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GOVERNMENT CONSULTANCIES — REPORTS 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [10.11 am] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended so far as to allow the following motion to be moved — 

This house condemns the Barnett government for failing to meet key accountability measures, 

including — 

(a) not tabling any consultant reports dealing with the period since the end of December 

2010; 

(b) tabling inaccurate consultant reports; and 

(c) undermining the freedom of information process. 

I do this quite advisedly, because these are very important measures of accountability that we would think the 

government would treat seriously in this place. I raised the issue yesterday in question time because of its 

significance and importance to the people of Western Australia so that we have proper accountability by the 

government in these types of matters—the tabling of consultant reports and the accuracy of freedom of 

information processes. The question I asked the Premier was pooh-poohed by him; he doubted the veracity and 

the accuracy of what I said. He has had an opportunity this morning, or at least the government has had an 

opportunity, to correct the record and it has failed to do so. I would have thought that the first thing the 

government should have done in light of what was raised yesterday in question time was to table consultancy 

reports that have been outstanding and by convention are required to be tabled every six months. The 

government has failed to do that; therefore, we have been forced to stand today to raise these issues because they 

are very important to the people of Western Australia—that is, the amount of expenditure going into these 

consultancies, the accuracy of the consultant reports that have been tabled and the undermining by the 

government of the very important process of freedom of information laws that have been in place in this state for 

20 years. I want to ensure that we have a proper analysis and debate of these issues. I seek an indication across 

the chamber from the Deputy Premier about whether the government is prepared to provide a debate, along 

matter of public interest rules, about these issues. If that is the case, I will sit down; otherwise, I will explain why 

this matter is urgent. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Can I just ask whether you’ll be doing the MPI later today? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We are, yes. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Is 15 minutes for each side enough; would that suit? Do you need longer than that? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have a couple of speakers, but if it was made 20 minutes, I think it would be 

sufficient. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Good; 20 minutes each side. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Will the Leader of the House move an amendment to that effect? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Yes.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: On that basis, I will sit down.  

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [10.13 am]: As has already been said, there is the 

ability for a matter of public interest debate later today as that has not been used this week. I would have thought 

that the opposition would use its MPI earlier this week. There are obviously no burning issues that the opposition 

wants to bring up, but it thought of this one. It could have asked to suspend standing orders yesterday afternoon 

after question time, should it have wished to do that, and that would have been an opportunity. If it was so 

urgent, the opposition would have been able to do that. But to suspend — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Why do you not be quiet for five minutes and give other people the chance to have air in 

this building? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Thank you, members! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: We will not oppose this and we will agree to it along the lines that have been agreed to for 

times of 20 minutes, because I do not think there is a great deal more that the Leader of the Opposition can say 

on it. We will respond and give the good reasons why there has been a delay in the consultant reports; indeed, 
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the Deputy Premier will speak to that. We agree to the suspension of standing orders and I move the following 

amendment. I move — 

To insert after ―moved‖ — 

and that the debate be conducted with 20 minutes for opposition members and 20 minutes for 

government members 

Amendment put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  

Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [10.15 am]: I move — 

This house condemns the Barnett government for failing to meet key accountability measures, 

including — 

(a) not tabling any consultant reports dealing with the period since the end of December 2010; 

(b) tabling inaccurate consultant reports; and 

(c) undermining the freedom of information process. 

It is a great pity that the Premier is not here today to deal with this matter, because this is an important matter of 

accountability. Of course, the Premier is missing a day of Parliament after a four-week break so that he can 

announce a George Michael concert in the city and then fly north to other parts of the state. It is a parliamentary 

sitting day, and that is the reason he is not here. We have another week of no sittings next week — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, a suspension of standing orders such as this is a very serious matter, and I 

expect members to listen to the Leader of the Opposition in silence. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We have had four weeks without Parliament and we have another week without 

Parliament next week. That is ample opportunity for the Premier to travel around Western Australia should he 

wish, and ample opportunity for the Premier to announce that George Michael will be appearing in Perth. 

Instead, he has missed Parliament to undertake those duties. That is something that Geoff Gallop would never 

have done. The Parliament has to be treated with seriousness. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: What is the Deputy Premier’s point? 

The Premier has advised us that he needs a pair on Thursday because he is travelling so much and it is a regional 

visit. That is not fulfilling his responsibility to this Parliament in the way that he should. As the Premier of the 

state, he should be here in Parliament to answer all these matters, because these are important matters. Indeed, 

we will move our matter of public interest this afternoon.  

Yesterday, I raised the fact that we have not seen a consultant report covering any period since December 2010. 

That means that there has been nearly 18 months without consultant reports and we are not aware of the amount 

spent by this government on consultancies. The reason we are very concerned about this is twofold. First of all, 

this government has a record of spending on consultancies far in excess of any government prior to this. The 

reports that were tabled covering the period from the election of the government to December 2010 show that the 

government was spending on average—this is the tabled reports—$21 million a year on consultancies. That is 

$21 million a year on average on consultancies in the period to December 2010. In comparison, the former 

government, the Carpenter government, spent $14 million a year on consultancies. According to the published 

documents presented to this house, when we compare each period of government, we see expenditure of an 

additional $7 million on average. That is a significant increase in consultancy spending by this government, 

according to the tabled reports.  

What else do we find? In the period since December 2010 no reports have been tabled. Of course, governments 

do not like to table these reports, especially when spending is blowing out in the way it has with this 

government. Governments do not like to table these reports. They should be tabled; the people of this state 

should know what is being spent on consultancies around the state. They should know what their taxpayers’ 

money is being spent on when there are huge increases in state debt and when there are cuts to agencies, and 

particularly to agencies such as the Department for Child Protection and the Disability Services Commission. 

The people of Western Australia should know what is being spent on high-priced consultancies around Western 
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Australia, so that there is full transparency and accountability. In the last round of tabled consultant reports, we 

learnt that at least one consultant was being paid $200 000 over two years for two days’ work a month. We learnt 

that some consultants were being paid that amount of money by the government for their services—two days a 

month, $200 000 over two years. That is the rate at which the government was spending money on consultancies, 

and now it is not tabling the information. 

But it gets worse. I asked the Premier the question yesterday. He pooh-poohed the question and said, ―That 

cannot possibly be right‖. It is right. The consultancy reports have not been tabled in this house as the convention 

requires. The Premier is not here to answer or fix the problem or at least table the consultancy reports that are 

outstanding. 

We also find that before December 2010, the Leader of the National Party, the Minister for Regional 

Development, tabled a report that indicated that only $100 000 was spent on consultants over 2010. But we have 

learned from examining the annual report of the Department of Regional Development and Lands that over 

2010, the department says $13.1 million-plus was spent on consultants and contractors over that period. In 2011 

it goes to $15.3 million. In its annual report it has those sorts of figures of the amount being spent on consultants 

and contractors, yet in what is tabled before this house, it has only $100 000. Even the reports that were tabled 

by the government in the period leading up to December 2010, which were massive by historic standards, do not 

include all the consultancies that are contained within the annual reports of the agencies. What is going on? Were 

those documents deliberately inaccurate? Was the government deliberately withholding information when it 

tabled that document in Parliament? Why was there that massive discrepancy between the annual report of the 

Department of Regional Development and Lands and the report on consultants that was tabled in this house? The 

Premier has been caught out misleading this house in relation to what he tabled back then. It is no wonder in 

light of that, that in the period since December 2010, nearly 18 months, we have seen no evidence of what was 

spent by the government on consultants during that period, against the convention before this place.  

The Premier does not need to stand up here and make excuses. He needs to come in here and table those reports 

on consultants that are outstanding and he needs to provide a full and frank explanation as to why the earlier 

reports on consultants that were tabled were inaccurate—wildly inaccurate, according to the annual report of the 

Department of Regional Development and Lands. This is an important issue, and it is a pity that the Premier has 

gone off to deal with George Michael and has taken off to the north of the state and is not before the Parliament 

today in order to answer these important questions. 

It gets worse. Yesterday the Premier ran down the concept of freedom of information. In question time he ran 

down the concept of freedom of information and the opposition’s use of it. I make no apologies for the 

opposition putting in freedom of information applications. That is what oppositions do, and that is what 

governments need to get used to. There is such a thing as transparency and accountability, and the government 

needs to answer those applications accurately. But he ran it down; he said, ―How dare you put them all in? That 

is a waste of time.‖ I have news for the government. I have here a minimum of 46 questions on notice asked by 

members of the opposition just in the last six months in which the answer states: ―If the member seeks access, he 

is asked to submit a freedom of information application.‖ That is the answer. So when the Premier stands up and 

says, ―Oh, isn’t it terrible you’re putting in all these freedom of information applications‖, he personally—

Premier, Hon C.J. Barnett—in his answer says, ―If the member seeks access, he is asked to submit a freedom of 

information application so that all the appropriate consultations and legal advice can be sought as per the FOI 

act.‖ 

On 46 separate occasions he asked us to put in an FOI application just in six months, and then he stands up and 

says, ―How dare you put one in?‖ Mr Acting Speaker, I will tell you why we put in the FOI applications. It is 

because that is the only way we can get any information out of the government. The Premier does not answer 

questions on notice. He does not answer questions without notice. And so we put in FOI applications, and often 

the Premier does not answer those; he claims all sorts of exclusions. But when he does answer them, we find 

things like the emails by the Director General of the Department of Sport and Recreation in which he indicated 

that Liberal Party lobbyists are undermining fair and proper processes in government, making sure that 

government does not get the best deal for money. We get actual emails, actual written documents, from 

respected heads of government agencies who have been there over all sorts of governments for a long time. We 

see emails by people like that, who say Liberal Party lobbyists are undermining proper government processes 

and undermining value for money for government contracts.  

I myself put in an FOI application in relation to the Minister for Regional Development. What did I discover? I 

found the closeness of the relationship between the Leader of the National Party and Clive Palmer. Everyone 

knows Clive Palmer—the creator of Titanic II; the man who says that the CIA is undermining Australia’s coal 

industry; the man who is the principal benefactor and funder of the Liberal and National parties. We find via the 

FOI process the closeness of the relationship between the Leader of the National Party and Mr Clive Palmer, and 
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we find that when Clive Palmer says ―Jump!‖, the Leader of the National Party says, ―How high?‖. The FOI 

process was the only way by which we discovered that important piece of information in relation to Mr Palmer’s 

mining projects in Western Australia, where he attempted—I say this advisedly—to undermine proper 

government processes to get his way. Guess what? He got what he wanted. We saw that via the FOI process and 

the release of all those important documents a couple of years ago. 

The Premier was quite defensive about his media advisers yesterday. We then find, again released via the FOI 

process, an email from his principal media adviser to Jake Smith—people might remember Jake Smith; head of 

the government secretariat; the fellow on record as admiring none other than Adolf Hitler—which describes the 

government’s media approach. I will read it out — 

Yesterday, worked because we had FESA/DEC in the morning, a drop on the stadium in the afternoon, 

a further drop to ABC on lobbyists ... diversion in the house on carbon tax ... Aimee keeping the west 

honest around balance ... good talking points to backbenchers around cost of living so we are all on 

message ... a quiet coffee with a senior commentator to plant some seeds ... a strong response on 

Katanning, backgrounded and positioned perfectly.  

If there was ever an example of a government showing how addicted to spin it is, here it is: the head of the 

government media sending an email to the head of the government secretariat — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Members on my right, I am going to expect members on my left 

to remain silent when it is their turn to speak, so I am asking again for them to show the Leader of the 

Opposition the same courtesy. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will conclude here, Mr Acting Speaker. My point here is that the FOI process is 

important. It reveals all sorts of things, and it is important that it be treated seriously, properly and appropriately. 

When we are invited to put in FOIs, we do not expect to be criticised for having done so by the person who 

invited us to put them in. The principal point, of course, is: where are those reports on consultants? Why were 

they inaccurate? It is up to the Premier now to be accountable to this house and the people of Western Australian 

and release the information.  

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [10.29 am]: The Premier of this state has a lot of explaining to do because he 

has failed in key accountability measures to this Parliament. A principal accountability measure for any member 

of Parliament and for any government is attendance at Parliament to answer questions. The other accountability 

measure that has been in place for governments right around this nation for the past 20 years or more is freedom 

of information. This house has sat for only a few days in April and May this year; over the past four weeks of a 

six-week period, Parliament has sat for only three days. Of those three days, the Premier has not been available 

to attend this place on one of them. Over a six-week period, the Premier has been able to attend Parliament for 

only two days. I hope that we will get a further and better reason why the Premier will not front Parliament 

today. Why is he not here today? We know that he has been at Perth Arena to announce the George Michael 

concert and we know that he will fly north. I want his explanation for why he could not have flown north any 

time in the past four weeks or why he cannot do it next week. Why could he not have announced the George 

Michael concert last week, tomorrow, on the weekend or next week? I think he could have announced the 

George Michael concert on one of those days. 

When the Premier has shown up at Parliament this week, he has treated the Parliament with contempt. He was 

asked a most serious question by the Leader of the Opposition about basic accountability—the tabling of reports 

on consultants. That involves the expenditure of millions of dollars of taxpayer money. The last time the 

government tabled a report, there had been $21 million worth of expenditure in a year on consultants’ reports—

the ones that we knew about. There are serious doubts about whether that is the true figure or whether the true 

figure is much higher, as has been alluded to by the Leader of the Opposition, yet the Premier stood during 

question time yesterday not even knowing whether his government had tabled a report on consultants in the past 

18 months. He gave a contemptuous flip of the hand. His attitude was: ―What does it matter? I am untouchable. I 

am the emperor. I am the Premier. You are in opposition. I am telling you nothing.‖ He doubted the premise of 

the question from the opposition; he did not believe us. He has his head in the sand. Either the Premier did not 

know yesterday whether the government’s reports on consultants had been tabled or he was misleading the 

house; he was using it as a parliamentary tactic to avoid answering the question. Either way, he stands 

condemned and has a lot of explaining to do. I think he must be the first Premier in the history of this state who 

does not know whether he has met basic accountability measures. Either he did not know or he misled the house 

yesterday on whether he had tabled reports on consultants. This is a key accountability measure, yet he is not 

even in the house today to explain it. Frankly, I expected that he would table those reports today. He has a lot of 

explaining to do. His attitude to FOI is simply contemptuous. It is simply contemptuous of him to say that the 
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opposition makes too many FOI requests when we have evidence that he said 46 times, ―We are not answering 

that question; put in an FOI.‖ He has a lot of explaining to do, and he should have been here today. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Deputy Premier) [10.33 am]: The government will obviously vote against 

this motion. As usual, we see members on the other side get up in this house and blow themselves up like 

blowfish, huffing and puffing that the government has done some terrible thing, without even looking at their 

own record to see what they did in government as though they were any better. I will go through some of the 

figures in the history of the tabling of reports. Every minister puts in on behalf of their department a list of 

consultants, as per the requirements, to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. That is then collated and put 

before this house. It is a standard procedure. The information I have shows that that takes a considerable period. 

Given that it is tabled by departments routinely, why would the Premier be expected to be across the issue of 

whether the reports had been tabled? 

It has been 10 months. There is a requirement to table a report for a six-month period. The information is 

collated and at some time after that period, it is tabled in this house. It has been 10 months since the period we 

are talking about. The last report was for the period up to December 2010, so the next period is from January to 

July 2011. We are now in May, so it has been about 10 months since it was tabled. Let us look at the time taken 

in the past. It took eight months for the last report and nine months for the report before that. Members might 

think that that is a fair bit of time. It took six months for some reports that were done in 2007–08. That is a 

commendable effort. Let us look at some of the other figures for the Labor Party. The 31 December 2004 report 

was tabled on 17 November 2005—an 11-month period. This government is one month over that period—one 

month past the Labor Party’s great level of accountability! Let me look at a couple more. 

Mr F.M. Logan: It’s only eight years ago! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Nevertheless, members opposite are criticising our government. 

The 30 June 2004 report was tabled on 17 December 2005—about 17 months after the period. The 31 December 

2003 report was tabled on 17 May 2005—again, 17 months after the period in which it was due. I am told that 

the current report is almost complete, and the understanding is that it will be tabled in the next week or two. I am 

sure that the Premier did not know that yesterday. He knows that today. If members opposite had asked me, I 

would have told them. But they have to move a silly motion such as this just to make an issue of something that 

they were a lot worse at than we are. 

Mr M. McGowan: The time since the last period it was tabled for is at least 17 months—December 2010. For 

the period since December 2010, we have no report on consultants. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: The 31 December 2010 report was tabled on 28 September 2011, which is eight to nine 

months later. For this one, it has been 10 months since the period. It is two months late, but it is still five months 

less than the time in which the Labor Party tabled its reports. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr K.D. HAMES: This motion is a load of nonsense. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Members opposite are trying to say that it has been 17 months, but they need to remember 

that the period under consideration is until June last year, so the time from June last year is the period that we are 

talking about. That is how long it has taken to table the report. The government will certainly oppose this 

motion. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Minister for Transport) [10.38 am]: There are three substantive components 

to this motion: timeliness, accuracy and freedom of information. In relation to timeliness, I think the Deputy 

Premier has clearly indicated that the Leader of the Opposition’s bleatings that a convention has been breached 

are entirely without any basis. If there was a convention, the Labor Party certainly did not follow it in 

government. If a convention is a reflection of what has historically happened, it falls entirely within the 

definition of ―convention‖, so the timeliness issue simply does not exist. 

The second issue is accuracy. I came to this place in 2005. I thought the issue of consultancies was quite 

interesting and spent some time studying them from opposition. The Deputy Premier is quite right: what happens 

as I recall is that ministerial officers send through a summary to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. I 

happen to have the summaries here. For some reason I kept this in my office. These are the summaries from the 

2005–06 financial year that I obtained under freedom of information from the former minister’s offices. 
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Incidentally, if I had not been happy with the response to the FOI application, I could have appealed. I will talk 

about that in a second.  

These are the responses I received from former government ministers. These went off. They went through some 

process in the then Premier’s office, and the reports were published and tabled in the house. A couple of issues 

arise in and around that. When I read the figures for 2005–06—this really relates to accuracy—I discovered that 

the government report to the house for those two six-month periods totalled $22.5 million in consultancy 

expenditure. When I added up the actual expenditure on consultancies reported through the system, the figure 

was almost $40 million. The former government, through some mystical process, had turned a $40 million spend 

on consultants into a $22.5 million spend on consultants. I am not sure whether that is an entirely accurate use of 

the system, but I am damned glad I kept that information; I had a feeling it would come in handy one day! 

Somewhere between the then ministers sending up the actual spend and the then Premier tabling the document, 

things fell out of the process under the former government. That is not an inaccurate reflection. It happened right 

across ministers’ offices. I will share some of those—not all of them; just a couple.  

Mr M. McGowan: You used FOI and got answers!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: As I said, Leader of the Opposition, if I was not happy with the FOI process, I would use 

the appeal mechanism. Funnily enough, the Leader of the Opposition has the appeal mechanism available to him. 

I and my office have recently been through a couple of appeal mechanisms, and it would be fair to say that the 

Information Commissioner generally found in our favour in relation to those matters. It is a fair and transparent 

system. The system has not changed from when the Leader of the Opposition was in government.  

Anyway, getting back to the way the former government hid consultant costs—part 2. This was for the six 

months to 30 June 2006. For example, Minister McGowan, the now Leader of the Opposition, when he filled in 

the little forms, signed them and sent them up to the Premier’s office, across some of his portfolios—for example 

the Department of Environment—the actual spend on consultants was $152 000, and the reported spend was 

$82 000. What happened there? In another part of the Leader of the Opposition’s portfolio —  

Mr M. McGowan: That was a big figure; I was a big spender!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: — the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority — 

Mr M. McGowan: Gee; I’m embarrassed about that! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition only reported half of what he spent! How did that happen? 

In the Botanic Gardens and Parks, $82 000 was spent on consultants but $22 000 was reported. In the 

Department of Conservation and Land Management—while the Leader of the Opposition was the minister, 

filling in the forms and his government was producing the summaries—of the $142 000 spend on consultants in 

a six-month period, how much do members think was reported? Not one cent! The Leader of the Opposition gets 

up here and talks about accuracy when the data shows his actual spend — 

Mr M. McGowan: I remember that you make things up! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition can read it all.  

Mr M. McGowan: Give it to me and I will read it. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition’s actual spend, obtained under the FOI process, compared 

with what was reported, was wildly divergent. I do not know how that happened. I am not aware of what dark 

arts practitioners were working in the bowels of the then Premier’s office conjuring these figures up, but I know 

for a fact that that is what happened.  

I also found one other little interesting bit of information. I am nearly done, Mr Acting Speaker. I refer to 2006 

under the former government. I think Dr Gallop was still the Premier—he may have been; I am not sure. The 

Premier’s circular was sent out in 2005. There was a lot of pressure on the government of the day in and around 

consultancy spends. My recollection is that at the 2005 election, the Labor Party made some commitments 

around consultancy spends. There was a lot of pressure on the government around consultancy spends. I want to 

read a letter from Mr Ron Mance. Members may remember Ron Mance. He was given the golden handcuffs and 

sent off from the Office of Shared Services on a management-initiated redundancy that was never initiated by 

management! That was very, very interesting. It was against, as I understand it, the advice of the 

Under Treasurer of the day. This is what Mr Mance said when he wrote to the Department of the Premier and 

Cabinet. I think Mr Marney wanted to keep Mr Mance at OSS so he could try to work out what the hell had 

happened! I do not think they supported him getting the golden handcuffs—getting his lips zipped up and sent 

off!  



Extract from Hansard 

[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 3 May 2012] 

 p2326b-2335a 

Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Rob Johnson; Acting Speaker; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Dr Kim Hames; Mr Troy 

Buswell; Mr Christian Porter; Mr Brendon Grylls; Ms Rita Saffioti 

 [7] 

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member has had her little speech. 

I will read from this; I am happy to table it. It is from Mr Mance to DPC. Remember, the government at the time 

was under a lot of pressure around consultancy. Mr Mance noted that Premier Circular 2005/08 only requires 

consultants who provide strategic advice to government be reported and that consultants who provide a service 

that does not involve the provision of management advice to government should not be included. He considered 

that a number of consultancies previously reported fell within these categories. In other words, the former 

government changed the definition of ―consultants‖ to trim down on the amount it reported. The Leader of the 

Opposition comes in here and bleats on about accuracy in figures —  

Ms R. Saffioti: What definition are you using?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We did not change the definition; members opposite changed the definition! The Leader 

of the Opposition comes in here and bleats about accuracy —  

Mr P. Papalia: Get out the toilet rolls; that will help!  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Member for Warnbro, I know you served your country well, but, as I have said before, I 

am sure you got the oxygen mix wrong on one of those deep dives! Every time you open your mouth like that, it 

reconfirms my thoughts.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, unfortunately I have to call you for the first time.  

Mr M. McGowan: It is disgraceful how you attack people who serve this country!  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I am also going to call you for the first time.  

Mr M. McGowan: Well, it is a disgrace—and you should know!  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I call you for the second time today.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: You’re a buffoon, Buswell!  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, I am going to call you for the first time today. Member for 

Joondalup, I am going to call you for the first time today.  

Withdrawal of Remark 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Member for Bassendean, I am going to ask you to stand and 

withdraw your comment. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: I don’t know what I am withdrawing. I am sorry; I just do not know what I am withdrawing.  

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: If you made a comment, you need to withdraw it. 

Mr M.P. WHITELY: If I made a comment, I would withdraw any comment I made if I am so instructed by the 

Acting Speaker.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you very much. Member for Albany, I will ask you to stand and withdraw 

your comment also.  

Mr P.B. WATSON: I withdraw. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I ask that the Minister for Transport withdraw the slur against a former serving officer in 

the Royal Australian Navy who has served his country in Iraq in two separate wars, and the allegation that the 

Minister for Transport made that that resulted in that person having brain damage. I ask that a person who has 

never served his country withdraw that allegation against someone who has received medals for his service to 

this nation. I ask all members on the other side of the house to reflect upon how they treat people who have 

served this nation.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I am sympathetic to what you are saying. The reason I am 

on my feet, and the reason I have been calling members, is because members interjected while I was on my feet. 

I have tried very hard to impartially control this house during this debate. As I said, I am sympathetic to what 

you are saying, but it is not a point of order.  
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Mr D.A. Templeman interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: That is exactly what I am talking about, member for Mandurah. I call you for the 

third time today.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Of course I did not intend to reflect negatively on service people who have served the 

country. 

Several members interjected.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I just want to say, Mr Acting Speaker — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I just want to say, Mr Acting Speaker, if I get the opportunity, that it is a comment that I 

have made previously in this place a number of times, both across the chamber and privately with the member. I 

can tell members this: if the member takes personal offence at what I have said, I am sure he will let me know. 

As I have said, it is a comment that I have made many times. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Member for Armadale, I am calling you for the first time today. 

I did ask members on my right to pay a certain amount of respect to the Leader of the Opposition and to 

members on my left when they spoke. I ask members on my left to pay the same respect to government members 

when they speak. Minister for Transport, I do not think you are helping your cause.  

Dr A.D. Buti: Surely you have no respect for him! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I am calling you for the second time today. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am about to conclude. Three issues are raised in the motion. Timeliness was dealt with 

by the Deputy Premier. On accuracy, our record stands well when compared with that of members opposite, 

because under their government there was clearly a significant difference between moneys spent and moneys 

reported. Accuracy was also in question when members opposite were in government, because they changed the 

definition of ―consultant‖ to deliberately deflate the total amount reported. Finally, on the FOI process, if 

members opposite have issues with the government’s response in and around FOI, they should appeal. That is a 

very simple process. It has been in place for some time. If members opposite have problems, they should use it. 

MR C.C. PORTER (Bateman — Treasurer) [10.52 am]: I want to make three brief comments. The first is 

about the absence from Parliament of members on pairs, the second is about the quality of freedom of 

information applications, and the third is a general comment about costs. As the Minister for Transport pointed 

out, the Deputy Premier has put to bed the issue of timeliness. The timeliness with respect to these reports on 

consultants has been determined by years of convention and practice—and the convention and practice has been 

determined by the timeliness standards that the Leader of the Opposition set when in government. 

Mr M. McGowan: So 17 months is okay? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Well, it was for the Leader of the Opposition! That was the convention that he set; and that 

is undeniable. 

The first point that I want to make is with respect to the very heavy criticism of the Premier for being on leave 

from Parliament on a pair.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: What is he doing? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The point is that members opposite know what he is doing, because they approved the pair! 

Mr M. McGowan: If we had known that it was to go and see George Michael, we might have said no! 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The process in this place is well known. From time to time, ministers, and particularly the 

Premier and Deputy Premier, will need to be absent from Parliament. Sometimes members need to be absent for 

personal reasons rather than because of ministerial duties, or because of illness. The system works tolerably well. 

Members opposite gave the Premier a pair, and they are now criticising him for being absent pursuant to the pair 

that they granted. Members opposite had the opportunity to run precisely this argument yesterday afternoon, 

when they knew that the Premier would be present. But they chose not to do that and to run it at a time when, 
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pursuant to their agreement, the Premier would not be here. People will make their own judgement about 

whether that is proper and appropriate. 

The second thing is the quality of FOI applications. There are some good FOIs and there are some poor FOIs. 

There are some FOIs that are good and fair and reasonable and seem to be asking a reasonable question. But 

there are some FOIs that are poorly thought through, and there are some that are just fishing expeditions. It 

seems that the opposition’s definition of a high-quality FOI application is the fact that it is lodged; that is, that 

anything that is lodged as an FOI is a good FOI. It is well within the prerogative of members of the opposition to 

ask for an FOI on anything they want, but if we look at those FOI applications and assess them for quality, and 

accept the fact that there must be, among all those lodged, some that are better and some that are worse, there are 

a lot of worse FOI applications being lodged by this opposition. There are some FOI applications that ask for 

every document emanating from the chief of staff to another person in the Premier’s office that mentions the 

word ―Labor‖. I mean, go figure! Sometimes the word ―Labor‖ appears in emails. That requires an extensive 

search of documents, at great cost, for what possible purpose? As I have said, some of the FOI applications are 

of low quality. 

Finally, the Leader of the Opposition, in talking about the cost of consultants, made the statement that the cost of 

consultants was in the context of cuts to child protection services. What on earth is the Leader of the Opposition 

talking about? Members might remember all of the difficulties, mentioned on front page after front page of The 

West Australian, with child protection under the former government when it was in office. The amount of money 

that was devoted to recurrent expenditure for child protection in the 2008–09 budget of the former government 

was $301 million. Last year, 2011–12, under this government, it was $457 million.  

Mr M. McGowan: Sorry, what were those figures? 

Mr C.C. PORTER: It was $301 million in 2008–09, and last year, 2011–12, it was $457 million, a 52 per cent 

increase in the amount of money devoted to recurrent expenditure for child protection—and the Leader of the 

Opposition, under the banner of accuracy, gets up and tells the house that there has been a cut to child 

protection! It is absolutely ridiculous. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Regional Development) [10.56 am]: The Leader of 

the Opposition has made some allegations about the Department of Regional Development and Lands with 

regard to consultants’ reports. I have had my department try to look at the accusations, but they have been made 

in the middle of sentences and in the middle of debates with interjections. I ask the Leader of the Opposition, if 

he is not making this up, and if he is not just flying a kite and trying to get a cheap media grab out of this, would 

he be happy to put a detailed question on notice, in time for me to answer it in Parliament today, so that I can 

answer his question? Would the Leader of the Opposition be happy to detail his allegations in a question on 

notice that I can answer in Parliament today, rather than just flying a kite and hoping that he gets an outcome out 

of this? 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [10.57 am]: Minister for Regional Development, this has been raised in 

Parliament over the last couple of years. The minister has had ample time to get that information. In all the 

responses that we have heard today, no-one has actually addressed one of the key parts of this motion—that is, 

how $13 million has become $100 000. We heard the Minister for Transport talk about a $30 000 or $40 000 

variation here and there, but the key issue is how $13 million has become $100 000. Not one member opposite 

took the time and the effort to raise that today and to address it. It was raised yesterday, and no-one on the other 

side had the ability to respond to that key component.  

In response to the pair issue, we were never notified that the Premier was going to a George Michael 

announcement this morning. As the member for Mandurah, our Whip, has outlined, on numerous occasions 

when we have asked about the whereabouts of the Premier for a pair, we have been told that he is going to a 

function. We think it is a function at which he will be representing the people of Western Australia, and of 

course we grant a pair in good faith. We operate in good faith. Unlike some other oppositions around the nation, 

and federally, we operate in good faith. We expect that when the Premier of this state goes to the extreme length 

of asking Parliament for a pair, it is because he is going to a function to represent the public of Western 

Australia. We do not think that it is because he is going to see Lionel Richie!  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Is Lionel Richie in Fitzroy Crossing? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is absolutely ridiculous. This is, again, a demonstration of the arrogant and out-of-touch 

approach being taken by this government and this Premier. As the member for Midland has announced, this 

Premier believes that Parliament should be disregarded and he does not need to be held to account in this 

Parliament. This is another arrogant and out-of-touch approach being taken by this Premier. 
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Question put and a division taken with the following result —  

Ayes (23) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 

Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 

Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr C.J. Tallentire Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell 

Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr C.C. Porter 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 

Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr J.E. McGrath Dr J.M. Woollard 

Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr P.T. Miles Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr C.J. Barnett 

 Mr E.S. Ripper Mr J.H.D. Day 

 Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.T. Redman 

Question thus negatived. 

 


