
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 21 August 2019] 

 p5819b-5823a 
Hon Diane Evers; Hon Nick Goiran 

 [1] 

Joint Audit Committee — First Report — “Second Review of the Financial Management Act 2006” 
Resumed from 16 May. 

Motion 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I move — 

That the report be noted. 
I am very thankful for this opportunity to speak to the Joint Audit Committee’s first report titled “Second Review 
of the Financial Management Act 2006”. Members who have read the report will find me skipping around a little 
bit through the committee’s recommendations. We have had a response from the Treasurer to this report, so 
I will be able to look at the response as we go through it. I will look at some of the items today. The first one is 
recommendation 19, which states — 

The Office of the Auditor General continue to be subject to a performance review every five years. 
It was in the original act to have the performance review of the Auditor General every five years, but there has 
been a review of the Financial Management Act and the Auditor General Act, and in that review the suggestion 
was that we move to 10-year reviews for the acts. That is fine. We understand there is a good reason to do that; 
that makes sense. However, the Office of the Auditor General had been subject to a five-year review alongside 
that. I should say that the government has not supported this recommendation, and I am a little disappointed, 
because from the perspective of the Office of the Auditor General, the office changes considerably according to 
what its focus needs to be. It is very adaptive to changes in government policies, perspectives, developments 
outside government, the economy and the needs of communities—so a social perspective as well—and it has to 
be adaptive to things that are changing. It is worthwhile that the Auditor General, who is put in place on a 10-year 
appointment, gets some opportunity to reflect and review the office to see whether it is moving along and changing 
at the right pace—progressing at the right speed with the right timing and addressing issues as they need to be 
addressed. Things have been a little delayed in that when the act came in in, I think, 2006, the first review did not 
happen for some time—it was much more than five years—and then the review of that review took some time. 
That really dragged out the process so we ended up doing the second review not all that long after the first review.  
I understand how these things can happen in government; sometimes priorities get in the way, and we do not 
actually address the issues in a timely fashion. For that reason, we need to look at the Office of the Auditor General 
from a different perspective from how we look at the act. We need to look at it from the perspective that this is 
a person who is there for 10 years and who is leading an agency that is very important in monitoring and auditing 
our departments, and even our local governments now. This person has a very important role. It is a 10-year 
appointment and they walk into it with all the knowledge and experience they have had in the past. It will take 
a year or two for them to make it their own, to settle into the role, work out what has been done in the past, work 
out what the current priorities are, and plan for the future. Conducting a review of the Office of the Auditor General 
early on in that term—say, around year two or three—would make a lot of sense, because in that way we could 
provide direction and see whether a particular Auditor General is fulfilling all the expectations from an auditing 
point of view. 
The thing is that we cannot always line up the review of the Auditor General Act because that happens along with 
the timeliness of the committees getting together, doing what they need to do and making sure it fits in with other 
priorities. If this review were separate to that and we reviewed the Office of the Auditor General two or three years 
after a new Auditor General had come in, they would get feedback, move on, and be able to make the office as 
strong as it can be to provide the overview we require of our government departments and agencies. 
I do not agree with having a review only every 10 years because so much can change in auditing in five years. 
Members possibly do not personally know many auditors, but I do, and I know that things change in auditing. Yes, 
we could say that accounting standards can change a bit, but the whole climate of the economy can change; a new 
government can come in and push out another one and have new demands and change the departmental structures. 
Many things happened through the machinery-of-government changes, and if we do not reassess how well that 
turned out, we might miss some opportunities to make it even better. 

I would suggest a review of the Office of the Auditor General two or three years after the Auditor General is 
appointed, and then after, say, seven or eight years, because at that time they can reassess where it has gone and 
plan for the next couple of years to finish off the things they really want to accomplish or for which they see 
a strong necessity, and get the office in place for the changeover. Although 10 years is a long time, the changeover 
from one Auditor General to another can be difficult in some ways. There can be a very big switch from the way 
in which one operates to the way in which another operates. It would just provide an opportunity to shore up the 
positive things that have occurred and make sure they stay in place, and possibly put in place some changes, now 
that they have had the experience of seven or eight years, to make the office a better place in the future. That is 
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just one of the recommendations that we proposed and it was not supported. I really hope it is possible, before the 
changes go through, to reassess that recommendation because it could be a very worthwhile exercise to have 
a review of the Office of the Auditor General every five years. 
The next item I would like to look at is recommendation 14, which is about the government trading enterprises 
and the fact that, as it stands, not all of them are subject to sections 81 and 82 of the Financial Management Act. 
I know that many members are very pleased that we have section 82 in the Financial Management Act, because it 
comes up quite often in our discussions, deliberations and questions. We recommended — 

The Treasurer assess, as part of the review of the governance and accountability arrangements of 
Government Trading Enterprises, whether all Government Trading Enterprises should be subject to 
sections 81 and 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006. 

The Treasurer supported recommendation 14 in principle. The response was that, as part of the GTE reform 
program, sections 81 and 82 of the Financial Management Act were being considered as part of the development 
of the governance framework to apply to GTEs. I am quite pleased to see that the government is looking at that, 
and I would like only to emphasise how important it is. As it is, some are and some are not, and it can be misleading 
when a question is directed towards a government trading enterprise. From the report, I want to read in a quote 
from the Premier — 

The Premier and Treasurer announced a Government Trading Enterprise … reform project that is ‘designed 
to clarify and strengthen the governance and accountability arrangements of government trading enterprises.’ 

I am really pleased that that is the case because, during the committee’s review, as the report states, we became 
aware that — 

• not all Ministers and GTEs are subject to sections 81 and 82 of the FMA, which relate to the provision 
of information to Parliament. 

• the provisions requiring entities to notify their Minister in the event of financial difficulty are not 
standardised … 

That is another area in which it is not standard across all the GTEs, and we would like to see that looked at and 
put into the review of the Financial Management Act. 
The next item of the report that I want to address is number 4. This is amusing; I have always wanted to be able to 
stand here and talk about something that amuses me. This is about the supplementary bills. I want to congratulate 
the government for getting these on the business program. I notice that they are on the business program for this 
week, after about four or five other things. I am really pleased that we are going to be debating these appropriation 
bills, and I promise not to take too much time with them when we do, because the supplementary appropriation 
bills have not been considered since 2010–11. 
The CHAIR: Hon Diane Evers. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I can only assume that the reason that they have not been considered is that they take up 
time and no-one in here thinks it is important enough to raise them, debate them and discuss the issue that we are 
obliged to approve those supplementary bills. Are we obliged to approve them? The money has been spent, so it 
is not as if we can say no, but we should be able to at least comment on them, address them, and have them go through. 
Hon Nick Goiran: I totally agree. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: It is part of the Financial Management Act. That is what is supposed to happen. We put 
forward a recommendation that the Treasurer amend the Financial Management Act 2006 to require the supplementary 
appropriation bills for the previous year to be assented to before future appropriation bills are assented to. The 
supplementary bills come out after the end of the year, so we are probably looking at October, November or 
December, and they would have to be addressed before the budget two years after that, given that the budget cycle 
is a three-year program. Unfortunately, the government’s response was that this measure was not supported. It was 
not convinced that our recommendation requiring bills for the previous year to be assented to before a future 
appropriation bill is assented to would overcome the current concerns around emerging and competing priorities. 
If the Financial Management Act is amended as the committee intends, the government argues that it could present 
a risk to the smooth running of government and the ability to efficiently fund government activities and operations. 
Hon Nick Goiran: That’s rubbish. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I understand the member’s contention that that is rubbish, but remember I said that this has 
not been done since 2010. I agree—that is rubbish. We should be putting these bills through within the year 
following that in which they come out, and we have not done so. I understand that there are priorities and that, 
politically, different members in here want to use time in different ways, and putting up a supplementary bill could 
put off any other useful legislation for a week or two. That is unfortunate, because I think the bills need to come 
forward. I am not suggesting a motion or anything here, but perhaps we can look at the possibility of limiting the 
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time that can be spent on them. I do not know whether that is possible, but we should be able to get these bills 
through without taking up days or weeks of our time. 

Hon Nick Goiran: I am not as enthusiastic about that suggestion. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I did not think the member would be. However, the Appropriation (Recurrent 2010–11 to 
2015–16) Supplementary Bill was, I guess, originally brought forward to seek a lump sum quickly, but that did not 
happen. The Appropriation (Recurrent 2016–17) Supplementary Bill is on the notice paper, as is the 2017–18 bill 
and—guess what?—the 2018–19 bill should be coming out soon. Maybe we can lump them together and debate 
them cognately in one session. It needs to happen. Putting it off because it could disrupt the flow of government 
work is not good enough; we still have to address those supplementary bills in some way. 

The next item on inactive agencies is another simple one. I do not know who else receives lots of annual reports, 
but in my first year when I was trying to collect as many as I could, for some reason, I found that many contained 
only one page. Someone had photocopied a page indicating that nothing had happened that year; in fact, nothing 
had happened for the last six or seven years. What a waste! It is a waste of everyone’s time to write them, 
photocopy them, hand them out, read them and table them. We need to do something with them. If they are inactive, 
maybe it is time to move them on. If there was a reason for them in the past and that reason no longer exists, maybe 
we no longer need them. I will read the Treasurer’s response to this because it is very important to show that the 
Joint Audit Committee is doing its best to work with the Treasurer to improve the state’s financial management. 
The committee recommended that the Treasurer progress legislation to abolish inactive agencies. The Treasurer’s 
response states — 

Noted 
The underlying objective of the Committee’s recommendations is supported. 

The Government notes the Committee’s and the Auditor General’s concerns that inactive agencies continue 
to exist. 

It is not as though they are on life support; they are sitting there, taking up somebody’s time and effort to make 
sure we keep track of them. The Treasurer continues — 

The State Supply Commission Act 1991 — 

This refers to one of the agencies — 

is being reviewed as part of broader public sector procurement reforms being led by the Department of 
Finance. The timing for the abolition of the Western Australia Building Management Authority and 
Landcare Trust will be considered in the context of other legislative priorities, and are being reviewed 
by the Department of Finance and Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 
respectively. 

Again, it is about tidying up and the maintenance of the processes of this house and the state’s legislation. I am 
getting irritated again, because it is the politics that stop us from doing some of the things that should be done. If 
we knew that this legislation to abolish something that has not operated for 10 years would not take up a week of 
our time, we might be able to get legislation drafted and take it through both houses with a minimal amount of debate. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Why is the fact that it might take a week a problem? Why not have a special week of the year 
when it could be dealt with? 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Maybe it would be worthwhile devoting a special week of the year to all these bills, 
including the appropriation supplementary bills. If we say that we will set aside just one week, it could be a great 
idea. Perhaps all parties could agree to a motion to spend a week each year getting rid of legislation that needs to 
be considered. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: It would take one of the sitting weeks. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I can see it being one of the scheduled sitting weeks of the year; it would not have to be an 
additional week. If we could reach agreement, we could get through much more legislation. 

Hon Nick Goiran: You can see how difficult it is when we deal with lazy people. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I see how difficult it is when people continue to make suggestions after I have already 
addressed something. I will move on because I think we can do better. We can look at that legislation, and I hope 
we take up my suggestion to tidy up the little issues here and there in all this legislation. Some legislation has been 
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passed. Sometimes it can be dealt with in a day and sometimes it takes a few weeks. I think we can agree to tidy 
up the state’s legislative agenda. 

The next item in this report that I really want to talk about is risk. I cannot overstate how important it is for risk to 
be understood. The recommendation is simple. It states — 

The Government continue to explore an overarching risk management strategy for agencies. 

I am really pleased that we got in-principle support. That is very important. It simply says that the government will 
continue to explore an overarching risk management strategy for agencies and the sector as a whole. That is music 
to my ears because it creates the chance for the state to recognise the risks associated with climate change, which 
are far-reaching and could potentially be devastating to much of our landscape, biodiversity and many people. 

We are experiencing heatwaves; we are seeing erosion on the coast and homes being lost. This year, the flu epidemic 
has been considerably worse than in previous years. But if people say that it is the hottest year on record, then the 
next year is the hottest year on record, but the next is not as hot and the temperature is lower than five years ago 
so there is no climate change, that is not correct, is it? It has to be looked at over a longer period. I want to link 
this; the climate change risk that the state will have to address will severely impact on our health budget. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I would like to contribute to the consideration of the first report of the Joint Audit Committee. 
Hon Diane Evers has spoken eloquently about this report and I look forward to hearing the continuation of her 
remarks. In some respects I am reticent to interrupt the flow of her speech because I think she is making some very 
good points. 

I would like to say a number of things, but I will pick up on one of the matters raised by the member—that is, the 
lack of progression of supplementary appropriation bills. I have for a long time been frustrated with the lack of 
progress on them; it is not an issue that is isolated to the fortieth Parliament. Over the years, various individuals in 
the Department of Treasury have been reluctant to prioritise them. In many respects it may well be the case that, 
as the member said, those bills could pass through speedily. In other cases it may take a little time. If it takes a little 
time, so be it. That is our role and responsibility in this place. Those things can be achieved if those with the 
carriage, conduct and management of the legislative program do so competently. If it is dealt with in an inept 
fashion, it is no wonder that we do not get to those bills on the notice paper. 

In her important contribution moments ago, Hon Diane Evers rightly pointed out a particular type of bill currently 
sitting on the notice paper. I draw members’ attention to orders of the day 2, 3, 5 and 6. They immediately jump 
out at me. There may well be others as well once we have an opportunity to interrogate the notice paper further. 

The important point is that time has been wasted in the fortieth Parliament because of the inept management of the 
legislative program by this government. It has been convenient for some members of the government to forget that 
one of the main reasons that time has been wasted in the fortieth Parliament is that this government tried to bully 
through Parliament legislation that would have created unlawful discrimination against women. It is therefore no 
wonder that we cannot get to the supplementary appropriation bills when we have a government that tried to bully 
that particular bill through Parliament, which was stopped only because, in this particular instance, I had to speak 
for a very long time. I know that that has been remarked on by — 

Hon Diane Evers: Maybe it was suggested that it wasn’t so much bullying, but that you just didn’t like it. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Let me just say this to the member: if she is supportive of unlawful bills or bills that create 
unlawful discrimination against women, she is entitled to hold that view. It is not a view that I hold. It is because 
of inept management by this government on matters like that that we are unable to get to the matters that the 
member wants to get to. 

Hon Diane Evers: It’s because we allowed you to speak for 22 hours on the same item. 

Several members interjected. 

The CHAIR: Order! As I said before, all members will have a go in due course if they seek the call. For now, the 
call is with Hon Nick Goiran on the question that the report be noted. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I do not know why Hon Darren West flippantly engages in this debate. For the sake of 
the record, it was 22 hours, not 27. The point is that it would not have been necessary if we did not have 
a government that tried to bully through Parliament an unlawful piece of legislation—a bill that was going to create 
unlawful discrimination against women. We would have been able to get to the supplementary bills that the 
member wants to get to if it were not for that. The only reason that it was necessary to talk for so long on that 
particular matter was that the government was trying to hide information from Parliament. I agree with the 
member. Unlike Hon Darren West, I would be quite happy to have an extra sitting week to deal with these matters. 
I think a dedicated week in which those types of bills were addressed would facilitate the passage of bills. I agree 
with the member that that is something that we should seriously contemplate. 
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I might add that it has been my view over the years in previous Parliaments and in this Parliament that governments 
should consider facilitating sending bills to the Standing Committee on Legislation or some other committee that 
scrutinises legislation at the earliest opportunity so that the committee can look at those things with plenty of time. 
It is unfortunate that bills languish on the notice paper for months and months and then the government tries to 
bring them on and rush them through, when during those months the legislation could easily have gone to 
a committee for scrutiny and we would have been able to facilitate its passage a lot quicker. 

Hon Diane Evers: The supplementary bills are from your time; they languished then. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Member, I am not going to disagree with that. 

Hon Diane Evers: So why didn’t your government bring them forward? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Member, what we are trying to address here is that there is a systemic problem — 

Hon Diane Evers: In government. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: — within governments—plural. 

Hon Diane Evers: Yes, within both parties. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is right. It is with respect to the lack of priority that these bills are given. I agree with 
the member. There is no problem. I think Hon Diane Evers and I are in furious agreement about that. If we put the 
politics to one side, do we not want to see the process improved? It can be done. It cannot be done if unlawful bills 
are rammed through Parliament. 

Hon Diane Evers: It wasn’t unlawful. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The member should read the report. Has she read the report? I do not think she has. 

I return to this important report—the Joint Standing Committee on Audit’s first report, “The Second Review of 
the Financial Management Act 2006”. I would like to spend a few moments addressing a section on page 23 of the 
report. Paragraph 4.76 states — 

The Committee is aware of one occasion where a section 82 notice was not required because the body 
was not an agency for the purposes of the FMA. 

… 

The Committee may revisit this matter in the future depending on whether the number of non-notices 
becomes an issue. 

If possible, I would like somebody from the committee—a number of committee members are in the chamber—
to indicate to us at some point before we conclude the noting of this report whether the committee will revisit that 
matter. It ends with the curious language — 

The Committee may revisit this matter in the future depending on whether the number of non-notices 
becomes an issue. 

Will the committee revisit it? Have non-notices become an issue? From my experience and also from what I have 
observed with respect to the non-answers, the obsession with secrecy and the lack of provision of information to 
questions asked by Hon Martin Aldridge, I can certainly attest that the number of non-notices relating to section 82 
has become a prolific issue under this government in the fortieth Parliament. We should remember that this 
government promised to adhere to a gold standard in transparency, yet when we have a mechanism under the 
Financial Management Act that requires a section 82 notice to be issued, we have a government that refuses to do 
so, not just on one occasion but on multiple occasions. It is a systemic problem with this government. I ask this 
committee to give proper consideration to that. 

Consideration of report adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders.  
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