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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 5) 2007 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) BILL (NO. 6) 2007 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 27 November.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [1.17 pm]:  I thank the minister for his understanding in this matter.   

I believe responsible expenditure of money is a very important and relevant issue.  I am sure the Treasurer would 
welcome responsible expenditure on infrastructure development.  It is about one of those projects that I wish to 
talk in continuing my remarks from yesterday.  I refer to the Fence Road arterial drain project for the 
rehabilitation and prevention of ongoing salinity in the Dumbleyung area.  It is a major project that has received 
approvals, and has been worked on for seven years.  It involves the Shire of Dumbleyung, the Departments of 
Water, Agriculture and Food, Environment and Conservation and Planning and Infrastructure and, particularly, 
landowners who have come together in a cooperative spirit to allow the construction of 55 kilometres of arterial 
drain to service more than 6 000 hectares.  This process involves tributary drains feeding into the arterial drains 
to drain more than 10 000 hectares of land that have been affected or have the potential to be affected by salinity.  
My concern is that this project has the potential to be an excellent project, save for one very important issue.  I 
raised this in a brief discussion with the minister last night concerning the Fence Road arterial drain 
environmental impact assessment.  As I said, it is a project that has the potential to be very effective and to be a 
model in the state of Western Australia for an engineering solution to dryland salinity.  As I said yesterday, more 
than nine million hectares of this state are affected by salinity.  To put that in perspective, the area of one football 
oval succumbs to salinity in Western Australia every hour.  We have an incredible and frightening environmental 
disaster occurring each and every day.  The drainage and the final drainage point of the 55 kilometres of drain is 
a concern to me.  That drain and the effluent that flows from it go into crown reserve 9447.  The reserve is 
approximately 230 metres downstream at the proposed drain discharge point.  Therefore, the groundwater 
discharge during the initial stages of construction will encroach on this area by approximately 270 metres.  When 
I spoke about the engineering solutions to salinity in this place almost two years ago, members on the other side 
said that this would create more problems than it solved. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Who said that? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  A couple of members are recorded in Hansard.  I can name them.  One was the member for 
Riverton and another was the member for Murchison-Eyre.  The member for Riverton said that that solution 
would just drain the salt from one farm onto another and would not solve the problem.  The member for 
Murchison-Eyre said that if the saline water was not drained onto the farm next door, it would be drained on to 
the farm after that.  There was a degree of cynicism about how the engineering solutions could genuinely solve 
some of these problems. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  There does need to be a degree of caution. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  There does need to be a degree of caution.  Today I caution people about treating 
10 000 hectares of rural land that is potentially affected by salinity and draining saline water into a crown 
reserve.  An environmental impact study has been done for the project, but it is equivocal in its concern about the 
environmental impact the project will have on the crown reserve.  The “Fence Road Arterial Drain 
Environmental Impact Assessment” states - 

While the water discharging from the drain will have a high percentage of groundwater, and hence 
enhanced salt loads, the net effect on the riparian vegetation will be minimal.  This can be stated as the 
vegetation immediately adjacent to the stream channel is already highly modified and degraded. 

The report says that that place is already degraded, that it has already had it because it is severely affected by 
salinity and therefore it does not matter.  I suggest that it does matter.  There is the potential for increasing salt 
loads over time to affect not only the rest of the vegetation that is still there - I have travelled to and seen the 
area - but also the neighbouring area.  This is one of the concerns when draining salt from one spot to another.  
Everyone has been dreaming about this project and has come on board.  Every agency, landholder and 
landowner has come on board.  That saline water must continue to be drained into the natural water courses into 
Lake Dumbleyung, some 20 kilometres west of Dumbleyung.  I can hear members opposite ask what that will do 
to Lake Dumbleyung.  The report suggests that the final receiving wetland should be built another 20 kilometres 
from the crown reserve at Lake Dumbleyung, which holds about 250 gigalitres of water.  The report also states - 

In relation to final receiving wetland, Lake Dumbleyung, the impacts become less significant due to the 
relatively size of the drainage area compared to the total catchment area. 
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There is the distinct possibility of an environmental disaster occurring for the want of spending some responsible 
money to make this catchment and this project realise its potential.  The objections to draining salt from dryland 
salinity and agricultural regions, as the interjections I received two years ago suggest, transfers the problem only 
from one place to another.  In other words, it takes the problem from someone and gives it to someone else.  This 
is an environmental disaster waiting to happen.  We are copying all the mistakes that have occurred throughout 
Western Australia in the past.  Members know that I have mentioned this issue with Lucchesi et al and the 
farmers in Kulin draining saline water into Dudinin Creek.  The downstream landholders have complained that 
that has added to the salinity levels on their properties.  That matter has been through the courts, and it was an 
acrimonious battle.  We have the potential to do it again.  This time it will be okayed by the well-meaning 
environmental agencies and the Department of Agriculture and Food.  I applaud it for getting up the project, 
which started some days ago.  The excavators have begun digging the drains.  This project has the potential to 
work.  The Treasurer would want us to spend the money responsibly and in the best way possible.  I ask the 
Minister for Water Resources to prevent the potential disaster of draining salt from one spot to another.  The 
saline water should be drained through the natural water course and repository - Lake Dumbleyung - which has 
the capacity to take the salt.  That model in Western Australia would do credit to the campaign of dealing with 
dryland salinity in the agricultural regions of Western Australia.  I implore the minister and the Treasurer to 
spend the money better and to do the project properly.  We should build 20 kilometres of extra drain.  We are 
talking about 60 kilometres of an arterial drain to make this project work. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [1.27 pm]:  In my delusion, this morning I decided to give an address to the 
chamber on the state of the state.  I will talk about the disarray in the public service in Western Australia.  
History shows, including recent history over the weekend, that when life looks at its rosiest, we are likely to face 
a sudden crisis.  This state is going really well.  We have unprecedented budget surpluses and a booming mining 
industry.  Yesterday Rio Tinto told the Stock Exchange that the boom would probably continue for two more 
decades.  We have very high rates of employment and many Western Australians are gaining wealth at 
unbelievable rates through property prices and commercial activity.  However, as a committed Western 
Australian, I am more concerned about the issues of the state that I think are lurking in the shadows and will leap 
out at any moment to grab the administration of this state. 

The one issue that I will have time to talk about in detail today is the public service.  The Western Australian 
public service has changed over the past two decades.  It no longer has any leadership and it is almost an offence 
to be an independent public servant.  Disagreement with the executive or a minister means that a person loses his 
position.  The law states that when a chief executive officer is in disagreement with the executive or a minister, 
the chief executive officer can be removed from his position.  The law also states that he cannot be transferred to 
another agency.  Rather, that person has to be removed from the state’s skill base.  When such a person is 
reintroduced into the system as a consultant, there is enormous concern in the community.  It is a laughable 
process that we see regularly.  In recent times - I will not talk about individuals because my speech is not meant 
to be about individuals; rather, it is meant to be about the system - concern was expressed when a high-profile 
public servant who lost his position moved back in the system as a highly paid consultant.  Apparently, he was 
not good enough to be a public servant.  I am not speaking about the person particularly; rather, I am saying that 
to demonstrate a point.  If that person had skills, why was he removed from the public service?  If there is a 
conflict between a person and the federal government, which happens on a regular basis, the person concerned is 
transferred, rather wisely, to another area in the public service where that conflict will not occur.  What does the 
Western Australian act demand?  A person in that situation must leave the public service, even though all areas, 
particularly the public service, is screaming for skilled labour.   

The real head of the public service is the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  That creates conflict in the 
service, because all power resides in the executive.  I will talk more about that later on.  The champion of the 
public service was removed through the Commission on Government process, which was a serious mistake.  I 
was heavily involved in the COG progress.  I was a member of the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Commission on Government.  I spent many years interacting with the process.  Indeed, I am one of those who 
allowed the changing provisions to go through.  The Court-Cowan administration made those changes, which 
was a mistake.  There is no head of the public service in this state.  We do not have a champion.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you think we should have a public service commissioner?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes - definitely.  Experience over the past two decades clearly shows that.  I am not 
condemning the government.  However, if we do not have a serious look at the public service in the next 
12 months, a range of responses may follow.   
A number of people who have held serious positions in the public service have recently made certain comments.  
I refer to Maxine Murray, the former Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, Darryl Wookey, the Acting 
Information Commissioner, and Deirdre O’Donnell, the former Ombudsman.  What has happened to their cries?  
I do know any of those people personally.  If I were walking down the street, I would not stop to have a 
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conversation with them.  I knew and respected each of them in their role as a public servant.  I would have 
thought that if the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, the Acting Information Commissioner and the 
Ombudsman stood on a balcony and blew their bugles in an attempt to make us listen to their message, we would 
listen.  Have we listened to their messages?  The Premier condemned them.  He said that they were out of order 
and that they do not understand.  I have time for the Premier.  As I have said to the house on many occasions, the 
Premier is my Premier.  He is the Premier of the people I represent in the seat of Avon.  I want him to do well, 
because I like being a Western Australian.  I want this house to do well.  However, I put it to the Premier that 
unless someone pays attention to the Western Australian public service - the Premier is the responsible minister - 
there will be trouble.  The government responded to the cries of those individuals by saying that they got it 
wrong.  According to the government, three independent officers of the state have all got it wrong.  They no 
longer hold their position so their voices will no longer be heard.  I hope that those who replace them have the 
courage to stand on a hill and blow their bugles similar to the way in which an English comedian did in a movie.  
I cannot remember the name of the movie, but each time the man got shot, he kept getting up again.  Public 
servants do not like getting shot too often.  They take a risk when they make public comment.  The comments 
made by the three independent officers were not against the executive; rather, they were made about the 
administration of the state.  If the executive does not take kindly to a public officer’s words, that person could 
find himself in severe trouble.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Member, do you think you’ve identified the right issue?  You’ve identified independence.  
Isn’t the real issue standard of management, standard of performance and the outcomes that are being achieved 
in a service delivery sense by our public sector?  To me those issues are more important than independence.  I 
have certainly experienced public servants giving fearless advice when they want to.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is correct.  That is the core issue.  The question is how we get to the core issue.  
I believe that there should be a champion of the public service.  That is really important.  I have no doubt that the 
Treasurer and the members who sit beside him do not want a disrupted Western Australia.  However, the public 
service system has been in place for 20 years and it is time that it is reviewed.  It is not working at the level at 
which it should work.  The Treasurer knows that as well as I do.  I have been a member of this place for many 
years.  Many chief executive officers have spoken to me and told me that they are not happy.  They are not 
happy, not so much with their job, but with the process of leadership and management.  I am not saying that they 
are not happy with the Treasurer and the government; rather, they are not happy with the process.  We have 
allowed the process to deteriorate - probably with the best intentions, although I would argue against classifying 
the Brian Burke processes as the best of intentions.  We have allowed the public service to drift along and to 
reach a position at which it is not functioning at its best.  It is well known in the public service that if a person 
displeases his political master - that is, a minister or the executive - that person risks losing his contract.  Most 
public servants of the state are on a term contract.  If they take the risk and offer fearless advice, they run the risk 
of not having their contract extended.  I could refer to several cases in which that has happened in recent years.  
It is well recognised that the public service has one purpose; namely, to drive the government’s policies.  It is not 
required to advise the government on issues that are in the best interests of this state.  That element has been lost.  
The people to whom I have spoken have told me that a person takes a serious risk when he tells a minister during 
a policy-type process, in which money is required, that the policy should be changed or that the government 
should not go ahead with it.  A person who does that is at risk of losing his job.  It is well known in the public 
service that when public servants are in a difficult position, they either delay the issue or bury it.  They certainly 
do not act on it, because acting on it could do in their positions.  What should they do if Brian rings them, as one 
public servant found in recent times? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Hang up. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The problem is that there is a perception that some of the Treasurer’s colleagues 
want Brian to ring.  I do not intend my speech to be about Brian Burke, but I put it to the Treasurer that that is 
part of the problem.  If a public servant’s job is to project the policies of the executive and a person who he 
knows is heavily involved in the state rings him, what is that public servant meant to do?  I agree with the 
Treasurer that the best outcome would be for him to say, “Call my minister” and hang up, but it might not 
necessarily be the best outcome for that individual, and I will get to that issue in a moment. 

Promoting the benefits of being a public servant and championing the ethics and operations of the public service 
have been muted in the past two decades at our expense.  I did not have time to read this document, because I 
just threw this together this morning, but a speech was given by a previous Auditor General some 15 years ago 
about the cost of accountability.  Even 15 years ago, the Auditor General was warning us that the actions we 
were taking were reducing the ability of senior public servants to act, and were therefore imposing a cost on the 
state.  We need to rewrite the public service act.  We need to re-create a champion of the public service in this 
state.  The Corruption and Crime Commission Act has sent a wave of concern through the ranks.  Recently, two 
excellent public servants - again, no names and no pack drill - were not prepared to speak to me because I am in 
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the opposition.  They were given permission to speak to me by their chief executive officer but they were not 
prepared to speak to me because they had been briefed by the CCC, which put fear in their hearts.  I think we 
will find that, with the passage of time, those people will not take the same view.  However, I would not put 
pressure on them to put their positions at risk by speaking to me.  I am not a member of the government but I am 
a member of this chamber.  There has been a clear indication to public servants that members of the opposition 
are not to be spoken to.  When I was first elected, there was always a differential between government members 
and opposition members.  Government members were told information, and I have no problem with that.  
However, opposition members were spoken to and treated decently and were given reasonable information that 
did not impact on policy and so forth.  Now we do not get spoken to.  As an opposition member, the risk for a 
public servant to speak to me is too great and therefore many of them will not take that risk.  Thankfully, some 
public servants take the risk because they love their jobs, they love their state and they trust themselves.  
However, it is up to other public servants to decide how they would act in that situation.  The public servants of 
this state know what the government wants them to do, they know what the government expects from their 
positions and they know that if they do not carry out the expectations of the government, they will put their 
employment at risk.  However, they also know that if they carry out the expectations of their master, they may 
put themselves at risk of being spoken to by the CCC.  People may want to laugh that off, but it is no laughing 
matter.  Many public servants are really concerned about that issue, and it needs to be addressed. 
Each election results in major changes at the top of many agencies; for example, when the current administration 
took power at the last election, 19 of the top 20 people in the education department were removed.  What do we 
have now?  We have a crisis in the education system.  The point I want to make is not so much a political point; 
however, if 19 of the top 20 administrators are removed from an agency, corporate knowledge and a range of 
other issues are also removed from that agency, which are really important considerations. 
[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The role of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards is only to advise agencies 
on how to comply with the Public Sector Management Act 1994.  We should be clear about that.  The role of the 
Commissioner for Public Sector Standards is not to be a champion or an administrator of the public service.  As I 
have previously stated, the Premier is responsible for the public service.  Therefore, the Director General of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet is responsible to the Premier for the public service.  What does that do?  
The arrangement clouds enormously the role of the politician and the public servant.  The key politician in this 
state is in control of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  The decisions about who gets paid come from 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  Surely any system would be better than that.  The Premier is not in 
the chamber at the moment, but if I wanted a public service that had the confidence of the people of this state and 
was respected and valued, the last place I would put the administrator of that service would be in the Department 
of the Premier and Cabinet.  I do not think the Department of the Premier and Cabinet has ever not been in a 
state of constant panic.  It is not the calmest agency in any administration.  Often, that hyped-up atmosphere can 
cause people to make a few mistakes.  We can say that that has happened under both sides of politics in the past 
20 years.  The Labor Party was in power for a long while during the 1980s and early 1990s, the coalition was in 
power in the late 1990s, and now there is the current government.  I am talking about only three administrations, 
even though the premiership may have changed on a few occasions.  That drags the public service into the public 
dogfight.  It drags the public service into the public firefight.  It would be a far better process if the administrator, 
the champion of the public service, were removed from that process.  I am not talking about the person who 
holds the position.  I have known that person for a long while and I have nothing but admiration for the Director 
General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  That is not the issue.  The role that that person plays is 
wrong.  It is dragging the public service down. 

One of the really serious issues to arise in the past 20 years that is not spoken about is the role of the new 
political operatives in ministerial offices.  There are dozens of them these days.  We could have a situation in 
which a political operative of the Australian Labor Party who works in the minister’s office bores into the office 
of the chief executive officer of a Western Australian agency and starts telling the CEO what to do, but that 
person is not the minister.  There are hundreds of years of experience of how public servants interface with 
ministers.  However, there is no experience of how public servants interface with a political operative from a 
minister’s office.  It is a significantly different issue.  If public servants have a minister come into their room and 
talk to them about the policies of the current administration, it is clear what that minister’s role and responsibility 
are.  This house has reams of legislation about that role.  The responsibility of the chief executive officer or other 
public servant to interface with that minister’s role is also clear.  However, the matter is totally unclear when an 
angry or agitated operative of the ALP from a ministerial office comes into a public service agency and starts 
telling the chief executive officer that a policy is not being carried out correctly and complains about other such 
issues.  Is that operative the shadow of the minister?  Currently, the answer is “yes”.  However, there is no 
direction in our processes to tell the public servant how to deal with that individual.  There is no direction in 
legislation or policy, or in practice through a champion of the public service.  There have been quite a few 
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complaints over recent years - I am not saying that it did not happen in my time; however, I am talking about 
current times - from chief executive officers and senior public servants going to the Commissioner for Public 
Sector Standards and saying, “This is not right.  Why am I being pressured by someone who is not the minister?”  
We have not done anything about that; we have done absolutely nothing about that, and it is a serious matter.  
We want our public servants to be comfortable about their role; not so much comfortable in their jobs but 
comfortable in the knowledge of what their role is as public servants.   

Many public servants are unhappy about their current role, even right down to middle management level and 
below throughout the public sector.  There is a great deal of unease in the public service.  Public servants have a 
great deal of concern about what their role should be: not only how they should interact with government policy, 
but also how they should interact as public servants.  They believe that their role of public service - that is, as a 
servant of the Western Australian people - is being devalued.  I agree with them; I believe it has been devalued.  
I also believe that their skills in developing management responsibility for various issues are also being 
devalued, because they feel they are not being able to express themselves in a correct way.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I want to say that if public servants give frank and fearless advice, they will have the support 
of the government. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  My speech is not meant to be about that debate.  There have been instances in the 
past few years that I could mention today and use to argue that the opposite of what the Treasurer just said has 
occurred.  Whether I am right or wrong does not change the argument a great deal because, as with the old 
argument about John Howard losing the election, perception is reality.  How the world is perceived to be is the 
real world.  People are concerned about their role as public servants and believe they are at risk.  I also believe 
they are at risk.  People who are on term contracts are at risk because if the person who negotiates their contracts 
with them decides that their performance has not been up to scratch, their contracts are not renewed.  The 
concern is that public servants’ performance is measured by how well they have delivered the policy agreement 
for the executive.  We all know that that is an important part of being a public servant.  However, there is an 
equally important part that has been suppressed or muted; that is, the role of public servants as champions for 
Western Australia.  Public servants should be able to stay in their positions when the administration changes.  
That was the balance in our system; however, the system no longer provides that balance.   

Those members who argue, as I do, that we need to protect the skills in the public service to ensure that we have 
quality people in the public service who are proud to be servants of Western Australia, we need to give public 
servants the assurance that their skills are valued.  We must ensure that their management expertise and other 
skills are valued.  The role of public servants is not only to drive the government of the day’s agenda, although 
that is a big slice of their responsibility.  They have an important responsibility, which was developed over 
hundreds of years, to be a part of the balance.  That process enables public servants to say to an excited, brand-
new minister, “Minister, you may not be aware of this, but in 1986 we tried just that and it didn’t work because 
of this, this and this.  In my view, those conditions still remain, so despite your best intentions, what you are 
trying to do may not be achieved.” 

We have one year left before the next state election.  In my view, we have a year to look at this issue and 
conduct a serious review of the administration and operation of the public service.  Clearly, I have strong views 
on this and I will pressure the government to say that we need to alter our mix of the public service.  We need to 
create a champion not only for public servants and for excellence of service to Western Australians, but also for 
administration.  If we do not do that, I suggest that in a year’s time there may be tens of thousands of people who 
may not be all that happy with the government.  When the election comes and the government has served two 
terms, it just might be, like last weekend was, time for a change.  It might be that in the minds of Western 
Australians who are in the public service that unless the public service gets a really serious work over and an 
examination of its mode of operation - many public servants are very unhappy with the current direction of the 
public service - they should turn into number one enemies of the government.  I do not say that as a threat, but I 
ask government members, particularly backbenchers, to consider that in the next 12 months.  The government 
will have the opportunity to make substantial changes to the public service.  Those changes do not need to be 
major; they can be minor but significant. 

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [1.57 pm]:  In an attempt at humour: I thought everybody had come into 
the chamber to hear my speech. 

The SPEAKER:  They should be here. 

Ms J.A. Radisich:  You can wow us in two minutes! 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  However, I recognise that in a few minutes we will have question time.   

I have risen to make my contribution in the cognate debate on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill 
(No. 5) 2007 and the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Bill (No. 6) 2007.  I realise that shortly I will be 
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interrupted, and it is always a bit difficult to embark on a speech when one knows that one has such limited time.  
However, I will say these few comments in the first instance. 

I think it is important in these buoyant economic times, certainly with the budget surpluses that the Treasurer 
loves to crow about, to acknowledge that it is hard to imagine that a school community would feel compelled to 
rally at Parliament House to raise concerns about its plight.  Deanmore Primary School did that a couple of 
weeks ago over the state of its school.  The Minister for Education and Training is not in this place right now, 
but I know that he met with members of the school community who came to the steps of Parliament House to 
raise their issues and concerns about the buildings in which the students and the teachers have to work.  The 
school community presented a petition.  It was a very creative petition.  The children had made building blocks 
to construct their school on the steps of Parliament.  Each brick tile had a child’s name and address on it.  I know 
that Mr Speaker would like me to continue with my remarks for one minute.  It is very hard to get into this issue 
in such a short time.  I want to talk not only about Deanmore Primary School, but also Carine Senior High 
School, North Beach Primary School, Lake Gwelup Primary School and Davallia Primary School.  Members 
should be prepared. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 7923.] 
 


