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FAIR EMPLOYMENT ADVOCATE — HELEN CREED 
Motion 

Resumed from 21 February on the following motion moved by Hon Norman Moore (Leader of the 
Opposition) — 

(1) That the Minister for Child Protection, representing the Minister for Employment Protection, 
table within three days of this order the following documents in relation to the appointment of 
Ms Helen Creed as Fair Employment Advocate — 

(a) advice provided by the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection to the 
Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet; and 

(b) the recommendation of the Director General of the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet to the Minister for Public Sector Management. 

(2) If this house is not in session and sitting when the documents the subject of the order are due to 
be tabled, the Minister for Child Protection is to transmit the documents to the Clerk of the 
Legislative Council and the documents are to be taken to have been laid before the house. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the Opposition) [4.07 pm]: To refresh 
members’ memories, this motion is designed to enable the house to have access to information relating to the 
appointment of Helen Creed to the position of Fair Employment Advocate. I remind the house that, 
fundamentally, this particular individual is a well-known supporter of the government—a well-known trade 
union activist—who has been appointed to a very highly paid public service position. My concern, as I expressed 
last week, is that it is not appropriate for positions such as this, which in itself is a highly political activity, to be 
placed within the public service. It is my view that these sorts of positions should be term-of-government 
positions, if the government decides to appoint one, and that the person should disappear when the government 
disappears. We hope that that will be sooner rather than later. However, to put a clearly political person into a 
senior executive public service position is, in my view, highly inappropriate.  
By way of questions, I last year sought to find out, firstly, how the decision was made to employ this person in 
the public service and, secondly, who decided how much she should be paid. I remind members that it is a 
$190 000 a year job, which is not chickenfeed. As I indicated to the house, some of the questions I asked led me 
to this motion. In part, question without notice 337 asks — 

(1) Was the decision to remunerate the advocate position at a senior executive level made by the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal?  

(2) If not, who made the decision?  
The answer to questions (1) and (2) reads — 

(1)-(2) The submission put to government by the former Minister for Employment Protection 
recommended the inclusion of the position in the special division of the public service in order 
to attract the best possible field from which to choose a suitably qualified person. The Director 
General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, based on advice from the Department 
of Consumer and Employment Protection, recommended to the Minister for Public Sector 
Management that the position be included in the special division of the public service. The 
minister recommended this to the Governor and the recommendation was approved in 
Executive Council. 

It seems to me that the government made the political decision based on advice that I am seeking in this motion 
today to appoint Helen Creed to a position in the special division of the public service. I presume that once the 
government had made that decision that she should be in the special division, the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal made a decision about the level she should be at in the public service. I hope that will be explained to 
me when the minister responds to these questions. Question (3) states — 

If the answer to (1) is yes — 
That is, did the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal make the decision — 

why will the tribunal not release the documents to show the rationale behind the classification? 
The government answered question (3) in respect of why the documents could not be released but the answer to 
question (1) was not yes at all. It was no. The decision was made by the government that it should be a special 
division position. The answer to (3) was — 

Section 10 of the Salaries and Allowances Act 1975 provides the tribunal with wide-ranging powers in 
its methods of inquiry, including the same powers, rights and privileges as those pertaining to a royal 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 27 February 2008] 

 p352f-361a 
Hon Norman Moore; President; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Jon Ford 

 [2] 

commission. The tribunal has previously advised that it will not release any of the information it may 
care to consider in making its determinations.  

I do not ever remember the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal being given the powers of a royal commission. It 
may have taken on those powers but to me it is an extraordinary state of affairs that a body that is set up to 
decide on salaries for public servants and other public officials should be able to keep everything secret that it 
considers it wants to keep secret from anybody who asks, including Parliament. The answer goes on further to 
state — 

The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal was expressly established to create a body completely 
independent in its deliberations and determinations on the Parliament and the government of the day. 
The tribunal’s determinations are legally binding and are published in the Government Gazette.  

Nothing in that answer tells me that I cannot ask for this information, which is what I did in the next question I 
asked, question 376. I asked — 

I refer to the answer given to question without notice 337 of Wednesday, 30 May 2007, and ask: will 
the minister table — 

(a) the submission put to government by the former Minister for Employment Protection; 

The answer to that was — 

No. The submission by the former Minister for Employment Protection was a cabinet 
submission and is thus subject to cabinet confidentiality.  

I am prepared to accept that. The minister obviously took a submission to cabinet, it was considered by cabinet 
and a decision was made, so I accept that that is a cabinet document. I also asked for the advice provided by the 
Department of Consumer and Employment Protection to the Director General of the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet; that is, correspondence between one department and another department. That has nothing to do 
with cabinet confidentiality. I also asked for the recommendation of the Director General of the Department of 
the Premier and Cabinet to the Minister for Public Sector Management; that is, advice provided by the 
department to its minister. In my view, that is not a cabinet document either. With respect to those two requests 
for those two letters, the answer stated — 

No.  

We get used to no in this place these days — 

I refer the honourable member to the answer to question without notice 337 in which it is pointed out 
that the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal has indicated it will not release the information it takes into 
consideration in making its decision. Information provided by the Department of Consumer and 
Employment Protection to the Director General of the Department of Premier and Cabinet and 
subsequently presented to the tribunal is clearly covered by this. 

How do we know it was subsequently presented to the tribunal? The fact that it was provided to the tribunal does 
not give it some sort of privilege that means it is not available to anybody. I think it is important for open and 
accountable government for us to know how this position was created and how the decision was taken to provide 
such a significant remuneration to a clearly political appointee. 

I understand the position of employment advocate was a one-year appointment. I do not know whether that 
particular contract will be extended. Yesterday I asked what Helen Creed does now that the federal coalition 
government has been removed and replaced by a Labor federal government and WorkChoices is on its way out. 
Helen Creed was allegedly appointed to draw attention to the nasty things contained in WorkChoices. Her job 
was to carry out a propaganda campaign on behalf of the Labor Party before the last federal election. That is all 
finished now. There is no need to run a propaganda campaign on WorkChoices any longer because it is 
effectively dead. Therefore, Helen Creed should have left. The answer given to me yesterday, which was long 
and laborious, pointed out that her role is still important and the government has to keep paying her salary of 
$190 000 a year because there are all these remnant problems with WorkChoices. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Preselection. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: It could well be. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That is about jobs and redundancies. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The member should not speak too soon. I have completely lost my train of thought. 
When taken down the path of preselections, one always loses one’s train of thought. I would not be at all 
surprised if Helen Creed does not line up with a number of other union officials for a position in Parliament. I 
gather that the wives of union officials and all sorts of people like that are queuing up for jobs sitting opposite us 
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in this august chamber. Maybe Helen Creed will be one of those. Perhaps the salary that she has been paid as the 
employment advocate might be extended until such time as she takes up a position in the Legislative Council. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Can she afford the pay cut — that’s the question?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: That is a good question. Indeed, can she afford not just the pay cut but also the 
$700 000 provided to run her office? I am told that she has one employee and $700 000 to spend. One does not 
have to be Einstein to work out what the money was spent on; it was spent on glossy publications and having 
what the government calls public consultation and speeches made by union officials and other academic lefties 
to tell everybody what was wrong with WorkChoices, all part of the federal Labor Party’s campaign in the last 
federal election. An amount of $700 000 plus $190 000 was spent by the state government of Western Australia, 
from the pockets of the taxpayers of Western Australia, to support the Labor Party at the last federal election. 
That is the most blatant abuse of taxpayer funding I can ever remember. 

Hon Jon Ford: Compared to the federal government’s expenditure on promoting WorkChoices! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I want to thank Hon Jon Ford for confirming that. The minister has just told us that 
this money—nearly $1 million—was the state government’s response to advertising by the federal government. 
How would the minister feel if a federal government of a Liberal persuasion employed somebody to start doing 
contrary publicity to all the spin that it is churning out into Western Australia now? For example, in today’s 
newspaper, Mr President, you would have noticed a coloured document about the state of Western Australia and 
this great big fantastic show being held at the convention centre on the weekend to showcase Western Australia. 
It will be free of charge and people can get there on free public transport. I have no idea what that is going to 
cost. Free public transport? The document in today’s The West Australian has nothing to do with showcasing 
Western Australia; it is all about showcasing the Perth-Mandurah railway line. I have been in this place long 
enough to know what the Labor Party did when it opened the northern railway line—Mr President may well 
have been in this place, too. That railway line was opened about three months before the 1993 election. 
Everybody in the northern suburbs was sent this even glossier brochure than the one that was in The West 
Australian today, telling them about the wonderful state Labor government, under Carmen Lawrence, which was 
providing this wonderful railway line to the northern suburbs. The government has not forgotten what it did then, 
and it is doing it again now.  

How would Hon John Ford react if a Liberal federal government started to attack what the state Labor 
government has done, using taxpayers’ money? He would say, “That’s outrageous. It is inappropriate and 
improper use of taxpayers’ money.” That is what the government has been doing. It has used one million 
taxpayers’ dollars for one person—who is, I think in terms of factions, one of his mates—who got this 
significant salary to do a political job on the federal government. That is what it is all about. 

If the government had, as I said at the very beginning of this debate, appointed her as a term-of-government 
person, I would not have had anything to complain about, but I would have had a lot to complain about the other 
$700 000 being used for a political campaign. Political staff can be employed on term-of-government contracts. 
That is what they are for! That is why the Premier’s department has got hundreds of people in its policy division. 
Most of them are term-of-government appointments, which is legitimate. This situation is not.  

I want to know what is contained in the letters that ostensibly prove that this job was something that the public 
service wanted. The impression is created that the department wrote to the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet and stated, “We want this position. It needs to be in the senior salary range of the public service. We 
want it to be taken to cabinet to get its approval.” I want to see those letters, and the house is entitled to have 
them made available. They are not cabinet documents. If they were sighted by the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal, that has no credence for the letters to be kept from Parliament. As Hon George Cash said in a speech 
some time ago on a similar issue to the one under discussion, Parliament is entitled to the documentation, and it 
must be provided. I am not asking for cabinet documents; I am asking for letters between two departments, and a 
department and its minister. That is a legitimate and proper request, and the government should agree to this 
particular motion. 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Nick Griffiths): Hon Helen Morton is seeking the call. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [4.23 pm]: I will make some extra comments to support the 
motion moved by Hon Norman Moore. I feel very concerned that the house cannot see the documents outlined in 
the motion. The house has already heard that the level of politicisation going on within the public service today 
is absolutely unprecedented. The ratio of political appointees per minister is greater than the case in most other 
states. The only reason I do not know that it is greater than all other states is because the survey conducted into 
the matter was undertaken only in a number of states. The ratio of political appointees in Western Australia is 
greater than the case in the United Kingdom or Canada. The level of political appointees within the Western 
Australian public service is unprecedented.  
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The government just did not trust the public servants enough. It did not trust their ability, their integrity, and it 
did not trust that they were the better people to provide the advice and information; therefore, it brought in its 
political appointees at all levels. This is not just happening at the really high level that Helen Creed is working 
at—it is happening at every level from level 3, level 4 and upwards. The public servants hate it. They actually 
refer to these people as the “SS”—the “Secret Service”—of the public service because they know what those 
people are really there for; that is, to watch, to intimidate, and to report informally about who is doing the 
government’s bidding the way the government wants it, and who is working objectively. In this environment, 
working objectively is viewed as working against the government. Public servants are absolutely outraged by the 
level of politicisation that is taking place, and they do not like the “SS” operating at every level within the 
government.  

The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards made this very clear when she reported—and, of course, she got 
her just deserts for reporting. She said that public servants do not know whether the advice they give even gets to 
the minister, or if it does get there, whether it is in the form that they presented it, because it goes through layers 
of political appointees on the way up to the minister. The objectivity of the public sector is seriously under 
threat. The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards made it absolutely clear that the level of politicisation in 
the public service was unprecedented, and the issue of accountability and ethical behaviour is a matter of great 
concern to the public service. Public servants feel very concerned about this because, essentially, this situation 
dumbs down the public service. It is not as though Western Australia can afford to have a public sector that has 
been dumbed down by the process. The dumbing down occurs because the best advice is not getting to the 
minister. People are giving the minister the advice that they think the minister wants to hear. The objective, best 
advice is not being handed up to the minister, and the public service is dumbing down. 

That is all part and parcel of what I have referred to on a few occasions before as the “five Cs” of socialist 
government. A high level of centralisation is taking place, and we have seen the abject failure of centralisation 
through the Office of Shared Services. Western Australia is renowned as the red tape capital because of its strong 
compliance regime. The level of controls that have to be put in place is high because there are big fiefdoms that 
are now operating under a single management structure. The level of conformity is also high, which takes away 
any suggestion of individuality or identity of government departments. There is, of course, the city-centric notion 
of running this state. On top of all that, there is now a culture of intimidation, which has been brought to the 
public service through this politicisation, and the culture of unions, which is about bullying and intimidation. 

At the time Helen Creed was moving into her newly-created $200 000 a year job, the Commissioner for Public 
Sector Standards, who was unfortunately reporting about this situation, and the Information Commissioner were 
having the status of their positions downgraded. These positions that had a responsibility to report on such issues 
to the Parliament of Western Australia were being downgraded, while a new position was created at a cost to the 
taxpayer of $200 000, or thereabouts, a year. When The West Australian tried to get information from the 
Salaries and Allowances Tribunal about why these positions were being downgraded, it ran into the same 
difficulty that Hon Norman Moore has run into, by being told that this sort of information cannot be released. 
The West Australian went as far as taking it to the FOI commissioner, who gave a ruling on it which said that the 
information does need to be released. The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal is not satisfied with that ruling and 
is taking it to the Supreme Court. The effort to which this government will go in order to prevent the public from 
gaining access to documents that demonstrate how taxpayers’ dollars are being utilised is unacceptable. I support 
Hon Norman Moore’s motion for the reason that these positions are funded by taxpayers, and taxpayers have a 
right to know how their funds are being utilised. 

When I first had personal contact with Helen Creed, she was the Director of the Office for Women’s Policy in 
the Department for Communities. I went to see her and she outlined to me a really decent strategic plan for the 
Office for Women’s Policy. It was very good and I actually complimented her in writing—the minister stood in 
this place and read the document back to me—on the work she was intending to do. 

Hon Peter Collier: Did you send her a copy? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I did not send the minister a copy; the copy was given to the minister by Helen 
Creed, at a time when the minister was attempting to tell me that that position was not being politicised! 

It was a great shame that Helen Creed could not stick to doing the work she had outlined in that strategic plan, 
and that was because her work became completely sidelined by her political interest in trying to damage the then 
federal government over its WorkChoices legislation. At the same time, the women’s report card apparently 
became too hard to do; the research could not be carried out because the office did not have the resources or the 
time to do it. Helen Creed has been talking about the gender pay gap for years, and about getting fair pay for 
women who do the same work that men do for less pay. The gap is ever-widening in Western Australia. At the 
same time, there has been a reduction in the number of women working in the Western Australian public service. 
Helen Creed was obviously unable to focus on her work and the strategic plan she had set out. 
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I was very surprised by the fact that, through the website of the Office for Women’s Policy, she was openly 
recruiting people to join a campaign against the federal WorkChoices legislation. I raised the matter with the 
minister, who quite appropriately asked for the information to be removed from the website. It is just as well that 
I continued to monitor the website, because it appeared again. I wrote to the minister, and I have not seen that 
information on the website since, but this was another demonstration that the position of Director of the Office 
for Women’s Policy had become politicised. I have no idea whether Helen Creed intended to politicise the 
position, but it seems she cannot help herself. She also used the website to openly recruit people to Emily’s List 
Australia. I gather most people know what Emily’s List is.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Is it an acronym? Does it stand for something? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I actually do not know what it stands for. Perhaps someone on the other side can help 
us! 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I heard a disrespectful version, but I won’t repeat it. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I gather a number of members have indicated that they wish to speak in 
this debate. I have noted who they are! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It was of great concern to me to discover that Helen Creed was using the position of 
Director of the Office for Women’s Policy to recruit people to actively work against federal legislation. This was 
a taxpayer-funded position; she was not working in that job as a member of the Labor Party. She was also 
actively recruiting people to Emily’s List. To the minister’s credit, she recognised that was inappropriate and 
sought changes to the website, not once but twice. 

This really pointed out to me that Helen Creed is not apolitical. I have absolutely no faith that her appointment to 
her current role as Fair Employment Advocate was achieved in accordance with a merit-based selection process. 
She may well be the best qualified person for the job, but that is not what I am speaking of. I am saying that it 
was not a merit-based process that got her the position. In common with Hon Norman Moore, I want to see the 
documents that suggest otherwise. She is political and has political influence, and there is no doubt that this 
position is a consolation prize for not gaining Labor preselection for the electorate of Victoria Park. This comes 
on top of the $1.2 million community cabinet liaison unit, headed by Sharryn Jackson, who is now back in 
politics. My view is that Helen Creed is being warehoused in this position and that she will pop up as a candidate 
at the next state or federal election. However, taxpayers want to know how their funds are being spent. We have 
every right to request that information. I support the motion. 

HON JON FORD (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Employment Protection) [4.36 pm]: It was brought 
to my attention that the wording of the motion runs “the Minister for Child Protection representing the Minister 
for Employment Protection”. Perhaps as a housekeeping measure we could delete “Minister for Child Protection 
representing the”, and leave “Minister for Employment Protection”, because I now have that jumper. 

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! On the point raised by the Minister for Employment Protection, that will 
be dealt with on an administrative basis. I have the capacity to do that. 

Hon JON FORD: Thank you, Mr President. 

I will address some of the last comments made by Hon Helen Morton and then move on to the substantive 
matter. I have done this before, and I again totally reject the notion that there is somehow some political fiddling 
involved in appointments of members of the public sector. The member made assertions — 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon JON FORD: Tell me who they are. Which ministers are doing this? The member has to tell the house; she 
needs to put up. As I suggested in my earlier interjection, anybody can sit in this house and make claims, but 
there actually has to be some basis to the claims. 

I have made the point in another debate, and I make it again: I am involved in the process of recruiting a chief 
executive officer for the Department of Fisheries. The position will be advertised; the head of public sector 
management will come to me and ask me what I regard to be the appropriate qualities for the prospective 
successful applicant. That will be taken into account, a panel will be empowered and interviews will be 
conducted. The head of public sector management will come back to me as a courtesy and say, “This is the short 
list of applicants that I am taking to the Premier, and these are the reasons they have been short listed”, and that 
is really a forewarning to let me know that she is taking a recommendation to the Premier so that I can expect a 
letter from the Premier asking me whether I have any views about the recommendations that have been made. I 
will write a letter back and make a suggestion about someone on the shortlist. It will be then taken as a 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 27 February 2008] 

 p352f-361a 
Hon Norman Moore; President; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Jon Ford 

 [6] 

submission to cabinet with a recommendation from the Premier. The Premier and the cabinet may or may not 
support my recommendation. That is the process.  

Hon Bruce Donaldson: Have the nominations closed?  

Hon JON FORD: The process is done and dusted. I am sorry that Hon Bruce Donaldson has missed the boat!  

Hon Helen Morton: That is the process for some ministers. Other ministers manipulate the process.  

Hon JON FORD: I cannot for the life of me see how a minister can interfere with a level 3 or 4 appointment. As 
a minister, I cannot do something about a head of a department in an agency that I represent, other than to say 
that I am not happy with the functioning of the agency. That is the normal way of doing things. If a situation 
came to an impasse and I thought there was an issue of incompetence, I still could not do anything other than 
make a suggestion to the chief executive officer, who may or may not take my advice. That is it. There is nothing 
that I can do about that. I am amazed by the assertions that, as far as level 3 and 4 appointments go, we are 
seeding the public service with Labor people.  

Hon Kim Chance: There has never been an allegation with any integrity that that has occurred.  

Hon JON FORD: No. 

Hon Kim Chance: Only Hon Helen Morton has said it.  

Hon Helen Morton: No, the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards said it. 

Hon Kim Chance: No, you’re incorrect. You’re misleading the house.  

Hon Norman Moore: Misleading the house? 

Hon Kim Chance: She is.  

Hon Norman Moore: You should listen to your comments. 

Hon Kim Chance: The commissioner never said that.  

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon Kim Chance: She outlined the Public Sector Management Act. It’s about time you read it.  

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon Kim Chance: Where is the evidence for these allegations and where is the conviction? It is a criminal 
offence.  

Hon Norman Moore: You just tell us about Helen Creed.  

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I suggest that there should be only one interjector at a time. I give the call 
to Hon Jon Ford.  

Hon JON FORD: It is a nonsense. The process that I outlined for the head of the agency is the same process for 
the head of a development commission. Hon Helen Morton might be referring to term-of-government employees 
in a ministerial office. Certainly, there are such appointments. As Hon Norman Moore suggested, term-of-
government contractors go when the Premier of the day leaves office. There is absolutely no evidence to support 
the assertions that are being made. Ruth Shean has not whispered to me that she thinks that the public service 
process is corrupt. The only place that I have heard that assertion is in this chamber. 

Hon Kim Chance: And only from one person.  

Hon Helen Morton: Did you not read the previous report?  

Hon Kim Chance: It did not say what you said it said. You have no integrity. You cannot read a document 
straight.  

Hon Helen Morton: You’re ridiculous. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! The Minister for Employment Protection has the floor.  

Hon JON FORD: Hon Helen Morton made a comment about the so-called male bastion of the public service, 
and that we are contributing to that. Today, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and I made a joint statement about Jenny 
Matthews’ appointment as the new Chief Executive Officer of the Department of Local Government and 
Regional Development. She will be a great head of that department. She will replace the woman who is now the 
head of the Department of the Attorney General.  

Hon Kim Chance: How many women chief executive officers were appointed during the term of the last 
coalition government?  
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Hon JON FORD: I do not know.  

Hon Kim Chance: I cannot remember. I think none is the answer.  
Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! The Minister for Employment Protection is speaking to a particular 
motion. I know that he is being very careful to keep his comments relevant, unlike some of the interjectors. 
Hon Norman Moore: You might just mention her name in passing. 

Hon JON FORD: People make contributions and there is an expectation that perhaps I should respond. I will 
not respond to everything.  
An opposition member said earlier that he had never heard so much rubbish. That is exactly what I think about 
the comments and assertions made by Hon Helen Morton. At the very least, they are misdirected. If she has 
evidence to support her claims, she must present it to the authorities. Given that Hon Helen Morton is protected 
by privilege in this chamber, she should stand and tell us who is responsible, so that we can deal with them. I am 
sure that the member would not want to appear before the Corruption and Crime Commission because, as the 
Leader of the House said, the assertions that she has made are against the law. There is no political seeding. 
There is no Labor “SS” within the public service.  

Hon Helen Morton: That is what they call it.  

Hon Kim Chance: Who?  

Hon Helen Morton: My friends in the public service.  

Hon JON FORD: There we go!  

I turn to the issue of Helen Creed. The position of Fair Employment Advocate was established because of the 
situation that was created by the former commonwealth government in its attempt to strip reasonable rights and 
protections from the most vulnerable workers in our society. The decision to appoint a Fair Employment 
Advocate came as a response to a problem and came from the agency and the minister’s office. The Leader of 
the Opposition knows how these things work. When a minister sees a problem, he calls the department head in 
and asks that person how to rectify the problem. If agreement is reached on how to deal with that problem, a 
cabinet submission is developed and taken through the process. It may go to cabinet, where a discussion may 
take place about whether something should be funded and, if so, by how much it should be funded. That is the 
process. At no stage was Helen Creed’s name or any other nominee’s name mentioned in any documentation. 
The agency went through the process of creating a department office. There are no documents about Helen 
Creed and the creation of that office. That is contained in part (1)(b) of the motion, which reads — 

the recommendation of the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to the 
Minister for Public Sector Management. 

There are no documents that refer to Ms Helen Creed. In regard to advice provided by the Department of 
Consumer and Employment Protection to the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet in 
relation to the appointment, there is no advice that refers to Helen Creed. The advice is in general terms, as I 
said, about the office and the appropriate remuneration. 

Hon Norman Moore: Why not table it then? 

Hon JON FORD: One document is a cabinet submission, and the opposition has been refused cabinet 
submissions before. 

Hon Norman Moore: I did not ask for a cabinet submission. 

Hon JON FORD: Part of it is a cabinet submission. 

Hon Norman Moore: What about the letters? 

Hon JON FORD: They do not exist. There are no letters about Helen Creed. 

Hon Norman Moore: You told me in answer to a question that the letters exist. 

Hon JON FORD: That is not what I said. 

Hon Norman Moore: What are you saying? 

Hon JON FORD: The member will not be happy about this, but the advice I have is that the wording of the 
motion by Hon Norman Moore is seriously flawed. 

Hon Helen Morton: That is a technicality. 
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Hon JON FORD: It is not a technicality. I explained the process. We are talking about the creation of an office. 
The opposition is making an assumption that, because Helen Creed had standing in the labour movement and 
happens to be a well-known and high-profile member of the Labor Party, we all sat around and said we would 
give her a job, and then created a job around her. Nothing could be further from the truth. 

Hon Ray Halligan: It has been done before. People have been parachuted into public service jobs under Labor 
governments. 

Hon JON FORD: Not under this Labor government. The opposition is working from the wrong base to begin 
with. It is making the assumption that because there is a highly competent and high-profile person in this 
position something is irregular. She went through the normal public sector management process. There was a 
national advertisement. 

Hon Ray Halligan: Was there an ad in the newspaper? Can you supply the names of all the people who applied? 

Hon JON FORD: I will not supply the names of all the people who applied. Will the opposition move a motion 
asking me to table all the documents about the position of chief executive officer in the Department of Local 
Government and Regional Development and all the names of the people who applied? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: There is no question hanging over that appointment. 

Hon JON FORD: The appointment that is the subject of this debate is exactly the same. It was done by the same 
process.  

Hon Norman Moore: Tell a lie often enough and it becomes the truth. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I heard the interjection of the Leader of the Opposition. I ask members to desist from 
using language like that in the chamber.  

Hon Norman Moore: Was that note you just received a letter from Alan? 

Hon JON FORD: It actually suggested another example of a chief executive officer I could use, but I do not 
need any advice on that. The whole process in the appointment was the normal process. This position was 
created to deal with a matter that was created by the previous federal government. I have told the house why we 
needed to do that. The position will continue because transitional arrangements are in place. I have been advised 
by the Deputy Prime Minister that it will be 2012 before all the transition takes place from WorkChoices to the 
new legislation. I have a meeting with her in March to ascertain what the overall impact will be. There is nothing 
wrong with the process. It is exactly the same process that is followed for the creation of any office or any 
position. The documents that the opposition is asking for in parts (1)(a) and (b) of the motion do not exist. I 
cannot table documents that do not exist. 

Hon Ray Halligan: You said that a department had been created. 

Hon JON FORD: I am sorry; it was the Office of the Fair Employment Advocate. 

Hon Ray Halligan: Is the advocate the CEO and the sole employee? 

Hon JON FORD: I understand there are two positions—there is also a support position.  

I cannot table documents that do not exist. We can sit here and argue all day long, but the fact is that the 
opposition is making an accusation based on an assumption, as I said before, that this person, having a high 
profile in the labour movement, has somehow been appointed through some patronage or nepotism, which is 
wrong. I am arguing that it is wrong, but we will never agree, because this is all about political point scoring. On 
that basis, the government opposes the motion. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the Opposition) [4.57 pm] — in reply: The 
minister would have us believe that the appointment came about when the department advised the government 
that there was concern about WorkChoices, which is extraordinary to say the least, because WorkChoices was all 
about politics, as far as the Labor Party was concerned. The minister gave us to believe that the department 
recommended that it needed somebody to deal with all the terrible goings-on with WorkChoices. Therefore, the 
department recommended to the minister, who recommended to the Director General of the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet, who recommended to cabinet that this position be created, and therefore it was created. 
However, it was an extraordinary coincidence that the same thing happened in about three other Labor states. 
Did their departments, all at the same time, come to the realisation that they needed somebody to fight against 
WorkChoices? The bottom line is that there was a meeting in Melbourne in August last year between the 
Victorian Workplace Rights Advocate, Tony Lawrence; the South Australian Employee Ombudsman, Stephen 
Brennan; Don Brown; Helen Creed; and Justin Larkin, from Queensland, Western Australia and the Northern 
Territory respectively. All those Labor governments had the same job, and they put in all this money to attack 
the federal Liberal Party’s policy on industrial relations. 
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The minister should not give us the drivel that somehow or other this job was created through the normal 
processes of the public service. In answer to a question that I asked the minister, he said that the decision to 
create the job was made by cabinet. I asked in my motion, not for letters, but for the advice provided by the 
Department of Consumer and Employment Protection to the Director General of the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet. That is the advice referred to in question without notice 337. The minister should go and read his 
answer. It says that advice has been provided, and I am asking for that advice. If it has been destroyed, the 
minister should just say so and show us to the nearest shredding machine. The second request in the motion was 
for the recommendation of the director general to the minister. I do not know whether it is contained in a letter or 
in some other document, but that is all I am asking for—nothing more and nothing less—and the minister should 
make it available. That is all we are asking for. If the minister, as he says, believes that nothing was done 
wrongly and that everything was above board, he should make the documents available, otherwise the opposition 
will have every reason to believe that he has something to hide. 

Alteration of Motion 

The PRESIDENT: Before I put the motion, I propose to delete the words “the Minister for Child Protection, 
representing” in paragraph (1), and to replace “Minister for Child Protection” in paragraph (2) with “Minister for 
Employment Protection” to reflect recent portfolio changes, so that the motion will read —  

(1) That the Minister for Employment Protection table within three days of this order the 
following documents in relation to the appointment of Ms Helen Creed as Fair Employment 
Advocate — 

(a) advice provided by the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection to the 
Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet; and 

(b) the recommendation of the Director General of the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet to the Minister for Public Sector Management. 

(2) If this house is not in session and sitting when the documents the subject of the order are due to 
be tabled, the Minister for Employment Protection is to transmit the documents to the Clerk of 
the Legislative Council and the documents are to be taken to have been laid before the house. 

Motion, as Altered 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (15) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Brian Ellis Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon George Cash Hon Anthony Fels Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Giz Watson 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Ray Halligan Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Barry House Hon Helen Morton  

Noes (11) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Sheila Mills Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Jon Ford Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Graham Giffard Hon Sally Talbot  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Batong Pham 
 Hon Donna Faragher Hon Ed Dermer 
 Hon Barbara Scott Hon Vincent Catania 
 

Question thus passed. 
 


