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MINISTER FOR WATER —  
MANAGEMENT OF DIRECTOR GENERAL OF DEPARTMENT OF WATER POSITION 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [12.20 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be 
moved forthwith, and that the debate be conducted according to the rules for a matter of public 
interest — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Water for his mismanagement of issues relating to 
the position of Director General of the Department of Water, specifically — 

(a) misleading the house when claiming to have reprimanded Mr Taylor on numerous 
occasions prior to him being removed from that position; and 

(b) not complying with appropriate public sector standards in relation to the appointment 
of the acting director general of this department. 

If the government will agree to that, I will sit down. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [12.20 pm]: The government will agree to the 
suspension of standing orders and will listen very carefully to the motion that is put by the member for 
Cockburn. We are prepared to have the motion debated, as the member said, along the lines of a matter of public 
interest, which of course has 30 minutes for the opposition side, 30 minutes for the government, and five minutes 
should an Independent member seek the call. 

The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need an absolute 
majority to succeed. I have counted the house and there is an absolute majority. If I hear a dissentient voice, I 
will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [12.22 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Water for his mismanagement of issues relating to 
the position of Director General of the Department of Water, specifically — 

(a) misleading the house when claiming to have reprimanded Mr Taylor on numerous 
occasions prior to him being removed from that position; and 

(b) not complying with appropriate public sector standards in relation to the appointment 
of the acting director general of this department. 

It is convention in the house that a minister who misleads the house must correct the record as soon as possible, 
or resign. The Minister for Water has misled this house on numerous occasions and, I believe, has knowingly 
misled this house. The minister has not come into the house to correct the record, so I have moved that he be 
condemned for not doing that. 

This is a serious matter, involving the termination of one of the state’s most respected and competent public 
servants, Mr Kim Taylor. The house heard extensive debate about the termination of Mr Kim Taylor’s 
employment at the point of his termination as the Director General of the Department of Water. I now raise the 
issue of the role of the minister, and also the possible role of the minister’s chief of staff, in that termination. I 
will talk about what the minister told the house on 19 May and compare that with documents that I received 
through freedom of information applications that I made to both the minister’s own ministerial office and that of 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, particularly the public sector manager’s office. 

The documents I have show that on at least five occasions the minister misled the house about the way Mr 
Taylor’s employment was terminated. The documents and Hansard show that the minister also misled the house 
about who was involved in the whole termination process. In response to a motion on 19 May 2010 the minister 
said — 

I had discussed the overall performance of the Department of Water with Mr Taylor as part of general 
performance discussions many months ago. This did not happen overnight … 

When further questioned about his involvement and the disciplinary process of Mr Taylor, the minister said — 

This explanation was made many, many months ago. 
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The minister went on to say at a later point in the debate — 

I also believe that I was man enough to actually talk to the DG person to person about these issues over 
the last few months. 

In a document that I received from my freedom of information applications, Mr Taylor wrote to Mr Dan Volaric, 
the deputy public sector commissioner. The document stated — 

Hi Dan, I noticed in the Hansard for last Wednesday regarding my situation (see attached) that Minister 
Jacobs indicated that he had met with you on 27 April. This was news to me as it had not been 
mentioned in any other discussions I had had. Not that it alters anything but can you confirm whether 
these discussions took place … I notice also he said that I was aware of his views. Minister Jacobs had 
spoken to me on the22 April but had not advised me of concerns regarding my performance previously. 

That is what the man that the minister sacked had said to the deputy public sector commissioner. He has made 
the complaint to the deputy public sector commissioner that the minister had spoken to him once about his 
performance, and that was on 22 April, yet the minister came into this house on 19 May and stated—on 
numerous occasions throughout Hansard, including in his response to a question without notice on the same 
day—that he had spoken to Mr Taylor on numerous occasions about his performance. When it comes to 
believing people and what they say, I, and I know many members in this house, would rather believe Mr Kim 
Taylor about what happened because of his background, his performance, the fact that he is so well respected 
and the very fact that he has complained to the deputy public sector commissioner about what the minister said 
to this house. I would rather believe Mr Taylor’s view of what occurred than the minister’s view of what 
occurred and, in fact, rather than the minister’s view of what he told this house occurred because I do not believe 
it is true. I do not believe what the minister told this house was true; the minister misled this house. Mr Taylor 
knows that the minister misled this house and he has made a complaint, albeit unofficial, about what the minister 
told this house. 

The minister also told the house on 19 May that numerous people were aware of what was going on. The 
minister indicated that the Premier and the Public Sector Commissioner were aware of what was going on. In 
fact, again in the debate on the motion, the minister said — 

I did not sneak up on this process; I involved everybody in this process—Mr Taylor, Mal Wauchope 
and the Premier. Mr Taylor and everybody else have been aware for many months about my concerns. 

I have just addressed that point and indicated from Mr Taylor’s own complaint to the deputy public sector 
commissioner that that is not true. In the Hansard of that very same day, the Premier said — 

The issue, once the relationship between a minister and a CEO breaks down and they have no practical working 
relationship, becomes one for the Public Sector Commissioner, Malcolm Wauchope. He has spoken with Mr 
Taylor. I have not spoken with Mr Taylor and I do not intend to do so. That was at one point. Later in the same 
debate the Premier stated — 

I have not met him, to my knowledge. I certainly have not discussed it with him. 

Yet later in the same debate, the minister claimed on the record that everybody had been involved in the process. 
He claimed that the Premier had been involved in the process; that Mal Wauchope had been involved in the 
process; and that he, as minister, had been involved in the process. The minister claimed on the record that he 
had been fair and reasonable with Mr Taylor. Yet on the very same day the Premier denied what his minister had 
said by clearly stating that he was not involved and that he had not spoken to the minister about the matter; the 
minister claimed that both the Premier and Mr Wauchope had spoken to him and were involved in the process. 

According to the same FOI application, on 21 May Imogene Blair, the assistant principal policy officer in the 
office of the Public Sector Commissioner, sent an email to Dan Volaric, a deputy to the Public Sector 
Commissioner, in which she wrote — 

Hi Dan 

In a chat with Mal he requested a briefing note be developed on Kim Taylor, specifically any meetings 
or arrangements with PSC and how it was progressed. Can I leave this with you to progress and provide 
to me tomorrow lunchtime? 

The email was sent on 21 May after the debate in this house. It seems very clear to me, that the Public Sector 
Commissioner, in trying to clear up what the minister told the house, is asking his deputy for a record of what 
happened in the termination of Mr Taylor. Clearly, the commissioner did not meet with Mr Taylor, yet the 
minister came into this house three days earlier and told the house that the commissioner had met with Mr Taylor 
and was completely involved in the termination process. But that is not true. It is no more true than the minister’s 
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claim to this house that the Premier was involved, because the Premier was not involved and he told the house 
that. Unfortunately for the minister, in this case I am inclined to believe the Premier rather than the minister.  

We have a situation in which the minister on five separate occasions told the house that he had disciplined Mr 
Taylor over his performance on numerous occasions over many, many months—the minister’s exact words were 
“over many, many months”—and that that was the justification for his termination. We accept that there had 
been a breakdown in relations; the Premier said that there had been. But the minister went further and told the 
house that the matter was about Mr Taylor’s performance and his capacity to deliver as a director general. The 
minister effectively claimed to have disciplined Mr Taylor or to have spoken to Mr Taylor on numerous 
occasions prior to the final act of termination. Clearly, the documents that we have show that it was the minister 
who made the decision to terminate Mr Taylor’s employment. His chief of staff’s documents make it very, very 
clear that the minister alone made the decision that Mr Taylor should go. Now that decision is openly contested 
by the man the minister terminated. This goes to the very heart of the termination process and the fairness of that 
process. Of course, by his explanation to this house and the very way it was made, the minister was covering his 
tracks in this very dirty and grubby exercise to get rid of a person that neither he nor his chief of staff wanted. 

Later on, when Mr Taylor had gone, the minister knifed him. He told the house — 

Mr J.H.D. Day: What? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The minister did this. Documents from the minister’s office and his chief of staff indicate 
that the minister alone made the decision to terminate Mr Taylor—not Mal Wauchope; not the Premier. The 
minister made the decision. When I say the minister knifed Mr Taylor, I mean the minister knifed Mr Taylor. 

We have moved well beyond the process of the minister terminating Mr Taylor and coming into this house to try 
to finger everybody else and their supposed involvement in the process. The minister said the Premier was 
involved when he was not involved. The minister said the Public Sector Commissioner was involved when he 
was not. The Public Sector Commissioner’s office might have been involved, but the Public Sector 
Commissioner was not involved, yet the minister said that he was.  

At the time, the minister was trying to paint the picture as though Mr Taylor had been treated fairly and that it 
was the minister’s decision alone to axe Mr Taylor; that this had been going on for a period of time and that Mr 
Taylor had been warned; that due process was followed; and that everybody was involved, when Mr Taylor 
went. And none of that was true. None of it! 

The minister made the decision to terminate Mr Taylor and then tried to finger others as being involved in the 
process in order to try to invent a process of fairness and due care. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Protocol. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes—protocol. 

Beyond that is the process to replace Mr Taylor, which brings me to this government’s process for appointing 
directors general. The Premier has been on his feet on many occasions talking about the standards his 
government has in the process of appointing people and how he is proud of those standards. In terms of these 
FOI documents, I would question that claim and I would question the role of the minister and his chief of staff in 
that process. I know all opposition members find it very unusual for a minister’s chief of staff to effectively play 
a role in vetting who will become a director general.  

I have an email document from Mr Dan Volaric to Mr Darren Brown saying — 

Hi Darren 

As discussed, please find attached copies of the email applications received for the expressions of 
interest for the DG, Water role. 

Clearly, all the expressions of interest were attached to this email. 

I understood that when a director general is appointed—even in an acting role—the minister is consulted by the 
Public Sector Commissioner, but that the process of appointment is at arm’s length to the minister. I have never 
heard of a situation in which a minister’s chief of staff—in this case a Mr Darren Brown, notoriously known in 
“Inside Cover” as “Mr Clone-a-Willy” because of his involvement with sex toys and sex aids in a previous life—
is emailed the applications for the appointment of a most senior position in government prior to the selection 
process taking place. What sort of standard is that? Here we have “Mr Clone-a-Willy” vetting who will become 
the next Acting Director General of the Department of Water. It is incredible. I have never heard of it before. If 
that is a standard that the Premier thinks acceptable, he should stand and say so in a response to the information I 
have placed before the house. It appears that that standard was endorsed by Mr Mal Wauchope, because he sent 
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an email to Dan Volaric asking him to get a copy of the applications to Darren Brown in the morning, which he 
obviously did.  

The hands of both the Minister for Water and his chief of staff are covered in Mr Taylor’s blood, because they 
got rid of him. For one reason or another, they did not like Mr Taylor. They saw him as an impediment so they 
got rid of him in a brutal and calculating fashion. The minister then came into this house and misled Parliament 
about the process of his termination.  

Maree De Lacey, who was chief executive officer of the Peel Development Commission, which had a staff of 13, 
was appointed to head up the large department that is the Department of Water. She came from nowhere and was 
appointed the head of that complex department that has a staff of hundreds. I am not criticising Maree De 
Lacey’s capacity to hold that position, because she may well have that capacity. But having seen the email that 
reveals that the minister’s chief of staff had an opportunity to go through all the applications prior to the process 
that involves the Public Sector Commissioner recommending an appointment, one has to question what has gone 
on. Have we gone back to the days of Joh Bjelke-Petersen’s Queensland when people were plucked out of 
obscurity to head up departments because they were considered the right person for the job? I am not saying that 
that has happened. As I said in May, there is something very fishy about what went on in the termination of Mr 
Taylor. There is something fishy and smelly in not only the termination process, but also the appointment of the 
new director general, and that smell emanates from the Minister for Water’s office.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [12.44 pm]: How difficult it must be for the 
Premier when a senior and respected public servant contradicts a story told to this house by a weak and 
struggling minister. How difficult it must be for the Premier when his government’s hypocrisy on the 
independence of the public sector is exposed. How difficult it must be for the Premier when his government’s 
reputation on issues of confidence is compromised by the weak performance of so many of his team, particularly 
the weak performance of the Minister for Water. This whole debate has to be set against the Premier’s claims 
that under his control the public sector is independent, that there is new dispensation for the public service and 
that there is an independent Public Sector Commissioner. Let us look at what happened in this case.  

Clearly the chief executive officer of the Department of Water was dismissed by the minister. That is what 
happened in substance. Formally, such action had to be taken by the Public Sector Commissioner. What choice 
did he have? The minister clearly told the Public Sector Commissioner, “I can’t work with this bloke; I don’t 
want him.” The Public Sector Commissioner took the only action that was available to him. Does that not expose 
the hollowness of the Premier’s claims about the way in which the public service functions under his control? 
The situation has been exposed by the documents that have been reported to the house by my colleague the 
shadow Minister for Water. The government’s embarrassment is compounded because the Minister for Water 
has misled the house. That is the only conclusion that can be drawn from the emails that have been discovered by 
the opposition under freedom of information legislation. The Minister for Water has compounded his offences of 
incompetence, hypocrisy and embarrassment to his colleagues by coming into this place and misleading 
Parliament about what occurred. There has been a further compounding of his offence because when a member 
knows that he has misled the house, it is his responsibility under parliamentary convention to come into 
Parliament at the earliest possible moment and correct the record. The Minister for Water must have known 
about the freedom of information documents that were going to be given to the opposition. It is inconceivable 
that the government would hand over freedom of information documents without first communicating that 
information to the minister and his staff. If he knew what was in the FOI documents, he was obliged to come into 
this house and give a ministerial statement either correcting the record or disputing the accuracy of the 
documents that he knew were going to be released in the public arena. I would be astonished to learn that the 
government is so politically incompetent as well as administratively incompetent that it would not have had 
discussions about what was in the FOI documents and the exposure that the minister then had having misled 
Parliament. Clearly the minister must be on his last legs. I expect that there will be a cabinet reshuffle before 
Christmas. The minister had better enjoy his last few months in cabinet, because he is set for political execution 
when the Premier carries out his Christmas reshuffle.  

Let us look at this issue. Who was the incompetent person? Whose performance needs urgent review? Who 
should leave his position? Not senior respected public servant Mr Kim Taylor, but the weak, incompetent and 
embarrassing Minister for Water; that is what should happen as a result of what the member for Cockburn has 
revealed in Parliament today.  

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Water) [12.47 pm]: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for the opportunity to 
provide an explanation to the house and to address the accusation that I have misled Parliament. People who 
know me understand that I do not mislead anybody. I am not about to start misleading Parliament. I never misled 
Mr Taylor. I will go through some of the issues that relate to the subject of this motion.  
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In the 18 months or so leading up to his moving on, I made it clear to the Director General of the Department of 
Water that the department needed to step up, if members will excuse the expression. The Department of Water 
has 600 full-time equivalents. Its brief, its reason for being, is the regulation, control and strategic policy setting 
of water in the water space. I believed that the Department of Water could perform better in that space. I had 
many discussions, member for Cockburn, with the former director general about my view that the Department of 
Water needed to step up into the space of controller, regulator and strategic policy setter of water. I have nothing 
against the Water Corporation, but, in short, the Department of Water and the Water Corporation should step up 
into that space.  

The Water Corporation and all the people who work there do a very good job, particularly in and around 
infrastructure and the delivery of infrastructure to supply water in Western Australia, but it is essentially a utility 
that is the infrastructure-based part of the water equation. The Department of Water is the other part, and the 
controller, regulator and strategic policy setter in water. It is all about the framework in water, the consumptive 
pools, the allocation plans and planning for the future in water. I had many discussions with the director general 
about stepping up into that space. 

The allegation is that somehow I snuck up on this gentleman. Not only that, but when I snuck up on him and 
axed him, as it were, I then tried to finger other people and blame other people. I have never done that in my life, 
and I am not about to start. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Let me address the issue of sneaking up on Mr Taylor, that he did not know or that it was a 
complete surprise. I have had many discussions, but central to them is that towards the end of last year, under the 
performance agreement, essentially I made a performance assessment. That is what ministers do with their chief 
executive officers, as the member for Cockburn would know. As Mr Mal Wauchope was aware, and Mr Taylor 
was aware because he got a copy, the report referred to some of the issues in and around his performance in the 
leadership area, as it were, and in that man-management area, to lead the Department of Water into the space that 
I wanted it led to as that controller, regulator and strategic policy setter in water. In other words, the people in the 
Water Corporation understand what they do, because they are very good people and well led, but water in 
Western Australia is more than the Water Corporation. 

Mr F.M. Logan: You just made the matter worse. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I have not made it worse. 

Mr F.M. Logan: That is different from what you told the house on the nineteenth. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: What I was saying — 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, minister. I do not know who has a mobile phone. Thank you, member for 
Mindarie. You know the circumstances. Member for Cockburn, I would say to you that you should give the 
respect to the minister that he gave to you. You had 20 minutes on your feet. I did not hear the minister say one 
word. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I thank you for that support. 

In the process of submitting the performance report, as I have said, that report was shared with Mr Taylor. It was 
a written report for the minister on the director general or the chief executive officer, which is part of the 
process, which I am sure we all involve ourselves in as ministers. The other component about sneaking up on 
people and the allegation that no-one knew is that I had various discussions with the Public Sector 
Commissioner. As I have said, they referred to some of those performance issues of the director general. There 
was not one discussion or two discussions but probably three discussions in and around the report and, as it were, 
my concerns or my misgivings. The member for Cockburn is making these accusations that somehow the 
process was not adhered to; that I snuck up on the director general; that he was not aware; and that, in fact, I had 
not shared that with him. That report would have been viewed by the director general and I was in discussions 
with the Public Sector Commissioner about that report. 

The allegation is that I would want to hide behind somebody else, such as the Public Sector Commissioner or the 
Premier, or that it was not me. I have a responsibility as minister to make sure that the agency is performing 
optimally in leading the state in a water space, including water reform. Yes, they are my decisions, but in the end 
someone has to make a decision. I believe there was enough evidence to show the house that this was not a knee-
jerk reaction or that I just did not like Mr Taylor; that was not the case. It was about looking at the situation, 
having many discussions about the role of the Department of Water and a performance report that was quite 
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clear, and was in no way about sneaking up on Mr Taylor. I do believe that I was fair. The Premier and those on 
this side of the house are quite aware of the fact that we do not want to sneak up on anybody. It does not matter 
whether it is someone who works for us, someone on the other side of the house or any of our constituents or the 
voting public. It is about being fair and open. I believe I was fair and open with Mr Taylor. 

The member for Cockburn raised the issue of how people were involved in this process. Essentially, these people 
were aware, and I made them aware, of where I was going. Again, I was not sneaking up on anybody but making 
people aware. Mr Wauchope was aware and the Premier was aware. The member for Cockburn wants to debate 
the issue about whether they were involved in the process. I believe that the process was a public sector process. 
My submission of a report and my discussions with Mr Wauchope were part of that process. To make an 
allegation that somehow I am trying to hide a process, that I had set against Mr Taylor and that basically I did 
not like the guy and that he turned up one day and I said that he had to leave — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Can I help you to try to focus on the issues. Did you mislead this house? If you say you did 
not, how do you explain what is in the emails? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: The process that I have shared with the house is, honestly, the process that shows the house 
that I had discussions and that I have a performance report on the director general. I have told the member for 
Cockburn that the discussions I had with Mr Taylor were about the Department of Water and how he led the 
agency into what we needed to do in Western Australia. It was about how the Department of Water could be a 
controller, a regulator and a strategic policy setter, and lead water reform in Western Australia. It was about the 
ability to do that. There were many discussions, member for Cockburn, about that very issue. 

The argument that the member puts forward is that Mr Taylor had been a public servant for many, many years. 
As I have said in the house previously, it is about the best performance and whether that is the person to lead the 
reform about which I am talking so that the agency can step up into the space to do those things that I have 
described. It is not about having a set against anyone; it is not about a chief of staff. I must say that my chief of 
staff is a very good chief of staff. The member for Cockburn might talk about the past history, but I value people 
on their performance and the job that they can do. That is central to this issue. It is the same for Mr Taylor and it 
is the same for my chief of staff. It is not about any preconceived idea about how someone can do the job 
because of his or her past history. Basically, the issue is: can the job be done? Does the person have the skills set 
to do the job and lead the Department of Water, in Mr Taylor’s case, into the space that we need to be in, 
particularly in water reform? Members know how important water is in Western Australia. 

On the issue of the replacement, if one likes, that the member discussed, for some reason the member suggested 
that the chief of staff selected this person or that he was intimately involved in this process. I say to the member 
that it was a public sector process brought to me by Mal Wauchope in his presenting possible candidates in that 
due public sector process. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Not to you, to the chief of staff. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Those people were presented to me, and their files were presented to me for my assessment, 
in consultation with the Public Sector Commissioner. It was suggested that somehow the chief of staff selected 
this person and that because this person basically came from a lower level in the public sector and went from the 
relatively small agency that she administered into a larger agency, she could not do the job. Again, that goes 
against what I have said previously. It is about showing the ability and having the credentials to do the job. I 
have to tell members that that job is being done very well. 

Mr F.M. Logan: She showed that at estimates. She couldn’t answer one question. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Hang on. To be fair — 

Mr F.M. Logan: No, it’s about having the skills and the ability to do the job. That’s what you just said. She 
didn’t answer one question. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: To be fair, she had been in the job about a day. I have to tell members that there was an 
opportunity for that person to be involved in the budget estimates process and to learn. 

Mr F.M. Logan: To learn? You don’t learn as a DG. You’re supposed to actually know what you’re doing and 
you’re supposed to do it. That’s why you get appointed. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: A person does not have to be a water hydrologist or a scientific water buff to lead the 
Department of Water into those areas that I have described—that is, leading the department in controlling, 
regulating and strategic policy setting. All those things make up a skills set, and it does not necessarily mean that 
a person has to know everything about the technical aspects or the hydrogeology of water. A person does not 
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have to be a water buff necessarily to lead the Department of Water. It is about the skills set and the management 
skills to lead that process and lead the Department of Water. 

This is basically a couple of emails, and the opposition is suggesting that it indicates some hidden agenda; it 
suggests that somehow I snuck up on the DG, that I was unfair, that I had not discussed this with him and that I 
had not made other people aware of the process. I have clearly shown that I had made people aware of the 
process and, yes, the decision was mine. The Premier was aware and Mr Wauchope was aware. The public 
sector process was there. There was the fulfilling of the performance agreement and the submission of the report. 
Naturally, that report was shown to the DG. The DG had the right to see that, and Mr Taylor would have been 
very aware of that report. 

People who know me know that this is basically something to try on. The opposition says that there has not been 
due process. People who know me know that what people see is what they get. Basically, there is no hidden 
agenda here. I am open with people. I was open with Mr Taylor. The Public Sector Commissioner was involved 
in this process and the Premier was aware of it. The role of the chief of staff is truly an advisory role. This person 
standing here is eventually the person who has to make the decision. It is my role as minister to make a decision. 
I wish Mr Taylor all the best. He has another role in the public sector, and I wish him all the best in that role. The 
new role of the acting DG is all about taking the Department of Water into, as I said, that controlling and 
regulating water reform space. As the minister, I look forward to that reform in the process of supplying a very 
important, sustainable, yet finite, resource in Western Australia. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [1.07 pm]: I think it is appropriate that the opposition raise this 
issue. There has been significant debate about it. The minister has outlined the events that took place that led to 
Mr Taylor leaving the Department of Water. I will react first to one point made by members opposite. First, Mr 
Taylor was not terminated. He continues to be a senior public servant, and, indeed, he is about to take up another 
senior position in the public service. What we heard, as outlined by the minister, was the minister’s view that Mr 
Taylor was not providing the leadership that the Department of Water needed, and that was obviously discussed 
between the minister and Mr Taylor. 

I became aware of that issue at about the time it became public. I was concerned because it seemed to be an 
unusual set of circumstances and, if one likes, somewhat awkward in the way in which the situation occurred. 
However, as I said previously, if there is a breakdown between a minister and a chief executive officer, and the 
minister has concerns about the CEO’s capacity to do a particular job, there are the processes of reviewing 
performance and the like. When the issue became public and the minister told me about what had happened, I 
spoke to the Public Sector Commissioner, as I should as minister with that responsibility, and asked him what he 
thought about the process and what had happened. He was able to reassure me that what had happened was 
proper; that there had been discussions, that the Public Sector Commission had been aware of the issue and 
that—I do not want to put words into his mouth—basically, if the situation had got to a point at which the 
relationship was no longer working well, it was probably better that Mr Taylor move on. My understanding is 
that Mr Taylor may also have reached the view that it was probably better for him to move on to some other 
position in the public service. I would concede, with due respect to the minister, that perhaps the whole exercise 
was a little clumsy, but there was nothing improper about the way in which Mr Taylor left the Department of 
Water. There was nothing at all wrong in the way in which the replacement was — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No. Members opposite cast some doubt about the appointment of Ms De Lacey as the 
replacement. That appointment was conducted entirely according to the proper processes of the Public Sector 
Commission and under the Public Sector Management Act. There are no concerns at all about that appointment. 
I think any suggestion that the minister or his staff played a role in that is wrong. As members opposite who have 
been ministers would know, when a position comes up, the minister may well be informed of the candidates and 
usually a recommendation will be made ranking the candidates in some way. There may be a preferred choice, or 
the minister may get advice that two candidates seem to be roughly equal and there might be a third or fourth 
candidate. 

Mr F.M. Logan: But usually it’s just the minister who gets that. It’s unusual for the chief of staff to ask for 
those candidates and get given them. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, I know what the member is saying. My observation is that usually ministers are 
aware of the applicants in the selection process. The selection process was conducted quite properly by the 
Public Sector Commission, and I have no concerns about that. 

Perhaps it was an unfortunate issue in the sense that it became so public. No doubt it caused significant stress to 
Mr Kim Taylor, and I apologise to him for that. When changes occur within the public service, one would hope 
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that they happen smoothly, and perhaps this one did not. However, the minister should not be condemned for his 
handling of this matter. It could have been smoother, it could have been less awkward, and it could have been 
less public. I think we would always like that. Sometimes appointments and transfers of chief executive officers 
can become a little messy and they become public occurrences. That happens to governments. But, at the end of 
the day, I would like to stress that Mr Taylor was not terminated; he continues as a public servant. He is a good 
public servant. I am not sure whether his new position has been announced yet, but he is about to take on a new 
and senior position within the public service—one that he is well qualified for and well suited to. 

I do not agree with the motion moved by members opposite. It could have been handled better—I will concede 
that, and I think the minister would concede that—but there is nothing improper in what happened. 

Mr R.H. Cook: He didn’t concede anything. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In the way in which it was handled, there were discussions. The Public Sector 
Commission was aware of that. The Public Sector Commission had an involvement in that. At the end of the 
day, Mr Taylor left that position. It was advertised and a new person has come in. Mr Taylor has now taken on 
an equally senior position within the public service, and one that he is well suited to. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [1.12 pm]: This is a motion to condemn the Minister for Water. I will tell 
members what has condemned the minister today—the subdued way in which the Premier has defended him. 
Not a single person on the government back bench or a single other minister has spoken a single syllable in 
defence of the minister, and I will tell members why. Members opposite were all hoping, with good cause I 
think, that by the end of the year there would be a position available for one of them. That is what is going 
through their minds. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Members! The member has been on his feet barely a minute 
and already there is a wall of noise coming from my right-hand side. All other speakers have been heard in 
silence, and I ask that we hear this member in silence as well. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Members opposite condemned the Minister for Water by their silence. That was a very sad 
thing for the Minister for Water to have sat through. 

This issue is not about a clumsy process, as the Premier pointed out. It is not about the fact that perhaps it could 
have been handled better. This issue is all about the fact that this minister misled Parliament, an issue that the 
Premier avoided in his very subdued defence of the minister. The reason we have moved this motion, as the 
member for Cockburn said, is that misleading Parliament is a very serious issue. The facts speak for themselves. 
The former Director General of the Department of Water, Mr Taylor, a very fine public servant, sent an email, 
which we got via the freedom of information process, in which he disputed the words used by the minister in this 
house. That is what came to public attention. That is what we learnt about. There are two different versions of 
what went on. So far, we have not had answers to any of the questions asked in this house. What the minister has 
tried to do in the previous debate and in this debate is give the impression that over a long period Mr Taylor was 
counselled about his performance and, therefore, at the point that he was removed, it was the culmination of a set 
of events, a lot of counselling and a lot of talk between the two of them and other people within government. 
That is blatantly untrue, and that is the issue we have raised in this place—the fact that the minister has told an 
untruth to this house about the circumstances of the dismissal of a very fine public servant. All the questions we 
have asked have not been addressed. I will pose a question to the Premier. On 19 May the minister said — 

I involved everybody in this process—Mr Taylor, Mal Wauchope and the Premier. Mr Taylor and 
everybody else have been aware for many months about my concerns. 

The Premier just said that he found out on the day. The minister said something completely different on 19 May. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I said that it was about that time, not on the day. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Minister for Water said “for many months”. On 19 May, he said that the Premier, Mr 
Wauchope and Mr Taylor had been aware for many months, yet the Premier has just said that he became aware 
of it on the day or at the time. There is a direct contradiction between what the minister has said and what the 
Premier has said. Would the Premier admit that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I did not say “on the day”.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Was it many months? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; no. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: No; I see. Let us go to the minister. He said in his earlier statements that everyone was 
aware of the circumstances surrounding Mr Taylor. Who are those people? Who is “everyone” who was aware? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: As I have said in my remarks, Mr Taylor was aware, Mal Wauchope was aware and the 
Premier was aware. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: For many months? We have the exact contradiction borne out once again by the minister’s 
own mouth. The minister also said things such as Mr Taylor was not moving into the space and that he spoke to 
him on many occasions. Can the minister tell us on what dates he spoke to Mr Taylor? Mr Taylor’s email, which 
is the crucial point avoided by members opposite, states —  

Minister Jacobs had spoken to me on the 22 April but had not advised me of concerns regarding my 
performance previously. 

There is a direct contradiction between the Minister for Water and Mr Taylor. 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: What about the performance report? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is the first time the minister has mentioned that report. Perhaps he would like to table 
the performance report so that we can look at it and find out the truth of this matter. 

There also is no evidence that, as the minister has said, everyone else had been aware for many months. All we 
are saying to the Parliament is that there is a direct contradiction between what the minister has said and what the 
Premier has said, and that has not been explained in this place. Maybe this matter needs further examination by 
another body. Maybe a parliamentary committee needs to look into who said what and when, and whether Mr 
Taylor was advised about his performance. The minister might think it is an insignificant matter, but the 100 000 
public servants who know that Kim Taylor is a good public servant and a person of quality want to know 
whether they will be treated in such an arbitrary and shocking manner as this government has treated Mr Taylor. 

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [1.18 pm]: I have listened to the debate today and I have decided to abstain 
from this vote when the division is called. I would just like to place on the record my reasons for this decision. 
This is a very serious motion to condemn a minister. Before I would condemn anyone in this place, whether that 
person be from the opposition side or from the government side, I would need to have the evidence before me. I 
have not seen the freedom of information documents that the opposition has referred to today. I have heard the 
snippets that the member for Cockburn has read out. I have never spoken to Mr Taylor or had any form of 
communication from him. I know only what I have read in the media and have heard during the debates in 
Parliament. It is important to remember that if Mr Taylor feels that he has been wrongfully terminated or badly 
or wrongfully treated by the minister, he has legal rights that he can pursue. 

Having said this, I am very concerned by what I have heard today and my decision to abstain indicates that I am 
not supporting the conduct of the minister. In fact, I would go so far as to say that I have concerns about the 
minister and the handling of the water portfolio. However, it does seem from what we have heard today that the 
Public Sector Commissioner was involved in this difficult process, which is contrary to what the member for 
Cockburn has said. It feels a little like a kangaroo court is going on in this place today. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I do not have enough information to condemn the minister. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [1.20 pm] — in reply: Mr Acting Speaker, just on a right of reply — 

Dr E. Constable: You don’t have a right of reply. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am allowed to use one minute in terms of a right of reply. 

Can the Minister for Water tell this house truthfully on which other occasion, other than 22 April, as is claimed 
by Mr Taylor, he spoke to Mr Taylor about his performance—not about the direction of the Department of 
Water, but about his performance? 

Dr G.G. Jacobs: I have had discussions with Mr Taylor. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The Minister for Water has misled this house. He should resign. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
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Ayes (22) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley  

Noes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr I.M. Britza 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mr A.P. Jacob 
 Mr B.S. Wyatt Mr A.J. Simpson 

Question thus negatived. 
 


