You are not even a member of the National Party! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  No, but I could have sheep lice!   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Have you had occasion to investigate the actions of white ants? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  We should march on!  The collision between white ants and sheep lice can be somewhat 
uncomfortable, as I am sure the member for Capel can attest. 
It is important to have the information in a readily accessible format.  As I have said, my background is in local 
government, as is that of members on either side of me.  One of the tricks a person learns in local government is 
to very quickly analyse the movements of money in and out of trust accounts.  I cannot speak about questions 
that may or may not have been asked of the Treasurer - but I will for the next three minutes and 35 seconds!  The 
document provides a useful snapshot of how money is moving behind the scenes in government agencies.  I 
think it is a valuable tool; it is certainly a valuable tool for me as an opposition member in my scrutiny of 
government actions.  It will be useful to members of the public, whose knowledge of accounting processes is 
limited.  It is a very simple set of accounts that gives an opportunity for people to gain a snapshot the figures.  
This cuts to the heart of why such matters are being taken from the public to make it harder for them to 
scrutinise.  I am reminded of the movements of money in and out of the old consolidated revenue fund and the 
general loan and capital works account during the 1980s and 1990s, much to the long-term detriment of the state.  
I support the sentiments of the member for Leschenault. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have referred to the Treasurer’s annual statements for 2003-04 and looked at the 
information on the trust funds in statement 5.  I found a list of trust funds with balances as of 30 June.  I do not 
find any information about the transactions that have occurred in those trust fund accounts.  In fact, I am advised 
that if $20 million went in and $20 million went out and the balance stayed the same, all that would be shown is 
the balance.  I am further advised that if the balance were zero, the trust fund would not be listed in statement 5.  
I must take some advice but, conceivably, it means there could have been a trust fund with $100 million in it that 
was run down to zero and it would not be published in statement 5. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  It would have to have a closing balance from the year before.  That is my understanding from 
reading this.  It would be very hard to run a trust fund down to zero.  It could have been run up from zero and 
then run down. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have never tried to manipulate a trust fund.  I do not have the member’s experience in local 
government where these things might have been required!  I imagine that, based on the member’s experience of 
local government, there are lots of things he would be worried about concerning the operation of state finances.  
I do not have that local government background.  All I can say is that statement 5 in the Treasurer’s annual 
statements is not a very informative document.  It is a list of trust funds and their balances.  If the member wants 
more information, it is much better to refer to the annual report. 

An opposition member:  When can we read the annual report? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is an interesting issue.  We need to bring forward the publication of the annual reports.  
Another part of this bill proposes a scheme that will give us the power to bring forward annual reports so that 
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they are presented to the Parliament within 90 days.  That would be good, would it not?  Instead of getting 
annual reports for statutory authorities in November or December, it would be great if audited annual reports 
were received within 90 days, when matters are still timely. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  When is that going to happen? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I understand that it has a three-year phase-in period.  These matters have been discussed, 
consulted and agreed with the Auditor General.  There are significant implications for the Auditor General in the 
way in which all this is done.  We cannot bring forward, arbitrarily, the annual reporting deadlines without 
consulting with the Auditor General about how his auditing program will work. 

Let us return to trust statements.  There is no point in having duplication, particularly if the duplicated 
information is less useful than the alternative published in the annual report. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer used statement 5 as an example.  He indicated that it will no 
longer be published and that if we want to know any more information, we will have to refer to the annual 
reports.  As we pointed out before, the statement contains a complete summary of the government’s operating 
and trust accounts.  I will give one example to illustrate why this is interesting.  In fact, I will touch on two of the 
trust accounts later.  I will use this document. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Good.  In my fifth year as Treasurer the member will ask me a question about trust funds. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  We will have some fun. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Full marks to you for innovation. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  During a division the other day I opened this document and I chose one that I 
have nothing to do with.  I picked the fisheries adjustment scheme’s trust account and the fisheries research and 
development fund.  I got the budget papers and so on.  The estimated amounts in each case for the 2003-04 
financial year differ quite significantly from the actual results contained in the Treasurer’s annual statements.  
The document contains a ready snapshot of all trust funds.  It is obviously accurate because it contains the actual 
amounts for 30 June 2004.  For example, the fisheries research and development fund had a little more than 
$15.7 million as of 30 June 2004.  The estimated actual, which was in the budget papers a few months before 
that, showed an amount of $6.8 million.  That is quite a discrepancy.  I am able to look at a snapshot of all the 
trust funds and my colleague the opposition spokesman for fisheries can telephone someone in the department to 
find out what is going on and so on.  The point is very simple: the information must be prepared.  That 
requirement is prescribed under section 9 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act.  That information 
eventually goes into the annual reports, which we will have access to at some stage.  The obvious question is: 
why is it a problem for the government to put together a few pages of that type of information and release it for 
the public and the opposition’s consumption?  This amendment will take away the amount of information the 
government provides to the public and the opposition to help scrutinise the government; it does not add to the 
amount of information that the government makes available.   

We will not get anywhere on this issue.  Obviously the Treasurer will not change his mind.  However, I have 
used those examples to illustrate my point that the information in the Treasurer’s annual statements is up-to-date 
information.  It is available at a glance on three or four pages.  For example, trust statement number 15 in the 
Treasurer’s annual statements shows that a new trust is being set up under the portfolio of the Department for 
Community Development.  The statement indicates the purpose for that trust fund and so on.  People who want 
to follow it up in more detail can do so.  Why does the government not want to continue to provide that type of 
information?  I think we are pleading to deaf ears. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am sorry but, on this occasion the charm, wisdom and logic of the member for Leschenault 
has failed to convince me of his argument.  The reason it has failed to convince me is that I looked at the 
requirements for reporting by departments and I saw that the departments must present their annual reports by 5 
November, which is 128 days after the conclusion of the financial year.  The Treasurer’s annual statements are 
brought down later on 21 November, which is 144 days after the close of the financial year.  In other words, the 
information is available first in the annual reports and is only repeated in summary form in the Treasurer’s 
annual statements.  I can understand why a shadow Treasurer might like to see a list of trust accounts, although I 
think that the shadow Treasurer would be operating on a cash accounting rather than an accrual accounting basis 
when seeking that information.  Most members would tackle things on a portfolio-by-portfolio basis.  If they 
were interested in education and they wanted to know what the Minister for Education and Training or the 
Department of Education and Training was doing, they would read the department’s annual report to find out 
about its trust funds.  Generally, I expect that people would approach the issue from the point of view of what is 
going on in a portfolio rather than from the point of view of trust funds in general.  However, if a person was 
interested in trust funds in general, that information is available; it is in the annual reports. 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Again the Treasurer has just proved our point.  He said that he could 
understand why some people would want to look at the range of trust fund information.  The Treasurer just said 
it.  However, in the next breath he said that they would have to go through all the individual annual reports.  I 
have with me the annual report for the Commissioner for Main Roads.  I must dig through it and look for 
information for trust funds in that area and then I must refer to the fisheries report and then to a report about 
white ants or sheep lice or whatever it might be.  It is ludicrous.  Why does the Treasurer not agree to incorporate 
that information into the new annual statement that will be set up under this bill?  We could then begin to look at 
other information in the Treasurer’s annual statements and discover whether the Treasurer would like to include 
that information also.  The Treasurer has made his point and we have made ours.  This is one example of the fact 
that less information will be made available as a result of the passage of this legislation. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The information published in the Treasurer’s annual statements is less comprehensive than is 
the information published in the annual report. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  The Treasurer would have to admit that it is a useful summary for some of us.  I have the old 
one of 2002-03.  There are 99 annual reports.  One would have to read 99 annual reports to get the information 
contained in a five-page summary. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Presumably the member would be interested in an individual trust fund.  To do that, he 
would need to read the annual report.  Although I have conceded that some people - demonstrably the member 
for Leschenault - might want to see a list of trust accounts, I do not think that is a sufficient argument to justify 
the duplication and continuation of a report that is essentially irrelevant.  It is like an organ of the body - for 
example, the appendix - that is left over from evolution and no longer has a useful function. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 6 put and passed. 

Clause 7:  Section 27 amended - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Obviously this clause tightens up the situation regarding the twenty-seventh 
pay.  Section 27(2) of the Financial Administration and Audit Act states - 

The Treasurer may direct that such amounts as may be required to provide in a financial year for 
payment of salaries and wages for a twenty-seventh fortnightly and 53rd weekly pay period occurring in 
a future financial year shall be charged against the appropriate Consolidated Fund items and transferred 
to a suspense account; 

They are the things the Treasurer does not want us to know about.  That account is topped up and it is used to 
pay the twenty-seventh fortnightly pay.  This phenomenon has not happened since 1993-94.  Presumably, at 
some stage Treasurer’s instructions have been given that departments and agencies shall put money into a fund 
for this purpose.  I wonder whether the Treasurer could provide some background on this matter.  We may need 
to ask him detailed questions on it.  How will the twenty-seventh pay be met?  Was it $105 million?  I will look 
at my copy of the Treasurer’s annual statements.  The accrued salaries are very clearly set out on page 79 under 
“suspense accounts”.  The accrued salaries were $105.1 million as at 30 June 2004.  That was easy, was it not?  
At least I did not have to refer to an annual report.  Would the Treasurer comment about how the process 
operates?  Currently about $105 million is in the kitty.  Is that enough to cover the amount required? 

Will the Treasurer explain also why proposed subsection (2a) is required?  It appears that on the one hand the 
FAAA currently gives authority to put money into a suspense account but it does not seem to give very specific 
authorisation to take the money out of that account to be expended directly for that particular purpose.  Would 
the minister provide a broad idea of how we got to this situation and why proposed subsection (2a) is needed? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This is quite an interesting issue.  Departments have been appropriated moneys to provide 
for the eleventh year in which government employees receive their fortnightly pay on 27 occasions.  The moneys 
have already been appropriated by the Parliament over the past 10 years to enable the departments to fund the 
twenty-seventh pay that will occur this year.  Those funds have been credited to a suspense account.  We are 
now approaching the eleventh year.  Therefore, it is necessary to take out of the suspense account the money set 
aside for the departments for the payment of the twenty-seventh pay.  Unfortunately, the relevant legislation 
requires that the money can be taken only from the suspense account and put into the consolidated fund.  How 
does it then get to the departments?  It can be given to the departments by supplementary appropriation.  Another 
mechanism is available whereby the Treasurer’s advance system could be used to provide supplementary 
funding to the agencies.  The difficulty is that it creates an unfortunate double counting; that is, moneys that were 
appropriated to the departments in previous years are reappropriated, creating the impression that the 
departments have received double the money.  In fact, they would have received the same $105 million twice, 
through two appropriation systems.  That does not seem to me or to the Department of Treasury and Finance to 
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be a proper way to reflect what has actually happened.  Therefore, we need a mechanism to get the money out of 
the suspense account and back into the departments so that the real situation - that they have received the money 
only once - is reflected in the books.  It could be done another way, but that would possibly allow the same 
money to be double counted, which would give a misleading impression of how much money the Parliament had 
allocated to various departments.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer has just clarified the point that although it would be better to 
tidy up the legislation, for which the government has our full support, it could be done another way.  The 
opposition indicated that it would be prepared to split the bill and rush this provision through if that were 
diabolically necessary.  However, it is not, as it can be achieved in other ways.  I am making the point that the 
opposition has offered every possible assistance to ensure that public sector employees receive their twenty-
seventh fortnightly pay this year.  I am not even on a commission for doing this!  The Treasurer has just 
confirmed that it could have been done in another way.  That is an important point.   

I have a couple more questions.  First, what Treasurer’s Instructions have been issued to departments and 
agencies on putting aside this money into this account?  My next question is very simple: is $105 million one-
twenty-seventh of the annual wages bill?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that the $105 million is sufficient to meet the need.  The $105 million deals 
with that proportion of the funding that is provided through the consolidated fund.  Agencies have trust accounts.  
Agencies also have their own revenue, which is net appropriated to them.  They take in their own revenue.  To 
the extent that they rely on their own revenue, they would have been required to make their own provision for 
the twenty-seventh pay.  The $105 million is the consolidated fund portion of the twenty-seventh pay issue.  
Other portions of the twenty-seventh pay issue have been managed directly by agencies that manage their own 
cash flows. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Why have some agencies put the money aside into a suspense account and others 
have not?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that the agencies that operate on the consolidated fund have done this.  Those 
that do not operate on the consolidated fund must manage the cash flows themselves.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Have all agencies under the consolidated fund continuously put money into this 
suspense account, and does that cover the full cost of the twenty-seventh pay for them? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  In order for me to get appropriate advice, it might be preferable for the member to rise to his 
feet.  That would give me the chance to hear more than just a snatched word from time to time.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Does the $105 million amount to one-twenty-seventh of the annual wages 
bill for all departments and agencies that account through the consolidated fund?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you ask a series of questions, I will then get up and answer them.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am trying to work something out.  I presume that a suspense account would 
have been set up to take into account all departments and agencies covered by the consolidated fund.  I am trying 
to work out why some agencies have put money into this fund while others have not.  Obviously, that would 
have implications for an agency that has not put money into the kitty over the past decade or whatever.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  This matter is of course of some interest to the opposition.  We are keen to make sure 
that the processes that the government has in place and the financial management system for which the Treasurer 
is responsible have ensured that enough funds have been set aside to cover the payment of the twenty-seventh 
fortnight.  At the end of the day that will give a reasonably incisive indication of the extent or level of financial 
management that is being exercised in this state.  As may have been deduced from the question of the member 
for Leschenault, the opposition is concerned that an appropriate amount of money has not been set aside to fund 
that twenty-seventh fortnightly pay period for the government departments to which it applies.  The opposition is 
intent on finding out that information and on establishing quite clearly whether the budget that the Treasurer 
brought into the Parliament last year and upon which he no doubt stakes his credibility is based on sound 
management principles.  It is also intent on establishing whether the Treasurer has managed to put in place a 
budget that will give him enough money to pay the salaries of public servants in Western Australia.  The 
opposition is also keen to avoid being put in a position in which it is considered to be withholding or delaying in 
any way, shape or form the possibility of that payment being made.  I am sure that our statements in the house 
indicate that that is indeed not the case.  That allegation could not be levelled at the opposition by any sound, 
thinking person.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You must be sensitive about that because I haven’t levelled that accusation.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer can call it conjecture or political winds. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  You must sit around thinking, “The Treasurer might say this, so I’ll get in first.”   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer has correctly highlighted that he is at the forefront of the opposition’s 
thinking.  We spend long hours pondering what he will say next and are often in some wonderment about what 
he has just said.  Still, we survive and turn up here every day to enjoy his next ramble down the road in his 
assault on the federal system.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am flattered.  Would you like an autographed photo?   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I may already have one.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  What an honour to be addressing you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson). 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  We have never flattered you so much.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  My colleague’s interjection is quite correct; I get a rougher reaction in caucus than I do from 
the opposition.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Treasurer, I have a photograph of you here that you could perhaps sign, although the 
resemblance is becoming somewhat less.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That was a very cruel contribution from the member to wave around that old document.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  The sad thing is that it will happen to me. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us come back to the issue at hand, which is the twenty-seventh pay.  The $105 million is 
not one-twenty-seventh of the total wages bill for the public sector.  It represents only the consolidated fund 
portion of the overall obligation to meet that twenty-seventh pay.  Some agencies rely substantially on their own 
revenues.  We have moved over the past 10 years to assist agencies with their own revenues to take that revenue 
directly.  The system that applied in almost all cases previously was that an agency’s revenue went to the 
consolidated revenue fund, and was then reappropriated to that agency.  It is now directly available to such 
agencies.  Also, some agencies operate outside the consolidated fund; for example, public hospitals.  My advice 
is that nurses’ salaries, for example, will not be part of the $105 million funding because hospitals operate 
outside the consolidated fund.  I assure members that there is no difficulty in funding the twenty-seventh pay.  If 
there were a difficulty, members would expect a lot more agitation and angst in the public sector than has been 
the case.  Members cannot on one hand talk about the impending size of the surplus - as the Leader of the 
Opposition mentions - and on the other hand raise conjecture concerning a difficulty in meeting the twenty-
seventh pay.  Obviously, if we are heading for a robust surplus, we will have no difficulty meeting our financial 
obligations. 
Mr T. Buswell:  Can you apply that rationale to cutting taxes? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am using the surplus to fund the capital works program.  That is an important aspect.  The 
surplus is also spent on day-to-day expenses, such as the payment of salaries.  The surplus is not stuck in a jam 
jar or gloated over in a warehouse with the Treasurer jumping around on top of a pile of money like Scrooge 
McDuck.  The surplus is a funding source for the capital works program.  If day-to-day expenditure and the 
capital works program are taken into account, it can be seen that we are most often in deficit; that is, one has a 
gradual increase in debt because of the need to fund the long-term infrastructure of the state. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Can the Treasurer tell us what one-twenty-seventh of the annual wages bill 
for the agencies that come under the consolidated fund represents?  What is the comparable figure for those 
agencies that do not come under the consolidated fund?  The Treasurer indicated that $105 million will well and 
truly cover agencies under the consolidated fund.  That is not one-twenty-seventh of the total. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What I’m trying to say, perhaps a bit clumsily, is that the $105 million will cover the 
consolidated fund portion of the obligation.  Plenty of agencies have not only an appropriation from the 
consolidated fund, but also their own revenue sources.  For example, the Department of Environment collects 
licence fees, and the Director of Energy Safety in the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection 
collects licence fees.  These are a different source of revenue from that collected from the consolidated fund, and 
those agencies must manage their cash flows in that regard.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us get simpler, and in a moment the Treasurer will form a picture of what 
I am trying to get at.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  What is the fundamental, underlying concern?  Are you concerned that the money has not 
been provided for, and perhaps funding cuts will occur in agencies as they struggle to meet the twenty-seventh 
pay?  Is that the member’s concern? 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us take the specific example of nurses.  How has the Department of 
Health managed the situation?  Has the department put money away for the past decade, or has it reached this 
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financial year and suddenly had to raise its wages expenditure by one-twenty-seventh?  The answer can be by 
way of interjection. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’ll take advice on that matter. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Has there been a Treasurer’s Instruction in relation to this matter? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’m advised, no. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is the Treasurer able to table a list of agencies that have contributed funding 
into this suspense account? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that, indeed, I can table a breakdown of the $105 million.  In fact, the 
information has already been provided to Parliament in answer to question without notice 156, but I think it was 
a parliamentary question asked in the other place.  I am happy to table the breakdown of the $105 million.  
Agencies that operate as statutory authorities, including hospitals, of course, are outside this matter.  As a matter 
of prudent financial management, all agencies have been expected to make provision for the twenty-seventh pay.  
I have some criticisms, I have to say, of the general standard of management to which this government and 
previous governments have been exposed by the Department of Health; it has not been one of our most 
successful departments in terms of managing its finances.  I am sure members of the Court government would 
have had that view, and members of the Gallop government certainly have the view that improved standards of 
financial management in the health department are needed.  Despite my criticism of the health department, it 
would be absolutely amazing if it had not provided for the twenty-seventh pay.  I am told it has.  I table the 
paper. 

[See paper 386.] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am after some detail.  If agencies have been required to put money aside, 
whether into a suspense account, internally through their financial management arrangements or whatever, they 
would approach this year knowing money is in the kitty to cover that extra cost.  The Treasurer has indicated that 
some agencies might not have made that provision. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’m not indicating that at all. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Therefore, all agencies over the past decade or so have provided - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s my advice. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Has no agency not provided money along those lines? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s my advice. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I address the Treasurer on the management of this suspense account.  As he asked the 
member for Leschenault where the opposition was coming from with this line of questioning, I outline that the 
issue relates to this one-twenty-seventh fortnightly pay having accrued over 10 years, and now we are in the 
eleventh year.  The question is about the $105 million in trust.  As the Treasurer intimated previously, if the 
funding accrued and the funding required do not match-up, do we dig into a bigger fund?  I refer to the mood 
concerning this amendment.  Does this bill give the Treasurer carte blanch, as he is flush with funds, to dip in 
and make up one-twenty-seventh of the wage budget to make up that extra wages funding?  Is this matter really 
being managed?  Does this relate to the accountability issue the opposition has talked about in this debate?  Does 
this measure conform to the accountability abilities, or is it just a fund of this nature - “The money is there.  
We’re not sure whether it will cover what it’s supposed to cover.  If it does not, we’ll dip into other funds 
because we have plenty anyway”? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The situation is this: agencies have paid money into a suspense account for the twenty-
seventh pay and we want the authority to give this money directly back to the agencies.  We do not want to be 
required to go through an artificial mechanism that will create the impression that we have given the money to 
the agencies twice when we have given it to them only once.  I would like the books to reflect the real 
circumstances, which is that the agencies were given the money, they parked it in a suspense account, and now 
we want to give it back to them.  If we do not pass this clause, we will have to engage in another mechanism that 
will make it look as though we gave the money to the agencies twice when we gave it to them only once.  I hope 
that the opposition will pass this clause, because I am sure that it does not want to create the impression that the 
government has been providing funding more generously to agencies than it has been.  It would rather create the 
impression that the government has been mean-minded, mean-spirited -  

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Tight-fisted.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  - tight-fisted, overtaxing and all those things.  I am trying to help the opposition create the 
right impression.  The government has just been through the budget process.  The budget will be delivered on 26 
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May.  However, we have had discussions with all the agencies and statutory authorities.  Everyone in the public 
sector has had their discussions with Treasury about their particular financial circumstances.  I am advised by the 
Acting Under Treasurer that no agency has raised a twenty-seventh pay issue.  We have just been through a 
budget process.  If any agency had a difficulty, I expect that that difficulty would have emerged in the budget 
process.  If some agency in the far-flung provinces of government had been financially mismanaging its 
resources and had not provided for the twenty-seventh pay, I would have thought that that agency would have 
stuck up its hand by now and told the Department of Treasury and Finance that it had a problem.  There is one 
thing for sure and that is that no public servant will be denied his or her pay.  That is a fundamental.  If we take 
that fundamental, we can say that if there is any possibility of that arising, it will be remedied.  I expect that an 
agency would have raised that difficulty in the budget process if there had been such a difficulty.  No such 
difficulty has been raised.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I have a quick question of clarification.  I have been reading the list of departments that 
have contributed to the accrued salaries held balance.  The Treasurer referred to the Department of Health 
earlier.  Was he indicating that individual hospitals or the Department of Health per se was no longer involved in 
drawing down money from consolidated revenue?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The Department of Health proper is on the list, but not the hospitals.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  To clarify another point for my own information, I take it by deduction that every other 
government department that is not on this list will have set aside the correct cash for the twenty-seventh pay.  Is 
that the case, to the best of the Treasurer’s information?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that all agencies have done the right thing.  I am always reluctant to comment 
when I am asked to put this sort of information on the public record in the Parliament, because I do not get a 
daily report from every agency.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  I did say to the best of your information.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  My advice from the Department of Treasury and Finance is that agencies have done the right 
thing.  As Treasurer, I have just been through the bulk of the budget process with the Department of Treasury 
and Finance, and no issue regarding a twenty-seventh pay has been raised as a difficulty.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  When you say that the agencies have done the right thing, do you mean that, for 
example, Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital has been putting aside money for the past decade so that this year it will 
have money in the kitty to make the extra twenty-seventh pay?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  When I say that they have done the right thing, I mean that they have managed their cash 
flows so that they can fund the twenty-seventh pay.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Does that mean that this year some agencies, departments, hospitals or whatever 
will have to pay an extra twenty-seventh pay and will fund it entirely within their 2004-05 budget; that is, they 
have not brought money forward from previous years?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am advised that no, that would not be the case.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 8:  Section 52 amended -  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will not dwell on this clause for too long.  Section 52(12) of the Financial 
Administration and Audit Act will be repealed.  It looks as though it is a consequential amendment, but will the 
Treasurer just confirm that?   

I should ask this later, but the Treasurer might save our dealing with clause 20 at a later stage if he comments 
now.  If he could elaborate on the changes in relation to the final reports on the abolition of departments or 
statutory authorities, I promise that I will not ask him any questions on it later.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Every now and again, as Treasurer, I have to sign off on documents that appoint someone as 
the reporting officer for the preparation of the final report of a department that has been abolished as a result of 
government reorganisations; for example, the Department of Transport.  My advice is that in the Financial 
Administration and Audit Act is a set of requirements for final reporting for statutory authorities and a set of 
requirements for final reporting for departments when either a statutory authority or a department is abolished.  
We are bringing together all the provisions that apply for statutory authorities and departments.  The member for 
Leschenault is quite correct when he says that it is a consequential amendment.  It is part of the scheme of 
having in the legislation one set of requirements that apply equally to departments and to statutory authorities.  I 
am advised that there is no change to the essence of the requirements that have previously been established.   

Clause put and passed. 
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Clause 9:  Section 56 replaced -  
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I would not mind a bit of detailed explanation about this clause.  At the 
moment the FAAA has a requirement for a principal accounting officer.  The first subsection is similar to that 
proposed in this bill.  It states -  

(1) Each accountable officer and accountable authority shall designate in respect of the financial 
administration of the services under his or its control one position of principal accounting 
officer and shall advise the Auditor General of that designation.   

(2) The principal accounting officer for a department or statutory authority shall be responsible to 
the accountable officer or the accountable authority, as the case may require, . . .  

All that is pretty standard between the two pieces of legislation.  The Financial Administration and Audit Act 
says that the principal accounting officer for a department or statutory authority shall be responsible to the 
accountable officer or the accountable authority, as the case may require, for the keeping of such accounting and 
financial management information systems, etc.  It is very firm.  It says that there shall be an accounting officer 
in an agency and that person shall be responsible for keeping the accounting and financial management systems 
that provide a whole range of information.  I am wondering why that same wording, or certainly the tone of that 
wording, is not carried through to clause 9 of the bill.   

Clause 9 first changes the title to a chief finance officer.  I think that implicit in that is that there was an intention 
to change the role in some way.  What the new chief finance officer is responsible for seems a lot more vague.  
The chief finance officer is responsible for the preparation of financial information to facilitate the discharge of 
statutory reporting obligations, the provision of advice on the effectiveness of accounting and financial 
management information and systems and the provision of advice concerning the financial implications of, and 
financial risk to, the department’s current and projected services.  They are responsible for the development of 
strategic options and the development of financial management skills.  Nothing in the clause says that they are 
actually responsible for keeping the books.  I would have thought that within the overall system we need as 
many checks and balances as possible.  One of the beauties of the current position is that somebody is designated 
as the principal accounting officer.  That person is responsible for keeping the books, not for providing advice 
only or preparing information to facilitate something.  The person is responsible for the keeping of accounting 
and financial management information systems.   

The advice we have been given is that this seems to represent a watering down of the current degree of 
responsibility.  I wonder why that is the case.  I am not aware of anyone in the public service who has 
complained that this is an overly onerous arrangement.  Perhaps there have been complaints.  I do not know 
whether any court cases or anything similar have indicated a problem.  I wonder why there has been a watering 
down and a change in responsibility.  I do not have any problems, and I do not think anybody else would have 
any problems, if it is necessary to build some broad additional functions of the chief finance officer, or what used 
to be the principal accounting officer, so that he is required to provide advice in different areas, develop strategic 
options and undertake those slightly nebulous duties.  When it comes to keeping the books, that particular 
section seems to have been watered down. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think that is a perfectly understandable question.  The principal accounting officer position 
has had responsibility for what might be called the bookkeeping.  A chief finance officer has a broader strategic 
responsibility.  I note that the member does not object to that broader strategic responsibility but is merely 
worried about who will be doing the bookkeeping.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Who will be held accountable?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government is moving towards shared corporate services, so departments will not do 
their own basic accounts payable and receivable operations.  They will not run their own payroll systems.  That 
will be done in corporate services clusters.  If each department has a principal accounting officer who is 
legislatively responsible for keeping the books, that conflicts with the corporate services reform.  The corporate 
services reform is very important.  It is projected to save taxpayers about $50 million a year when it is 
implemented.  We have looked at the cost of these basic corporate services transactions in government and found 
wide variations in costs.  We have certainly found that many areas in the public sector are not performing to the 
level that exists in the private sector.  If we simply bring everyone in the public sector to the level of best 
practice in the Western Australian public sector as it is now, let alone what is achieved in the private sector, we 
believe we can save $50 million a year.  Obviously we could save more than $50 million a year if we were able 
to take everyone to best practice in the private sector.  We are moving to shared corporate services as a way of 
saving taxpayers’ money in these back-office operations, and releasing that money for service delivery priorities.  
In doing so, we are doing what other state governments are doing.  For example, Queensland is making similar 
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moves.  We are also emulating what has been done in the private sector.  We need to change the responsibilities 
of the principal accounting officer to facilitate the implementation of that corporate services reform.   

The member also asked an important question when he asked who will be ultimately accountable.  Section 53 of 
the Financial Administration and Audit Act provides that an accountable officer shall be responsible in respect of 
the services for which he is responsible and, among other things, under subsection (e), the effectiveness of 
accounting and financial management information systems.  However, the basic work is outsourced, as it were, 
to the corporate services clusters.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Who now is made responsible for keeping the books?  In other words, where 
bookkeeping is being done in corporate services clusters, as the Treasurer calls them - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That has not happened yet.  That is where we are going. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is where the government is going, and that is why the Treasurer is 
justifying these changes.  That leads to another question, which I will come to in a moment.  If bookkeeping is to 
be done in corporate services clusters, why not say that each corporate services cluster shall have a principal 
accounting officer who shall be responsible for keeping the books?  In other words, why do we need to water 
down this degree of accountability for individual officers?  Secondly, how many principal accounting officers 
are there at the moment throughout the public sector, and how will their roles change as a result of this 
legislative change? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Agencies must be responsible for their own finances.  They make the decisions to put 
resources here or there.  They must deal with emerging issues that might be a risk to their finances.  Therefore, 
the agencies must be accountable for their financial management.  The accountable officer, who is usually the 
chief executive officer, is by this legislation held accountable for the effective financial management of the 
agency.  However, at a lower level the routine transactions are being outsourced to the corporate services 
clusters. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Why can someone in the corporate services cluster not assume the same 
responsibility that the principal accounting officer of a department has at the moment? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There will be an accountable officer for each corporate services cluster.  The officer will be 
responsible for the effective operation of the cluster, but the cluster is only a service operation for the agencies 
that must be held accountable for their financial management decisions.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  To whom will that accountable officer for each corporate services cluster report? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Department of the Premier and Cabinet is the reporting agency.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  So the accounting officer will be the chief executive officer of the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The corporate services cluster will be a subdepartment of the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  The manager or director of the corporate services cluster will be the accountable 
officer for the purposes of the Financial Administration and Audit Act, will he? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  For the operation of the cluster, yes.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  However, within the cluster there will not be the equivalent of a principal 
accounting officer but a chief finance officer with those broader responsibilities.  My next question will be: why?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Will the member please rise to his feet and give me a chance to take some advice? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  At the moment, regardless of whether there are clusters doing things on a 
centralised basis - we will have a debate about that on another day, I am sure - or whether there are individual 
departments with the chief executive officer as the ultimately accountable officer under the Financial 
Administration and Audit Act, or a principal accounting officer underneath him or her, we will now have the 
clusters but we will not have the equivalent of a principal accounting officer.  There will be these chief finance 
officers.  Why did the Treasurer not take the responsibility that a principal accounting officer had and hand it 
over to these people in the clusters, and they would assume some additional broad responsibilities or functions as 
set out in clause 9?  I cannot understand why that was done.  Will every government department and agency 
have its affairs looked after by these centralised clusters; because, if not, why will principal accounting officers 
not be left in those areas? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We could argue that because the current FAAA states in section 53 that the accountable 
officer is accountable for the effectiveness of the accounting and financial management and information systems, 
and section 56 states that the principal accounting officer is responsible for the keeping of such accounting and 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 3 May 2005] 

 p1109c-1137a 
Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Troy Buswell; Dr Graham Jacobs 

 [16] 

financial management and information systems etc, that the existing FAAA produces a blurring of 
responsibilities.  Who is accountable: the chief executive officer or the principal accounting officer?  It is very 
important in these matters that the accountability be absolutely crystal clear, and making the chief executive 
officer or the accountable officer accountable for the effective management of the agency’s financial resources is 
better than providing that role for the principal accounting officer.  There is also an issue about the outsourcing 
of payroll and other functions.  The member for Leschenault asked why not make the cluster accountable for all 
those functions.  The real impact on the financial management of an agency is not from the operation of the 
payroll system; it is from the decision to employ a certain number of officers at a certain classification or salary 
level.  That creates the cost.  The payment of the bill for costs can be outsourced to the private sector or to a 
corporate services cluster.  Imagine in the private sector a company making a decision to invest in a certain way 
or employ people, and it outsources the payment of its payroll.  The accountability has to be with the people who 
make the big strategic financial decisions, not with the people who process the payroll, the leave application or 
the payment of an account.  Nevertheless, the cluster itself has an accountable officer who will be held 
accountable for the effective operation of that clause. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Sir Humphrey could not have done better. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am flattered.  Do you read these scripts? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I can just see the new Murdoch hospital being set up with no patients and the 
Treasurer will be giving us a statement on how wonderful it is. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you ever use some of those examples in your political activities? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, I do not need to.  I hear enough from the Treasurer.   

Section 53 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act is not being repealed or changed. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  There will still be an accountable officer, who is generally the CEO of the 
department.  Correct me if I am wrong.  Generally a CEO would fill that position; he is the top dog accountable 
officer.  Section 56 of the FAAA operates in a very similar way to the proposed new section 56, which relates to 
the chief finance officer position.  On the face of it, the things the Treasurer was just saying about the principal 
accounting officer apply to the chief finance officer.  They are not different.  Section 53 is the same.  Underneath 
the accountable officer is someone else who is responsible to the CEO, for example, for the keeping of accounts 
and so on.  The chief finance officer is also responsible to the accountable officer, in other words the CEO or 
whoever; it is just that the role of the chief finance officer has changed significantly.  No-one within the 
department is now responsible for the keeping of accounts and the financial management systems.  The 
Treasurer might say that the CEO is.  This provided another check or balance within the system and it provided 
someone within the department who was independent of the CEO.  Imagine a situation in which a CEO had a 
political tendency.  Let us hope that that never happens in any of our agencies.  That would never happen under 
Labor!  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  No. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If that ever happened it would just be part of an overall equation, and 
financial accountability could be dragged one way or another, whereas if someone in an agency or department is 
the accountable person and that person is responsible for keeping the books, by God, he or she is going to do the 
right job.  He or she will act in a very independent way, albeit they will still be responsible, ultimately, to the 
CEO.  All we are saying is: why change it?  If the Treasurer wants those people to be responsible for providing 
advice on all sorts of things and also doing these more general things, he should add that on if he thinks it is 
important, but someone should still maintain responsibility for keeping the accounts and financial management 
systems, whether they are in a department, a cluster or whatever.  This leads me to my next question, which is 
very simple: when will the shared corporate services be in place? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Leschenault has advanced a $50 million issue.  If there is a legislative 
requirement for each agency to have a principal accounting officer who is responsible for the keeping of such 
accounting and financial management information systems as will allow confirmation that all departmental or 
statutory authority revenues and expenditures have been brought to account, and for the day-to-day supervision 
of the accounting functions and proper operation of the accounting systems of that department or statutory 
authority, there will be a legislative model for each agency to run its own information technology systems for the 
performance of these functions. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  That is not what I said. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will come back to the case for the change I am proposing.  If we retain this section of the 
FAAA, arguably the government would not be able to legislatively implement its corporate services reform, and 
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failing to do that would result in an ultimate cost or loss to the taxpayers of the savings of $50 million a year, 
which the functional review and the subsequent studies have shown can be achieved by this corporate services 
reform.  I appreciate the argument that the member is making, if I understand the position he is advancing.  My 
understanding of his argument is that if there are two people, one with broad responsibility and accountability, 
and the other with a definite, specific responsibility for accounting systems, there is a check and a balance.   

Quite frankly, I think the member is arguing that, if there were a dodgy CEO, the principal accounting officer’s 
position and insistence on his or her rights might save the day; therefore, we should continue to have the two 
accountabilities.  That seems to be the member’s concern.  I put to him if someone outside the corporate services 
cluster performed the functions instead of people directly under the control of the principal accounting officer, 
the same objective would be achieved.  In other words, the member is looking for someone who has a parallel or 
complementary accountability so that it does not all rest on one person.  As I understand, that is his argument for 
the retention of the role of the principal accounting officer.  If that role is given, in some respects, to the 
corporate services cluster, there would be no loss because the complementary provision would still exist. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  The chief financial officer has a different role. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I agree with the member, but he is arguing for the retention of those sections of the role of 
the principal accounting officer that will go to the corporate services cluster. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  So why not change the FAAA to reflect that?  It is not going to happen for a while 
yet. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are in the thick of it; we are implementing it. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Why not change the FAAA so that it states, in effect, that if a department has these 
matters dealt with through a shared corporate services department or whatever, the principal accounting officer is 
part of the cluster that deals with that particular function? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Let us be clear about this.  There is a separation between strategic financial management and 
operational issues and the management of transactions.  The management of transactions will occur in the 
corporate services clusters and the strategic management of financial issues will occur in the agency, as it should.  
As the member is from the conservative side of politics, the best example to use is that of the private sector.  It is 
like a big firm deciding that it will not run its own in-house payroll system and that it will contract it to an 
outside provider.  The company will still maintain its responsibility for the management of the finances of the 
corporation, but it would not want to have a rule that stated that an in-house officer had to supervise an in-house 
provision of the transactional services. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I will pick up on a couple of points.  I suspect that, in the technicalities, the opposition’s 
key concern has been overlooked.  I hear what the Treasurer is saying about transactional versus strategic.  We 
are talking about responsibility and accountability.  Responsibility and accountability often relate to transactional 
activity.  Of course, we suffer greatly from strategic blunders along the way.  My concern - I am sure it is shared 
by the member for Leschenault - is about this accounting model.  I do not have a problem with the use of 
corporate services clusters and the like.  However, where does responsibility lie in the process?  If I were a 
shareholder in a great corporation, I would need to put my finger on where responsibility lies.  If I attended an 
annual shareholders’ meeting and was told there was a major problem with the payroll department and that X per 
cent of the total payroll for the year was lost, I would not want to have a go at the CEO of the payroll company 
to which the task had been outsourced; I would want the CEO of my company to be there.  We are trying to keep 
those components of the principal accounting officer’s areas of responsibility allocated to the chief financial 
officer.  For members in opposition, it is all about whom we wiggle the finger at when there is a major issue. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  On the basis of my experience in opposition and seeing opposition, you should kick the 
minister. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  That is a very good point.  It is turning out to be an enjoyable pastime! 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You will soon tire of it.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The minister would be very surprised!  Notwithstanding that, my concern - particularly 
concerning section 56(2) of the Financial Administration and Audit Act - is that by not transferring those 
responsibilities to the chief financial officer, a grey area of where responsibility rests will be created. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I beg to differ: if we do what you say, there will be a grey area.  Who will be responsible: the 
accountable officer for the corporate services cluster or the principal accounting officer for the agency that is the 
customer of the corporate services cluster? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Whom does the minister suggest should be responsible? 
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  The accountable officer for the corporate services cluster, because I want the clusters to work 
properly. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Fair point.  Therefore, is the responsible minister the minister responsible for the 
corporate services cluster, the activities of which, as the Treasurer has indicated, are reported through the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet?  Is the Premier the person who has the responsibility for every 
transactional-based activity that occurs in one of those corporate services clusters, or should it be the minister of 
the portfolio?  That is the point.  Our preference is for responsibility to track directly back to the minister.  We 
see that the model put by the Treasurer and the removal of those few words will make it a lot more difficult. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Although many of my days in opposition were long and dreary, as the member’s will be - I 
hope - I had some fun when I was the opposition spokesperson for education and the Minister for Education was 
presiding over the introduction of the PeopleSoft payroll system.  The payroll system was failing to pay a 
sufficient number of teachers for an issue to be created.  Were such an event to happen in the future, it would be 
the type of transaction that would be conducted within a corporate services cluster.  The accountable officer for 
the cluster would be the relevant accountable officer and the relevant minister would be the minister to whom the 
accountable officer reported.  In this case I believe it would be the Premier.  However, he might create a 
“minister assisting” for the purposes of dealing with this exercise.  I have a feeling I know which minister that 
might be!  An active opposition might approach the relevant minister and ask what he or she is doing to support 
his or her employees who have been the victims of the unfortunate foul-up in the payroll system in the corporate 
services cluster with which there is a service level agreement.  There would be accountability for the response; 
that is, what action did the minister take to raise the issue with the minister responsible for the corporate services 
cluster etc?   
Mr T.R. Buswell:  That seems very clear and concise! 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is clear because accountability will be with the accountable officer of the cluster.  These 
things are not necessarily easy because we are shifting from a devolved public sector in which every agency has 
done its own thing to a more whole-of-government approach in which we will avoid the circumstance of having 
more than 20 different payroll systems and huge investments in information technology and systems that do not 
talk to each other.  We will save some money by doing things more efficiently, as the private sector is doing and 
as other governments are doing.  I understand that some private sector organisations are considering one 
corporate services cluster for their entire global operations.   
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 10 put and passed. 

Clause 11:  Part II Division 12 repealed - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This clause is one of a number that repeal a range of provisions relating to 
current accountability reports.  For example, under division 12 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act, 
which will be repealed by this clause, the Treasurer’s quarterly and annual statements and the reports to which I 
alluded earlier and love so much, will be abolished.  I will not go through all the points about the Treasurer’s 
annual statements.  However, the deadlines will change and so too will the Treasurer’s responsibility.  For 
example, currently under division 12 of the FAAA the Treasurer shall cause annual reports to be sent to the 
Auditor General by 31 August.  Under the proposed provisions there will be no requirement on the Treasurer to 
do so, and the bill will impose no time line other than the final target of 150 days.  Division 12 of the FAAA 
provides also that the Treasurer shall table audited statements within 21 days after receiving the Auditor 
General’s report.  Our reading of the bill is that the Treasurer will not be responsible for meeting a time line, 
other than the final target of 150 days.  The point I tried to make earlier is that currently the FAAA and the 
Government Financial Responsibility Act operate under a number of checks and balances within overall time 
frames.  For example, under the heading “Treasurer’s annual statements”, section 60(1) of the FAAA states - 

The Treasurer shall, by 31 August in each year, cause to be prepared and submitted for audit to the 
Auditor General statements of the receipts and payments for the financial year of . . .  

The act then lists a range of information.  Section 60(3) of the FAAA states - 

The Treasurer shall cause copies of the statements referred to in subsection (1) . . . to be laid before both 
Houses of Parliament within 21 days of receiving the Auditor General’s opinion. 

Section 59 states - 

The Treasurer shall, as soon as possible after the end of every quarter of the financial year, publish in 
the Gazette a statement of the receipts and payments for that quarter . . .  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Could you read the last section again? 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Section 59 states - 

The Treasurer shall, as soon as possible after the end of every quarter of the financial year, publish in 
the Gazette - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  There is no date. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is not my point.  I am referring to the Treasurer’s responsibility.  The 
FAAA points at the Treasurer and says that the buck stops with the Treasurer.  The act makes sure that the 
Treasurer does this or that.  In conjunction with the overall time lines set out in the FAAA, it imposes a direct 
process of accountability upon the Treasurer.  It also ensures a system of checks and balances within the overall 
time frame, rather than set one time frame at the end of it whereby the Treasurer could rock up in Parliament and 
say that he cannot present a report because he did not receive some information some time ago, or whatever.  
Nothing in the bill points at the Treasurer. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  If the Treasurer answered in the way you just indicated, would you accept it? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Is the Treasurer telling me that I have a choice? 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think you do have a choice to either agree that it is okay or give a speech against it. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  If an act of Parliament stated that by 31 August the Treasurer shall have 
made sure that the annual reports are sent to the Auditor General, by God something would have to be done by 
31 August.  A Treasurer cannot blame something on someone for not sending a report to the Auditor General; 
the Treasurer has been expressly mentioned in the FAAA.  The Treasurer is the bloke in charge of the purse 
strings in this state; there is no higher position in matters of Treasury in this state.  The FAAA holds the 
ministers and the Treasurer responsible, whereas under the proposed legislation, we will have to wait for this 
information to come out.  The point is that we do not trust the situation that has been presented to us in this 
legislation because we know that it will be easier to let these matters slide when political embarrassment could 
be caused as a result of financial ineptitude or whatever.  That is a major concern.  I would like the Treasurer to 
explain why the government is proposing to delete this specific reference to the obligations of the Treasurer. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I rise to reiterate the points made by the member for Leschenault and to give the 
Treasurer ample opportunity to prepare a response to the very valid concerns of the opposition about the erosion 
of the responsibilities of the Treasurer under the proposed changes to the Financial Administration and Audit 
Act.  Members who take the time to read the act will notice that section 60 in particular and other sections under 
division 12 contain quite a detailed overview of the commitments and responsibilities that are expected of the 
Treasurer.  We are of the opinion that those responsibilities will be significantly eroded under the changes 
proposed in the bill before us.  It is interesting to note also that those responsibilities are not repeated in any 
detail in the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000.  The member for Leschenault highlighted more than 
adequately that it is a perception of an opposition that is somewhat wary of what the government is attempting to 
achieve by this legislation.  We are concerned that it will significantly reduce the capacity of the Treasurer to be 
brought to account for the government’s financial performance. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Part II, division 12 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act, which clause 11 seeks to 
abolish, covers the Treasurer’s quarterly and annual statements.  During this debate, the members for 
Leschenault and Vasse have referred to annual reports.  This clause deals with only the Treasurer’s quarterly and 
annual statements.  The government is proposing to abolish those statements in favour of the reports that will be 
substituted for them by this legislation.  I reject the member for Leschenault’s argument that somehow or other 
the accountability of the Treasurer has been removed.  The reports that will predominate are the reports under 
Richard Court’s Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000.  I had a quick look through it - 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It does not provide the same accountability. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will respond to the member’s interjection when I have finished my argument.  The 
Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000 puts the responsibility on the Treasurer on a number of 
occasions.  We are not seeking to alter that.  For example, section 12 of that act states - 

The Treasurer is to release a Government Financial Projections Statement . . .  

With regard to the Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement, section 13 states - 

The Treasurer is to release a Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement not later than 31 
December in each budget year. 

The replacement arrangements for the abolition of the Treasurer’s quarterly statements and the Treasurer’s 
annual statements put the same onus for accountability on the Treasurer as provided under the existing scheme. 

It might be useful for me to table some information that the Department of Treasury and Finance has given me.  
The department has produced a table that outlines the existing financial reports and the proposed financial 
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reports, and the existing time frames and the proposed time frames.  It would add to the clarity of the debate if 
we all had access to that table.  I propose to table that three-page document.  I do not want to table it until I have 
quoted from it.  I will table it at the end of my remarks, so that everyone can look at it.   

We are dealing first with the Treasurer’s annual statements, which under existing law must be tabled by 21 
November.  The relevant information is to be incorporated in the proposed annual report on state finances.  That 
report contains audited information and is to be tabled earlier.  We have already had the debate on that point.  I 
intend to have that report tabled within 90 days, by instituting a series of changes by regulation to pull in that 
time limit over a three-year, phase-in period.  The Treasurer’s quarterly statements, which are also proposed to 
be abolished by this clause, have been superseded by the quarterly financial results report.  A quarterly financial 
results report is currently provided for under the Government Financial Responsibility Act, and the Treasurer’s 
quarterly statements are provided for under the Financial Administration and Audit Act.  At the moment there is 
no legislated date by which the quarterly financial results report must be tabled.  However, the bill proposes a 
time frame of 60 days after the end of the quarter.  All in all it will be an improvement.  I table the document.   

[See paper 387.] 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  It will be interesting to see that document, because I have done a similar 
thing.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Would you like to table your document?   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I mentioned during my contribution to the second reading debate that I 
would seek leave to incorporate it in my remarks.  I will do that a little later, when it is appropriate, because they 
are my notes for these few clauses.  As the Treasurer has done, I will wait until I finish referring to my notes 
before incorporating them.  I do not have a problem with that at all.  I really want to get stuck into these issues in 
earnest when we get to division 14.  The main point is that the bill not only removes the necessity for the reports 
under the Government Financial Responsibility Act, but also reduces the direct degree of responsibility and 
accountability that sits on the shoulders of the Treasurer or the minister.  That is my main argument.  I will walk 
through this a little later with division 14.  I just wanted to make that point during this division, because it relates 
to the responsibilities of the Treasurer, albeit in relation to reports that will not be required under the new 
legislation.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 12 put and passed. 

Clause 13:  Part II Division 14 heading replaced - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Although this clause deals with a heading, I will start by dealing with 
division 14 of the FAAA.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Could we agree to have a general discussion on the annual report issues rather than tackling it 
clause by clause, if the Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper) will let us? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am happy to do that, if we can get it out of the way with this one.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The Acting Speaker will have to indulge us, but he may do so.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us see how far we get.  The situation with the annual reports is pretty 
well set out in division 14 of the Financial Administration and Audit Act.  The FAAA sets out not just a final 
time line, but also the checks and balances within the overall time frame, and contains a number of specific 
requirements.  I will start at the beginning.  Section 66 of the FAAA states -  

(1) The accountable authority of a statutory authority shall cause to be prepared and submitted to 
the Minister, within 2 months after the end of the financial year of the statutory authority, an 
annual report . . .  

Section 68 states -  

The accountable authority of a statutory authority shall within 2 months after the end of the financial 
year of the statutory authority cause to be submitted to the Auditor General the financial statements and 
the other information referred to in section 66(1)(a) and (b). 

A very interesting point is that under section 69 the minister must table copies of the annual reports.  Section 70 
is interesting.  I alluded to this earlier.  It states in subsection (1) - 

Application may be made by the accountable authority of a statutory authority at any time within 2 
months of the end of the financial year of that statutory authority to the Minister for an extension of the 
period within which the accountable authority is required to comply with sections 66 and 68.  
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Subsection (3) states -  

Where the Minister grants an extension to an accountable authority under subsection (1) - 

(a) the Minister shall within 21 days after granting the extension cause both Houses of Parliament 
to be informed of the details of the extension; 

The point I have been trying to make to the Treasurer is that if for some genuine reason a government 
department is running behind time in preparing information to present to the minister, the department can 
currently go to the minister and say that it cannot get the information together on time and will provide its 
reasons.  If the minister accepts that explanation, he or she advises Parliament of the reasons for the delay and so 
on.  That occurs early on in the process.  In other words, the minister is brought in directly and is responsible for 
making a decision about whether the minister will accept the delay.  The minister is able to intervene, to make a 
decision and to ensure that the whip is cracked and that, as much as possible, the reports are made available in a 
timely manner.  The bill does away with all those checks and balances.  Again, it puts one dollop of 
responsibility at the end of the process rather than provide checks and balances all the way through.  As I said, 
under division 14, statutory authorities must report within two months to the Auditor General.  Under the 
changes proposed in the bill, there will be no time limit within which a public service department must report 
other than the final time frame of 128 days, if it is able to report within that time.  Under the FAAA, the minister 
must table the audited report in 21 days.  Under the bill, there is no responsibility for the minister to meet a time 
line other than the final 128-day time frame, if he can make that.  Under the FAAA, an application must be made 
for an extension beyond 31 August, which must be supported by detailed reasons.  If the minister accepts them, 
that is reported to the Parliament within 21 days.  Under the bill, no such requirement exists.  The obvious 
question is: why has the Treasurer watered down those accountability provisions so substantially?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  With respect, that question is not obvious at all, because it is based on a fundamental 
misunderstanding of what is occurring.  The clause to which the member referred relates to statutory authorities.  
At the moment, a statutory authority has 174 days after the conclusion of the financial year in which to table its 
annual report.  Therefore, it can wait until 21 December before it tables its report. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Can you explain how it could blow out to 174 days?  Could you give an example? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is how the current legislation works.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It’s the worst-case scenario. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We are talking worst-case scenario. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  But the minister is made aware along the away, and he or she reports to Parliament. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The current scenario is as follows.  The department has 62 days before the report must go to 
the Auditor General.  The Auditor General can spend until day 153 on the audit, and the report can be held back 
from tabling until day 174.  That is how the time lines work. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You have the accountability process along the way.  The minister must make the 
decision. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There is one accountability mechanism along the way to which the member referred, which, 
if exercised, would take the time line beyond the maximum time lines to which I have referred.  The government 
proposes that statutory authorities must immediately come down from the 174-day limit to a 128-day limit.  Pass 
this bill, and an immediate improvement will occur for statutory authorities reporting on the outcome of this 
financial year.  It will come down from 174 days to 128 days. 

My advisers are reassessing that advice. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Drats - they’ve beaten me to it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Perhaps I have been overemphatic about the immediate improvement!  I am now looking at 
another piece of paper that I understand is more accurate.  I am one year ahead of myself: the improvement is for 
the reports from the 2005-06 financial year, not the 2004-05 financial year.  I apologise for my enthusiasm.  
Nevertheless, a reduction from 174 days to 128 days is still significant. 

An issue arises, too, with the way in which statutory authorities and departments work with the auditor.  The 
current system is based on the idea that the statutory authority or the department decides that its accounts are 
absolutely correct and sends them to the auditor to see what the auditor states.  In the private sector, people work 
concurrently with the auditor and do not sign off on the accounts, I am advised, until the auditor signs off that the 
accounts are correct.  It is proposed that the public sector move to that mode of interaction with the Auditor 
General and work in a more collaborative and cooperative way by not signing off on the accounts until the 
Auditor General has indicated the accounts are an accurate reflection of what has occurred. 
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Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The bottom line is that some leeway is required.  The next few clauses of the 
bill deal with annual reports.  Clause 18 makes it clear that the minister will bring an annual report to Parliament 
within 128 days of the end of the financial year.  The limit is currently 123 days.  The minister can state it is 174 
days, or whatever.  My point is that the current legislation provides that the minister is held accountable for 
making decisions about holding up annual reports, and he or she must come before Parliament when that 
happens.  Clause 19, I argue, takes the onus off agencies to a large extent to be as timely as they are required to 
be at the moment.  Also, a department is not required to ask the minister for an extension, and the minister is not 
required to become involved or to take the matter to Parliament.  If a report cannot be prepared on time, one can 
see the minister turning up in Parliament and blaming public servants.  This government is very good at blaming 
public servants.  The minister will blame public servants for not having prepared the report to be sent to the 
Attorney General on time, and then just sit down.  The opposition will have no redress at all.  That is the only 
part of the process at which any accountability provisions cut in.  If the Treasurer were prepared to say that the 
government was bringing forward the time frames for annual reports, and that the opposition need trust the 
government to apply a prescribed period down the track that might be shorter because the government will 
introduce legislation by which reports will be in the Parliament within 90 days, I would still say that if something 
were to go wrong in the first couple of months, how about the minister coming to the Parliament to let us know?  
We could talk around in circles on this one because the Treasurer will not agree.  The opposition has made this 
point before. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’ve been entirely reasonable in regard to your earlier arguments.  Why do you assume that 
this time? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  One change was made.  When does the Treasurer intend to reduce the 
prescribed period from 128 days for annual reports?  What will the target be?  The main question is: why not put 
that in the legislation? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The paper that I tabled earlier needs some alteration.  Those members of the opposition who 
are participating in the debate might like to turn to the last page, page 22, and look at the section headed “phase-
in period”.  “Each financial year” should be the next financial year.  It should read 2005-06, 128 days; 2006-07, 
120 days; 2007-08, 105 days; and 2008-09, 90 days.  Are we clear? 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Yes. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Good.  That in part answers the question from the member for Leschenault about the phasing 
in.  I am asked why not put it in legislation.  There are two sets of actors in these circumstances who are outside 
the direct control of the Department of Treasury and Finance, and hence the Treasurer.  Those two sets of actors 
are, first, the Auditor General and, second, the agencies.  The government must be assured before the law is 
changed that the Auditor General, who is an independent officer, is able to provide the audit opinions within the 
time frames required.  The government must be assured that agencies that are albeit within our direct control 
have the capacity to meet the deadlines set.  I will not preside over an artificial deadline.  I will not participate in 
setting up the public sector for failure.  I will ensure that all the operational requirements to meet the new rules 
are in place before the rules are given the force of law.  I can tell members opposite that the policy is to pull back 
the tabling of annual reports so that we receive them within 90 days.  If we can drive the schedule faster and 
harder than has been indicated to Parliament, we will.  If we can produce a circumstance in which the Auditor 
General and agencies can meet tighter time lines, we will produce that circumstance.  The intention is to provide 
Parliament and the public with a better service than they get at the moment, so that an annual report on the 
previous financial year is available by the end of September.  I cannot put it any more strongly than that.  I 
suppose that the opposition could advance an argument that there should be in legislation these days, these time 
lines and this phasing in.  I prefer to have the opportunity to work with the Auditor General and the agencies to 
ensure that it happens rather than have something rigidly in the legislation that is not able to be met.  In any case, 
the legislation as it stands should be endorsed by the opposition, because 128 days will be much better for 
statutory authority reports to be published than the current time frame.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It is 123 of them.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  For statutory authorities -  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You are just giving a worst-case scenario.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am saying that for statutory authorities 128 days will be better.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  For statutory authorities; sorry.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  For statutory authorities there will be an improvement for 2005-06.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  What about government departments?   
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Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Departments will stay the same on day one.  For statutory authorities there will be an 
improvement.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  They will stay the same; they will not go out by five days.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  In the second reading debate, I indicated that I thought they would blow out by five days; in 
fact, that was the proposition advanced by the opposition.  I have since further investigated the details of this 
issue and it is not the case that they will blow out.  Departments will have the same time line, and statutory 
authorities will have an improved time line.  When the regulations for the phasing in come into effect, everyone 
will have an improved time line, so that we will be getting annual reports by the end of September in the 2008-
09 financial year.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  We keep coming back to not the underlying reason for wanting to change these time 
lines, but the capacity for them to be misused at a future date by the government in attempting to - I do not like 
to use the word “hide” - not proffer accurate information as required in a timely manner.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  The question I ask you is: what in the proposed legislation would enable the government to 
provide worse reporting than it currently does?  I cannot see anything in the proposed legislation that would 
enable the government to provide worse reporting than it currently does.  

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Just the checks and balances that you’re taking out.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  The member for Leschenault is correct.  There is a failure to ensure through legislation 
that the time line that the Treasurer has outlined will be adhered to.  I appreciate that there will be benefits if it is 
adhered to, but with the greatest of respect to the Treasurer, it is not our position to sit here and accept what he 
says because he says that we should trust him. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I’m glad you’ve used the word “respect”.  The point is that it is the difference between 
managing at a strategic level and micromanaging.  You want the legislation to micromanage the process by 
which the annual report is produced.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  No; unfortunately, we want the legislation to provide us with the opportunity to hold the 
government accountable.  The Treasurer has heard neither me nor the member for Leschenault talk about his 
corporate service changes.  We have not been critical of his intent and the cost savings that he hopes to enjoy.  
We are concerned that the timing of the electoral cycle in Western Australia sits somewhat unfortunately over 
the six months after the end of the financial year.  We are very mindful of endorsing changes to the existing 
legislation that will give the government tools that it can hide behind as we move from the end of the financial 
year into the electoral cycle.  I have made that point and I will continue to make that point.  As I say, it is not 
meant to be disrespectful to the Treasurer; it is just our natural concern about the removal of checks and 
balances.  I have only just started to review the table that the Treasurer has provided to us.  No doubt the member 
for Leschenault will table his document shortly, in which the opposition has identified 19 accountability checks 
that will be removed by the legislation.  We will stand and object to each of them as they arise, and we will 
continue to make the point.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Clause 18 provides for the amending of section 69 of the Financial Administration and Audit 
Act, and states -  

(1) The Minister shall cause to be laid before both Houses of Parliament within the prescribed 
period -  

(a) a copy of each annual report prepared under section 66 in relation to a financial year; 
and 

(b) a copy of the opinion of the Auditor General prepared and signed under section 93 in 
relation to the financial statements and performance indicators contained in the annual 
report.   

(1a) In subsection (1) -  

“prescribed period” means -  

(a) 128 days after the end of the financial year; or  

(b) the period after the end of the financial year prescribed by the regulations, 

whichever is the shorter period.   
There is a direct legislated obligation on the minister to cause an annual report that has already been audited to 
be presented to the Parliament within 128 days.  There is power to shorten, not expand, that period by regulation.  
The opposition is arguing for the continuation of the current arrangement, in which there is an interim deadline 
for the agency to provide the report to the Auditor General, an interim deadline for the Auditor General to audit 
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it and another deadline for the tabling.  We are saying let us have a deadline just for the tabling and let us make 
the minister accountable for getting everyone to work together to ensure that that deadline is met. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Let us say that it stays at 128 days, for whatever reason.  My understanding of the proposed 
replacement section 70, which refers to reports that cannot be tabled, is that that advice need not be supplied to 
the Parliament until the conclusion of the prescribed period; whereas currently an application for an extension of 
time must be made within two months of the end of the financial year, and 21 days after that, the information 
will be provided to the Parliament.  One of the concerns we have is that the capacity to withhold information via 
an extension of time could well be enhanced in the bill before us.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Section 70 of the FAAA states -  

(1) Application may be made by the accountable authority of a statutory authority at any time 
within 2 months of the end of the financial year . . . for an extension of the period . . .  

. . .  

(3) Where the Minister grants an extension . . . - 

(a) the Minister shall within 21 days after granting the extension cause both Houses of 
Parliament to be informed of the details of the extension; . . .  

Let us step that out.  Under the existing legislation, the statutory authority can wait until one day short of the 
two-month period, make an application to the minister for an extension of time, and then the minister can wait 
for 21 days after granting the extension before informing the Parliament.  Two months and 21 days after the end 
of the financial year will have passed before the Parliament hears that the very first step in the process, which is 
the preparation of the annual report, cannot be completed within the time frame.  Members must bear in mind 
that this bill will require the minister to have the whole process completed within three months.  The opposition 
is arguing that, in effect, a statutory authority being required to have the Parliament advised after two months 
and 21 days that it cannot complete its annual report on time is more accountable than a requirement that the 
annual report be done within 90 days.   
Mr T.R. Buswell:  How will section 70 apply?  Are you suggesting that there is no recourse if the minister 
cannot cause the report to be tabled? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The minister is required to have the report tabled within the prescribed period.  If the 
minister cannot, the minister must come to the Parliament and say what has happened. 
Mr T.R. Buswell:  It could be up to 128 days after the end of the financial year. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It could be 128 days in the first instance, but the prescribed period will eventually be 
shortened to 90 days. 
Mr T.R. Buswell:  Assuming that happens and it does not slip back out for some mystical reason. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It will happen. 
Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 14 to 23 put and passed. 
Clause 24:  Section 94 repealed - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This clause does away with a very simple provision that provides the ability 
for the Auditor General to issue interim reports under the existing Financial Administration and Audit Act 
provisions.  Section 94 provides a requirement for the Auditor General to provide an interim report.  I understand 
that all the timeframes and so on have been changed, but why is provision not being made to ensure that the 
Auditor General should provide an interim report when matters might, quite frankly, get bogged down?  We 
heard earlier in our discussion that that is a possibility.  This is a very clear-cut provision.  I am just wondering 
why it has been taken away rather than at least being amended to suit the new provisions. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Before I forget, I have some advice for the member for Leschenault.  I suggest that he put in 
his bring-up file a date 129 days after the end of the financial year in 2006.  At that time he can start asking 
ministers whether they have tabled their annual reports, and if they have not, why they have not advised the 
Parliament.  There is a good accountability exercise. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  What would you do if a minister had not tabled an annual report? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think it would be very embarrassing for the minister. 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  That is it, is it?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think the opposition will move motions on matters of public importance and ask the 
Parliament to take appropriate action.   
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Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  What will you do?  That is my whole point.  Nothing will happen. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We govern according to law.  It is a serious issue if we do not meet our legislative 
obligations.  Our accountability is to the Parliament.  I would expect the Parliament to take appropriate action. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Just today we found that there is a report that you have never tabled since you have 
been in government.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Is there a legislative requirement to table the report? 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You talk about the highest levels of accountability. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Is there a legislative requirement to table the report? 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  There is no legislative requirement here as a result of your legislation.  All that will 
happen is that your minister will stand and say he is sorry he could not do it on time and then he will sit down. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think the opposition will then ask questions.  In any event, the member appears not to be 
accepting my kind advice, so we will move on.   

The interim reports from the Auditor General are required under the Financial Administration and Audit Act 
when the Auditor General cannot meet his deadline.  Under the existing arrangements the Auditor General is 
required to have the report audited by 15 October for a department or 30 November for a statutory authority.  If 
the Auditor General has not been able to meet that deadline, he can make an interim report that must be given to 
the Treasurer and the minister in the case of departments and the minister in the case of statutory authorities.  
Then within seven sitting days the Treasurer or the minister must provide that to the Parliament.  Theoretically, 
seven sitting days after 15 October in the case of a department or seven sitting days after 30 November in the 
case of a statutory authority, the information could be provided to the Parliament; the information being that the 
Auditor General has been unable for one reason or another to reach an audit opinion on the accounts of a 
department or a statutory authority.  Bear in mind that we are aiming for a legislative obligation to have the 
annual report process, including the audit process, completed within 90 days; in other words, by 30 September.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  In the year 2009 maybe.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Even so, in the year 2007-08 we are planning to have it down to 105 days, which would take 
us presumably to mid-October. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Why take this responsibility away from the Auditor General? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Auditor General of course has the power to report to Parliament any time he wishes.  He 
could report tomorrow.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  This provision requires him to do so. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  If the Auditor General thought there was an issue on annual reporting matters - he is an 
independent officer - he could report to Parliament tomorrow.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  He could, but this requires him to do so. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Presumably the member has respect for the Auditor General and presumably he would be of 
the view that if the Auditor General thought there was a serious issue, he would make that report. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  What would trigger him to think that if he is not required to look at it? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  He is required to audit the annual report.  If there is an obstacle to him auditing the annual 
report, such as the agency refusing to provide the information or whatever, he has the ability to report to 
Parliament.  What we are really aiming for here is a new way of the Auditor General, ministers and agencies 
working together.  The rigidity of the existing legislation makes difficult that new way of working, which is the 
equivalent of the way the private sector works.  That is why we want to change the legislation. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  A new way and a new world - Aldous Huxley.  I rise to harp on about the same thing, but 
I will only harp on for a minute because I am running out of strings in my harp.  It is not to doubt the integrity of 
the professional officers who have put the suggestion forward, be it the Auditor General, the good gentlemen 
from Treasury or whomever; it is to reiterate the opposition’s concern that a check and balance on the timeliness 
of the information provided by the government is being taken away.  The Treasurer talks about legislative 
obligation.  I want to pick him up on that point, because the legislative obligation is based on his word that the 
regulations will deliver that outcome to us.  With all due respect, I think experience has shown that on both sides 
of politics, as the electoral cycle gets closer, the willingness to provide information diminishes.  Also, to 
highlight the point the Treasurer has just made, under these changes ministers will face no sanctions whatsoever 
other than the scrutiny of the Parliament if they fail to fulfil their obligations.  I would suggest that if for any 
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reason, and not merely a reason of his own making or his own department’s inability to perform the function, the 
Auditor General is unable to issue an opinion required by section 93, he shall prepare and sign an interim report.  
That is a very important tool for us in opposition and it is just one more mechanism that has been taken away. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will make a suggestion to those opposite: they should go and receive a briefing from the 
Auditor General. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Why not send the bill to a committee?  That is how to do these things. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Those opposite have the freedom to approach the Auditor General.  The Auditor General is 
independent of the government.  They should ask the Auditor General whether he would like to work with this 
process or not.  I think they will find that the Auditor General has been fully consulted on this issue.  He is 
supportive of the proposed process and he wants this process to be available.  He is independent of the 
government and he has a legislative responsibility to ensure financial accountability, openness, probity and 
transparency.  If the Auditor General is supportive of the process being proposed, that argument weighs against 
the opposition if there is to be some erosion of accountability. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  I think the Auditor General is a very important source of advice on this legislation, 
and I have argued before that I would like to bring other people before a committee.  The Treasurer has already 
indicated that he will not send this legislation to a committee.  He is now suggesting that the debate be adjourned 
to give us time to meet with the Auditor General.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No, I am not suggesting that. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  I thought you were. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is an error on the member’s part.  It is understandable, but it is an error.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  So you are not really suggesting that we should talk to the Auditor General? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am suggesting that those opposite talk to the Auditor General. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  After we have passed the legislation? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Yes, but before the legislation goes through the upper house. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You would be one of those judges that hang people and then give them a fair trial. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That appeals with regard to certain members of the opposition!  However, the legislation is 
going to the other place; there will be a gap between the consideration of the legislation in this place and in the 
other place. 
Mr R.F. Johnson:  They are a bit snowed under at the moment, I believe. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  They are dealing with very important matters to do with the fairness of our electoral system.  
There will be a gap in time before the upper house considers this legislation.  I invite opposition members to 
approach the Auditor General in the period between the consideration of the legislation by this house and it 
being dealt with in the upper house and receive a briefing.  They can then take appropriate action in the other 
place if that is what they choose. 

Mr T.R. Buswell:  Would you agree that that is somewhat contrary to your advice last week, when we expressed 
our concern about the complexity of the bill and the accountability, and you told us that all our answers would be 
provided when we went into committee? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have provided all the answers, but opposition members appear still to have doubts.  I am 
suggesting that if opposition members are worried about whether the Auditor General is on side with this 
legislation or not, they should have a meeting with him.  I have provided all the answers that opposition 
members need, but if they need more they should have a meeting with the Auditor General.  
Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 25 to 27 put and passed. 
Clause 28:  Section 4 amended - 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I seek your guidance, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr M.J. Cowper).  I am not proposing to proceed 
with subclause (3).  I move - 

Page 19, lines 24 to 27 - To delete the lines. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I wish to make one point.  I do not want to rub it in too much when the 
Treasurer admits he is wrong about something in the legislation and wants to delete part of it, and he does not 
even have his amendment sorted out for something this simple. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  Don’t, otherwise I will withdraw the amendment and insist on the original piece of legislation. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am pleased the Treasurer has been persuaded by the strength of our 
argument about this - 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  And your personal charm. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is taken for granted.  This indicates that we have pinned the government 
on one aspect of this legislation, and the Treasurer has admitted that he can see some merit in our arguments and 
so on.  However, I make the point that there are so many complex aspects to this legislation that it is very 
difficult in this forum to adequately discuss and debate these matters.  It is also impossible for us to call on 
advice and so on as the debate ensues.  The Treasurer came very close to offering me the support of one of his 
advisers, but I understand that cannot and will not happen.  The point is that we would like this legislation taken 
beyond the advice of officers from the Department of Treasury and Finance.  I stress that we have indicated that 
we would like this matter to go to a committee.  The fact that the Treasurer now wants to remove this subclause 
of the bill, after previously arguing so earnestly and waving a piece of advice around strongly supporting this 
provision, indicates that maybe - just maybe - we were right about some of the other things we were saying as 
well.  That illustrates why this matter should go to a committee to be digested in an appropriate way.  I think I 
have said enough about this clause, but I want to make the point that if ever there was a bill that should go to a 
committee, this is it.  It has been very difficult debating this bill while looking at two pieces of legislation and 
Hansard records from previous debates, and furiously going through a calendar to determine that the Treasurer 
was wrong in one of the things that he said - it is too late for that now - and so on.  It would be much better if we 
were able to go through this legislation in a considered manner.  The best way to do that would be to send the 
legislation to a committee.  I just wanted to make that point again, but I know the Treasurer will not agree. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I believe in parliamentary debate and I try to listen to the arguments that are advanced by the 
other side.  If a point is made that is worth incorporating in the legislation, I will incorporate it.  On this occasion 
it would have been appropriate to proceed with the original proposal.  There was nothing in the original proposal 
and the way in which the government intended to implement that original proposal that was objectionable.  
However, the opposition raised a concern: it took a particular interpretation from what the government had done.  
I totally disagree with that interpretation and, in order to reinforce my total disagreement with it, I am prepared 
to alter the legislation to cement clearly what the government intends to do.  However, we cannot run away from 
the fact that the two accounting paradigms that are required as the basis for reports might be amalgamated into 
one, and that one will be called the Australian accounting standards, and government finance statistics might 
disappear as an accounting paradigm.  If that happens, we will not be able to persist with the current legislation 
and the proposal before the house.  We would need either the government’s original proposal or some substitute.  
If it were not for the fact that I know I am coming back to the house at a later stage this year or early next year 
with a complete rewrite of the relevant legislation, I would not be agreeing to the opposition’s position.  
However, because I know that we have a chance to deal with this at a later stage and that agreeing to the 
opposition’s proposition will not cause any damage, and because I want to dispel any suggestion that the 
government will act improperly, I have agreed to the opposition’s position. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 29:  Section 5 amended- 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I have an obvious question.  Can the Treasurer explain the significance of, 
and reason for, changing the wording in section 5 of the Government Financial Responsibility Act from the 
“Under Treasurer may, in writing, ask a public sector body for any information” to the “Under Treasurer may, in 
writing, request a public sector body to provide”?  Will the Treasurer elaborate on that? 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The really important part of the clause is subclause (2), which inserts a new proposed 
subsection, which reads - 

(3) A public sector body is to comply with a request under subsection (1) within the time, and in 
the form, specified in the request. 

I am not sure why the instructing officers and parliamentary counsel decided to reword section 5(1) to remove 
“ask a public sector body for” and replace it with “request a public sector body to provide”.  However, that is 
inconsequential compared with the critical element of the section, which is to put an obligation on public sector 
bodies to comply with the request.  My understanding is that the section is required because there are some 
bodies, such as the Water Corporation and Western Power, whose financial operations form a material part of the 
financial reports of government but are not bound by the Financial Administration and Audit Act or Treasurer’s 
instructions.  Obviously, Western Power is a big organisation in financial terms.  Critical decisions made within 
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Western Power can affect the overall state of the state’s finances.  It has not been as easy as it should have been 
for Treasury to obtain information from organisations such as Western Power and the Water Corporation over 
the years. 
Clause put and passed. 

Clause 30:  Section 9 amended - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This clause deals with section 9 of the Government Financial Responsibility 
Act, which deals with the tabling of reports and so on.  After this bill passes through the Parliament there will be 
nothing in the Government Financial Responsibility Act or the Financial Administration and Audit Act that will 
have the sorts of checks and balances within time frames that we referred to earlier to ensure that reports are 
proceeded with in a timely manner.  During the dinner break I had a quick flick through the information 
provided to me by the Treasurer.  Quite frankly, the proposed time frames could be described as “keep your 
fingers crossed, very best possible outcome”.  The most obvious thing that hit me is that there is so little in this 
legislation that will guarantee improvement.  The proposed time frames in the document tabled earlier by the 
Treasurer are not guaranteed by this legislation.  We will have to rely on regulation.  It raises a rather obvious 
point.  Rather than erode the accountability measures we spoke about before, if the aim is to bring reports 
forward within a 90-day time frame, the other alternative would have been to do that within the existing 
legislative arrangements that provide for these accountability measures as well.   

This makes provision for when the Treasurer is not able to release the reports, particularly the new annual report 
on state finances and the quarterly financial results reports.  The Treasurer will simply come to Parliament and 
advise both houses that a report cannot be presented on time and give a reason.  I can foresee that a reason may 
be that a department has not collated information quickly enough.  The only way that the Treasurer is to be held 
accountable for the overall time line is at the end of the process.  As we pointed out before, the existing 
legislation has provisions within the time frame to keep cracking the whip. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  At the moment the only audited report on the state’s finances is not even required by 
legislation.  There is not even a requirement to produce a report, let alone a requirement for a deadline, let alone 
any requirement for an explanation to the Parliament if the report is not produced. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Except the consolidated financial statements. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is right.  That is the only audited report. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Have you noticed that I have not really been saying that it is a huge priority in terms 
of overall accountability?  You are referring to the one report that perhaps others and I do not rely upon as much. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am referring to the one audited report.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  All people need is a summary of the budget stuff you already know? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Presumably the member would like to see an audited report.  We are moving to an annual 
report on state finances that will be audited.  We have had the debate about time lines, but our intention is to 
move from a situation in which there is no requirement to produce an audited report to a situation in which there 
will be a requirement to produce an audited report, and to produce it within a certain period.  We intend to 
shorten that period so that it must be presented within 90 days.  In any case, this clause at least requires the 
Treasurer to advise the Parliament of an inability to table the report within the time lines and the reasons for that 
inability.  Currently, there is no sanction at all if the Treasurer does not produce the report.  This clause at least 
requires the Treasurer to stand in the Parliament and say that he is unable to table the report and to give reasons.  
The member might think that is not a huge accountability mechanism, but it is in the context in which there is no 
accountability mechanism at all; that is, there is a requirement that the Treasurer table the report by a certain 
time, but nothing happens if the Treasurer does not. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 31:  Section 14 repealed - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I asked the Treasurer previously for some simple advice on a Main Roads 
trust account.  The Treasurer has gone to great pains to say that when section 14 of the Government Financial 
Responsibility Act is abolished, and consequently a range of existing information will no longer be required, 
access will continue to be available to the information currently contained in all these documents.  Although this 
clause deals with the government financial results report, I use it to illustrate one matter indicated by the 
Treasurer when I gave a specific example.  I could have used other examples but I used one about the trust funds 
that are accounted for in the Treasurer’s annual statements.  I looked at a few examples randomly and pointed to 
the Main Roads trust fund.  On 30 June 2004 there was more than $35 million in cash sitting in that fund - a not 
inconsequential amount of money.  All I wanted to know was whereabouts in the report of Main Roads that 
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figure appeared.  The Treasurer told us that all the information in this trust fund component of the Treasurer’s 
annual statements is contained in annual reports.  I made the point that that meant we had to go through hundreds 
of annual reports, checking footnotes and so on.  We now find that not all this information is in the annual 
reports.  The simple fact is that the figure of $35.6 million for the Main Roads trust fund does not appear in the 
annual report of the Commissioner of Main Roads.  The Treasurer can come out with arguments that we may not 
need to use that figure and another figure may be more relevant, or whatever.  The point I am making is that not 
all the information that is currently provided and is available in the documents that he intends to scrap will be 
available in annual reports.  I quite coincidentally found one example of some information that will not be 
available in the annual report of the Commissioner of Main Roads. 

I recall that last week, when the Treasurer referred to some of this information as unnecessary, the Treasurer’s 
view was that a lot of this information is currently provided in annual reports and this information in the 
Treasurer’s annual statement is unnecessary.  That is not for the government of the day to determine; it is for the 
people who wish to keep the government accountable to determine.  Unfortunately, when the person making the 
rules decides that some information is unnecessary and to do away with that information, there is not an awful 
lot we can do about it.  I make the point that the Treasurer said that all this information that I had referred to in 
statement 5 would be contained in annual reports of government departments, and I have found at least one piece 
of information - it did not take too much trouble to find it - that will not appear in an annual report. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I understand the Main Roads trust fund is the operating account of Main Roads.  The figure 
the member referred to is a cash figure.  I suggest that he has not been looking at the cash-flow statement in the 
annual report.  That statement deals with cash movements.  I ask the member to look at the cash-flow statement 
in the annual report again to see whether the situation is more to his satisfaction. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  Which page of the annual report are you referring to? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not have the annual report in front of me, so it is not possible for me to say.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I tell the Treasurer that unless he can show me a figure of $35.7 million on a 
page of the Main Roads trust fund, the information the Treasurer provided to the house before is incorrect.  He 
said that the information and all the information contained in the Treasurer’s annual statements under statement 
5 is available from annual reports of government departments.  All I am highlighting is the fact that financial 
information that is currently available to the public, the taxpayers of Western Australia, and the opposition will 
not be available when this bill is passed. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I do not have the document in front of me, but the financial statements in the Main Roads 
annual report should include a cash-flow statement, which would deal with the issues raised by the member.  
Nevertheless, I will ask Treasury to look again at the annual report and we will seek to guide the member to the 
appropriate information. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  While the Treasurer is on his feet, I have given him a copy of the annual report 
before; it is sitting on his left.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There it is, okay.  We shall look at it as the rest of the debate proceeds. 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  It is the Main Roads trust fund dated 30 June 2004, and I am looking for a figure of 
$35.7 million. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 32:  Section 14A inserted and amended - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  This is the key clause of this bill.  It provides for the new annual report on 
state finances and will take over from a range of financial information that is currently available.  Again, most of 
the points have already been raised, but I will reiterate a couple of the more important ones.  The first is that 
proposed new section 14A, headed “Annual Report on State Finances”, provides for the Treasurer to release this 
new report within the prescribed period.  The prescribed period is defined as 150 days after the end of the 
financial year, or the period after the end of the financial year prescribed by the regulations, which we are told 
will eventually come down lower than the 150-day mark.  We have been through this issue before.  Why has the 
Treasurer picked 150 days for this when, for example, annual reports from other departments must be provided 
within 128 days?  There is obviously a huge uncertainty about this prescribed period and whether in the future it 
will be reduced.  The obvious point is that if the government is unhappy with deadlines on any report, it does not 
need to chuck out the baby with the bathwater; it could simply tighten the current reporting time lines.  
Fortunately, the provision in this clause that states that an annual report on state finances must be prepared in 
accordance with external reporting standards does not hold the same degree of concern, in itself, as it did 
previously, as the Treasurer has obviously agreed to essentially maintain the existing definition of external 
reporting standards.  That is quite important.  At the outset I asked whether regulations had been drafted.  This is 
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the type of clause that indicates why it is important to get hold of a copy of the regulations - even draft 
regulations - when dealing with a bill.  The bill states that the annual report on state finances must include the 
financial result for the budget year and any other matter prescribed in the regulations.  Currently we do not know 
what will be in the new annual report on state finances.  The Treasurer has told us it will not include a statement 
on trust funds.  We do not know exactly what it will contain.  Have any regulations have been drafted and is the 
Treasurer prepared to present them to the house?  If the government produces this report that will ultimately take 
the place of all the other reports to which we have referred, why does the government not look at expanding the 
range of information that is contained in the new annual report on state finances?  Have the draft regulations 
been prepared and will a copy of them be tabled? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Draft regulations have not been prepared because that task is usually undertaken when the 
legislation has completed its passage through the Parliament.  The annual report on state finances is prepared in 
accordance with external reporting standards and must be a comprehensive report in accordance with those 
standards.  All this reporting is additional to that received at the moment.  We do not currently produce an annual 
report on state finances that is audited - 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You are doing away with three other reports. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government financial results report will still be available prior to 30 September.  In 
addition, the annual report on state finances will provide bonus information that can be referred to, which 
information will be audited.  Gradually, over a three-year period, that will be made available within 90 days.  
Only when it is available within 90 days will the government’s financial results report no longer be produced. 
I will take up a point that was raised earlier regarding the matter of timely reporting.  The checks and balances in 
the system to which the opposition has referred are rigid systems that prevent the Auditor General, agencies and 
ministers from shortening the time frames for the delivery of these reports.  If the Auditor General and agencies 
can work together in a more fluid and collaborative way and not be bound by defined rigid windows of 
opportunity for the delivery of each part of the process, we will have a better chance of shortening the time 
frames for the publication of the reports than if we continue with the existing rigid system.  I am sure that the 
opposition can discuss this type of information with the Auditor General between the passage of the bill through 
this house and its consideration in the other place. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 33:  Section 14B inserted - 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I would like to hear the Treasurer on this clause. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The spirit of cooperation that has entered this debate is marvellous.  I have to confess that 
my Treasury advisers have found the relevant page of the annual report 2004 on Main Roads Western Australia.  
On page 126, section 18 lists the cash assets.  The cash at bank amount is $35.685 million, which corresponds to 
the trust account balance 2004 on page 75 of the Treasurer’s annual statements, which is also $35.685 million.  
On page 126 is recorded also the amount of cash at hand for 2002-03, which is $43.25 million - I will have to ask 
Treasury about that because there is a very slight difference in the figure.  It is practically equivalent - 
Mr T.R. Buswell:  Three of the greatest minds in Treasury have taken 10 or 20 minutes of collective time to find 
it.  I do not know how that works out.  It has taken probably 30 or 40 minutes of highly skilled time to find this 
information that the Treasurer says is readily available.  I raise that matter to make a point. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is readily available.  It is recorded in the financial statements.  The figure for cash assets is 
the same for 2004 as in the Treasurer’s annual statements.  I suggest to the member that it is not a terribly 
important figure.  The accrual presentation of the accounts is much more informative about what is going on than 
is the cash at bank figure on 30 June.  Nevertheless, I said that the cash information was available in the annual 
report and there it is. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The member for Vasse has stolen my thunder.  Our point is exactly that.  
There are four pages of these figures and it has taken three of the most senior Treasury officers this amount of 
time to work it out.  It is because there are three of them that I can say something without dobbing in one of 
them.  During the break one of the officers could not find that figure.  Three very senior Treasury officers - 
Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 
Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Oh, dear, when I learn of a Treasury officer being demoted tomorrow, I will 
know why.  Seriously, it just goes to show.  The Treasurer has just said that apparently the figure is not the same 
anyway.  Maybe it is just a couple of dollars off, I do not know.  The point we are making is that the information 
is collated anyway, so why does the government not continue to print it?  Whether it is included in the new 
annual statement or whether the government continues with the current system, which the Treasurer considers to 
be outdated, is one argument against another.  I think we have made our point.  The government is making this 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 3 May 2005] 

 p1109c-1137a 
Mr Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Troy Buswell; Dr Graham Jacobs 

 [31] 

information a lot harder to get hold of, if it is provided at all.  That does nothing towards improving 
accountability.  I assure the Treasurer that of the documents the government is scrapping, I could have picked a 
number of specific examples and done exactly the same thing. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 34 to 46 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
 


