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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON AUDIT 

Council’s Resolution — Assembly’s Amendments 

Message from the Assembly now considered — 

The Legislative Assembly acquaints the Legislative Council that it has agreed to the resolution set out 

in Legislative Council Message No. 179, regarding the Joint Standing Committee on Audit, subject to 

the amendments contained in the Schedule annexed, in which amendments the Legislative Assembly 

desires the concurrence of the Legislative Council. 

Subject to the Legislative Council agreeing to the amendments contained in the Schedule annexed, the 

Legislative Assembly acquaints the Legislative Council that it has agreed that the Legislative Assembly 

members of the Joint Standing Committee on Audit shall be the Chairman of the Public Accounts 

Committee, the Member for Jandakot, the Member for Carine and the Member for Gosnells. 

The amendments from the Assembly were as follows — 

No 1 

In paragraph (a) of the resolution: To insert after the words “Public Accounts Committee” — 

(including the Chairman)  

No 2 

Delete paragraph (b) of the resolution. 

No 3 

In paragraph (c) of the resolution: To delete the words “Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 

Operations” and insert — 

Legislative Assembly Public Accounts Committee 

No 4 

In paragraph (d) of the resolution: To delete the word “Council” and insert — 

Assembly 

Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [12.34 pm]: — without notice: I 

move — 

That in response to Legislative Assembly message 235, the Legislative Council disagrees to the 

amendments made to Legislative Council message 179 regarding the Joint Standing Committee on 

Audit. 

The motion is that we disagree with the amendments that the Legislative Assembly made to our message. A little 

background might be helpful, because this issue has been around for a very long time. An amendment was made 

to the Auditor General Act 2006 that requires the houses of Parliament to form an audit committee. As I recall, 

the original proposal during the last government was that the Legislative Assembly would be in control of this 

particular committee. A message was forwarded to the Legislative Council. The message sat here doing nothing, 

and then I think it disappeared at prorogation. When this side of the house came to government, a motion was 

proposed to this house that a committee of audit be formed, that it be a Legislative Council committee and that it 

consist of members of the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee of this house and the Legislative 

Assembly Public Accounts Committee. That motion sat on the notice paper for some time because there was 

some disagreement about who should be on the committee of audit. I eventually was able to reach agreement 

with the opposition about how this committee might be structured to provide for the Legislative Council 

committee, the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee, and the Legislative Assembly Public Accounts 

Committee to come together. It also provided for those members who did not make up the numbers, if you like, 

to be able to be participating members on the audit committee. The audit committee has only a couple of very 

simple functions to carry out. It only probably needs to meet once or twice a year. This house agreed to message 

179, which we then forwarded to the Legislative Assembly seeking its concurrence. I have to say that I was 

slightly miffed when the Assembly sent back a proposal to amend our proposal. The amendment basically has 

the effect of requiring this committee to be a committee of the Legislative Assembly, and paragraph (b) of our 

proposal was to be deleted. So the Assembly sent a message back to us, and that is the one we are dealing with 

today. 
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If members are particularly interested, the schedule to the Assembly’s message is contained in the notice paper. 

In simple words it basically ensures that the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee is a member of the 

committee—I would not have a problem with that, if that is what members choose to do. It is to delete paragraph 

(b), which I mentioned earlier, which is the paragraph that had been agreed to by the opposition and me, which 

dealt with the participation of members of both those committees who did not make up the numbers for the 

original committee of audit. So that paragraph is to be deleted, according to the Assembly. Basically, the 

Assembly has requested that we agree that the Legislative Assembly be responsible for this particular committee. 

I have a very strong view that committees of this nature ought to be in the upper house; they should not be joint 

committees. However, I think the legislation actually provides that it be a joint committee of both houses, so that 

is the legislation under which we operate. As a general rule, I would prefer to see these sorts of committees being 

located in the house of review. I will not get into an argument today about the committee system in the Assembly 

other than to say that I did not think it was a good idea when it was first brought in and I do not think it is a good 

idea now, but that is an argument for another day and for people well beyond the time that I am here to sort out. 

It seems to me that this committee, which has a very simple role, ought to be a joint committee of both houses, 

administered by the Legislative Council, and that our standing orders should be used in the administration of that 

committee and that we should agree with the compromise reached between the government and the opposition 

about who could participate on this committee, bearing in mind that it has a reasonably limited role to play.  

I will not use the sort of language that I would like to use when I am thinking about the Assembly, but this 

proposal I am moving today really just tells the Assembly that we do not agree with its amendments. What it 

decides to do with this message is entirely up to the Assembly, but in the meantime I shall do my best to make 

sure Assembly members accept the proposition put forward by this house. I have therefore moved that in 

response to Legislative Assembly message 235, the Legislative Council disagrees to the amendments made to 

Legislative Council message 179 regarding the Joint Standing Committee on Audit. 

HON MAX TRENORDEN (Agricultural) [12.41 pm]: As members are aware, I served in the other house for a 

lot of years and for many years I was Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee. I think I served on that 

committee for greater than 12 years. I just make that point to agree with the Leader of the House that the main 

task of the audit committee is actually dealing with the Auditor General, appointments of Auditors General and 

the annual budget of the Auditor General. The Auditor General is an officer of both houses of Parliament. It is 

therefore unreasonable to have any other position; although in slight deference to the Leader of the House,  

I would agree that the Public Accounts Committee does have an interest in the Auditor General, but no greater or 

lesser interest than we in this house have. I just put the point and say that I support the motion put forward by the 

Leader of the House, and I am sure that the National Party does. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.42 pm]: The opposition 

will also be agreeing to the motion moved by the Leader of the House. I recall when this motion first came to 

this chamber that I was in fact the parliamentary secretary to the Treasurer at the time and was put under a fair 

bit of pressure from one of my own colleagues to try to set up this committee in this chamber and not in the 

other. I note the Leader of the House’s concerns about the structure of the committee. It will be interesting to see 

how the Assembly deals with this referral back to it, to rethink how it could perhaps be done better. I know that 

there is some concern about how committees seem to be growing like Topsy in the other place and that perhaps 

the other place needs to rethink its purpose and acknowledge that we are in fact the house of review. We hope 

that this message will not be delayed in the other place and that it will perhaps reconsider and come back with a 

message of agreement with the Council on how this committee should be established. We note that this is indeed 

an important committee to set up, although it will meet only on a couple of occasions.  

I believe the expertise is certainly present in this chamber and that we have had excellent value out of our own 

Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations over the past few years in the nature of inquiries it 

has conducted. I will not be saying much more on that, except that we agree with the motion moved by the 

Leader of the House and we wait with interest to see what sort of response we get from the Assembly. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [12.43 pm]: Some things take a lot of time around here, don’t 

they? This is a longstanding matter. I also indicate that the Greens (WA) will also support the motion as moved 

by the Leader of the House. As Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, I am 

mindful, as are other committee members in this place, that this matter has a time urgency related to it as well 

because the second function of the Joint Standing Committee on Audit is to review the operation of the Auditor 

General Act, and that is pressing. Therefore, a resolution to this matter of how the committee is to be formed is 

getting even more important. We have kind of muddled through to date, in dealing with the question of the 

Auditor General’s budget, by both committees having hearings with the Auditor General and then making a 

report to the houses individually. That was not how it was intended to be. When the act went through Parliament, 
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it was intended that that joint committee from both houses would make a comment on the Auditor General’s 

budget. That would be a much more satisfactory way of doing it and would provide consistent advice to the 

Parliament.  

I simply want to say that I will be doing all I can to try to get a resolution to this matter by way of other 

conversations outside of the chamber as well, because it has got somewhat blocked; people have been a bit at 

loggerheads on this particular issue. I think, really, we should be able to come to some agreement whereby we 

can get on with the work that that joint audit committee is meant to do. We need to resolve this matter very 

shortly to meet the time frames of the act. If we do not have agreement on the make-up of the Joint Standing 

Committee on Audit, it will make it much harder for us to do that job. So, I support the Leader of the House’s 

motion. 

The PRESIDENT: The Leader of the House has moved that in response to Legislative Assembly message 235, 

the Legislative Council disagrees to the amendments made to Legislative Council message 179 regarding the 

Joint Standing Committee on Audit. The form of that message would read — 

Mr Speaker 

The Legislative Council acquaints the Legislative Assembly that in response to Legislative Assembly 

Message No. 235 that it has disagreed to the amendments made by the Legislative Assembly to 

Legislative Council Message No. 179. 

The question is that that motion be agreed to. 

Question put and passed. 

 


