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MACHINERY OF GOVERNMENT (MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS) BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 23 June. 

MS K. HODSON-THOMAS (Carine) [3.14 pm]:  From the outset, I indicate that I am not the lead speaker for 
the opposition and, because we were expecting debate on the previous legislation to continue for a short time, 
our lead speaker is not in the chamber.  I will take this opportunity to make a short speech on the second reading 
of the Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 2005. 

As I understand it, this is a piece of housekeeping legislation.  My portfolio responsibility of environment is also 
touched on by this legislation.  Part 8 of the explanatory memorandum covers environment.  First, I will refer to 
clauses 231 to 358.  As I said, in the main, this is housekeeping legislation and, in the environment area, for 
which I am opposition spokesperson, all references to “executive director” are being deleted and replaced with 
the more generic term of “director general”.  The definitions of “Director of Forests”, “Director of National 
Parks” and “Director of Nature Conservation” are no longer necessary and are also deleted.  The existing 
corporate body will be replaced with an up-to-date corporate model, the conservation and land management 
executive body.  Clauses 259 and 260 provide for amendments to the Environmental Protection Act.  References 
to the Treasury fund are considered to be incorrect and out-of-date and they too are being deleted.  Clauses 261 
to 265 contain amendments to the Litter Act, the Conversation and Land Administration Act, the Public Service 
Act and the Public Sector Management Act and they all relate to the environment portfolio.  Clauses 266 to 270 
contain amendments to the Sandalwood Act 1929 and the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950.  Clauses 271 and 272 
relate to the Zoological Parks Authority Act and clause 273 relates to transitional provisions for ensuring that the 
changes to the positions of commissioner or registrar under the various acts do not affect the validity of things 
done prior to the commencement of the changes. 

I am sure that a number of members on the opposition side will make brief speeches on the second reading, 
because this is a piece of housekeeping legislation.  It relates to many portfolios, including the Attorney General 
and justice, agriculture, forestry and fisheries, consumer and employment protection, housing and works, 
heritage and health, and the Young Offenders Act and the Human Reproductive Technology Act.  I have had 
some interest in human reproduction -  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Perhaps the member should rephrase that. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  It was more because of the fact that I was a member of the Select Committee on 
the Human Reproductive Technology Act 1991.  It had nothing to do with whether I wanted to have children. 

Dr S.C. Thomas interjected. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  Yes, and I congratulate the member for Capel on the birth of his daughter.  I 
understand she is only about four weeks old. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Five weeks. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  She is daughter number four.  I think he needs and deserves a medal. 

Dr S.C. Thomas:  I do not need any reproductive technology assistance. 

Ms K. HODSON-THOMAS:  I was referring to the Human Reproductive Technology Act and explaining that I 
was a member of that select committee on behalf of the opposition.  That was a very interesting opportunity for 
me to learn more about reproductive technology.   

The housekeeping matters in this bill relate to deleting the words “Commissioner of Health” and inserting 
instead “CEO”.  It appears to me that most of the amendments are just that - very simple housekeeping to bring 
legislation more into line and more up to date.  With those few words, perhaps one of my colleagues might like 
to talk about their shadow portfolio responsibilities. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.20 pm]:  This bill was 
introduced to the Parliament on 11 May 2004, went through the second reading stage, and lapsed on 23 January 
2005, obviously because of the election and the prorogation of Parliament.  The bill is quite large and, as one can 
obviously tell by its name, the Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 2005 is very 
mechanical in nature.  I have gone through those areas that relate particularly to my shadow portfolios of 
agriculture and water resources, and I note with interest that there are changes to the Agricultural Produce 
Commission Act, Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act -  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Is the member the lead speaker?  We need to make sure that 
we give him the correct time. 
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Mr P.D. OMODEI:  We are not going to have a lead speaker.   

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  The lead speaker will be here shortly. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I thank the member for Roe. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  That is a relief.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member for Warren-Blackwood thought he was the lead speaker for a moment!   

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  It just goes to show that Parliament does change very quickly.  It was quite a surprise to 
see the minister change on the last bill.   

If I may continue, the bill amends the Agriculture and Related Resources Protection Act as a result of 
amendments to the Conservation and Land Management Act.  Many of these amendments are simple changes; 
for example, in the case of the Conservation and Land Management Act the title of executive director is changed 
to the generic title of chief executive officer.  There are also amendments to the Cattle Industry Compensation 
Act, where there is a reference to the Treasury fund.  In some cases references are incorrect and out of date.  
There are also amendments to the Forest Products Act 2000, which are consequential amendments to the 
Conservation and Land Management Act 1984.  Again there is reference to the executive director and the CEO, 
in this case the CEO of the department, who is responsible for administering the Conservation and Land 
Management Act 1984.   

There are also amendments to the Marketing of Potatoes Act 1946.  That, of course, made me prick up my ears, 
given that I was a potato grower at some time in my life and I know that a lot of people in my electorate still are.  
Those amendments are consequential amendments to the Health Act and a reference to the Commissioner for 
Health, as defined under the Health Legislation Administration Act 1984.  They are very simple amendments 
and not contentious.  Clauses also amend the Plant Pests and Diseases (Eradication Funds) Act 1974 and make 
further changes to the Soil and Land Conservation Act 1945 and consequential amendments to the Conservation 
and Land Management Act.  Again, they change the title executive director to CEO.  There is also an 
amendment to the Tree Plantation Agreements Act 2003, which is consequential to the Conservation and Land 
Management Act.  That is again a change of title from executive director to CEO.  Those are all the amendments 
I noted in my area of responsibility.   

When I first saw the bill I thought it was very significant, so I went through it, found the clauses in the original 
bill and I checked to see how they were amended and how they would impact on the original legislation.  They 
are purely mechanical issues and certainly not contentious.  From that point of view, I will be supporting the bill.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  For the benefit of the Clerks, the member for Hillarys is the lead speaker. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.25 pm]:  I was under the impression that this bill was to be left until next 
week because the government was to progress other bills, and I had agreed to pair with one of the government 
members this afternoon.  Fortunately, I was still in the precincts of the Parliament.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You are a legend. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, I am a legend.  As I was still in the precincts of the Parliament, I was very happy to 
take part in this debate as the lead speaker.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I appreciate that, member for Hillarys. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I help out whenever I can.  The Treasurer knows that.  I am a jolly good fellow.  I 
obviously will not be allowed to take part in a vote, not that there should be a vote on this bill because we will be 
supporting it.  I would like to start my comments with an invitation to the minister responsible, who I assume is 
the Treasurer.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Yes, in my capacity as minister assisting the minister.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would like an assurance that he will outline in his response to the second reading debate 
the differences between this bill and the bill that was introduced into Parliament in 2003, because I am told there 
are some differences.  I remember clearly the bill that was first introduced.  The then member for Kingsley was 
the lead speaker.  I recall that I had some input to the bill at that stage.  I have not had the opportunity to compare 
in fine detail the difference between that bill and the bill currently before the house.  If the Minister Assisting the 
Minister for Public Sector Management can assure me that he will outline the differences, because it is very 
important that we have on the record what the differences are, I can assure him that we will support the bill.  I 
think he has a duty to do that, because I am sure that he would not want me to go through the bill clause by 
clause.  On that basis of understanding, we will be supporting the bill. 

Mr J.A. McGinty interjected. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thank the Attorney General, the man who fronts the camera all the time even when it is 
not his responsibility to do so.  That was just a diversionary tactic to put me off my course, which is not hard to 
do.  I am very easily distracted, as members will know.   

Getting back to this important bill before the house, the original bill was so important that the government let it 
lapse and did not bother to bring it forward in the upper house during the last term of government.  I remember 
that we spent hours on the original bill in this chamber.  I therefore find it strange that the government did not 
consider it important enough to deal with it in the upper house before the last election, because it was there for at 
least a year.  As I think I overheard one of my colleagues say earlier, this bill is predominantly a housekeeping 
bill to tidy up areas in the public sector that are obviously in urgent need of tidying up.  With the change of 
government, and probably before that, many departments had amalgamated, so the machinery of government as 
it was then is very different from what it is today.  We must obviously ensure that legislation reads correctly, 
because this Parliament would be failing in its duty if it did not pass good legislation.  By that statement, I mean 
legislation that is laudable and decipherable, not necessarily good from an ideological point of view but 
legislation that can be easily understood and interpreted so that the different agencies within the government 
sector, and indeed the public, can be aware of who they must approach and who is in charge of what department.  
The departments all have different titles now and different people are doing those jobs.  It is most important that 
we outline those people in concise detail. 

Before the winter break, I told my colleagues on this side of the house that they should all get a copy of this bill, 
as it covered basically all but one of the major portfolio areas, and that they had responsibilities to consider as 
shadow spokespersons for those portfolios.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  I am listening. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  At least two members are listening! 

I said that the shadows should at least know what was being proposed in their portfolio areas that were covered 
in this bill. 

There is a part of this bill that is worth repeating - the previous member for Kingsley and I raised it when the 
original bill came before Parliament - and that is the Public Sector Management Act provisions on 
whistleblowers.  The previous bill did not address that issue and neither does this bill.  This state has a 
Commissioner for Public Sector Management but, as I understand it, the commissioner does not do a great deal.  
The commissioner should take a much more active role in ensuring that matters are followed up when a member 
of the public service has the guts, the fortitude, to come forward and talk about something being done that is 
wrong, illegal or against the good order of a department or the principles and guidelines that the department 
should follow.  Those people should not be subjected to the harassment or loss of promotion or salary to which 
they have been subjected in the past. 

I refer to the case of Neil Winzer, a public servant who for some time now has been an advocate for what he 
believes in.  When members on the government benches were in opposition, they fully supported his contention 
that he was unfairly treated for blowing the whistle on problems in the transport department.  That was when the 
Liberal Party was in government, not when members opposite were in government.  Some members of both 
houses who were in opposition then - some current members were not here at the time - took up the cause of Neil 
Winzer.  I have read questions that were asked by then Labor members of the Liberal or National ministers that 
outlined the problems besetting this poor fellow.  He was a member of the Victoria Park branch of the Labor 
Party.  Even the members of the Victoria Park branch felt that he had been unfairly treated.  I have seen 
correspondence to the Premier.  I do not know whether the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector 
Management has read the correspondence, but he probably knows about the case of Neil Winzer.  He was a good 
Labor Party supporter for many years.  He is still basically a public servant but is not receiving any salary 
whatsoever.  He is not employed by any department, has not been sacked, has not been made redundant and has 
not been given a job anywhere.  He is still a public servant, as the government has not sacked him or made him 
redundant, but he is not being paid.  I am happy to give the minister all the details of this case.  I had a very thick 
pile of documents that I have passed on to my colleague Hon Helen Morton in the upper house, who is now the 
shadow spokesperson for public sector management; I am only the representative in this house.  It is a classic 
case in which the Commissioner for Public Sector Management has not done her job properly.  She has not seen 
justice done for people in the public sector.   

There are two other whistleblowers.  Members will recall Chris Read, who was working in the Ombudsman’s 
office.  He blew the whistle on the purchase of information technology equipment in the Ombudsman’s office.  
What has happened to that chap now?  He has been moved sideways.  He has not moved up the ladder at all.  He 
has been shunned by many people in the public sector.  He certainly did not receive justice for blowing the 
whistle.  This government brought in whistleblower legislation to ensure that whistleblowers were not subjected 
to unfair treatment.  The legislation was, in fact, to encourage people to come forward if they saw any criminal, 
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inappropriate or fraudulent activity, or any corruption, or any matter that was inappropriate for a government 
department to be engaged in.  Chris Read did that.  He blew the whistle on the then Ombudsman, who, of course, 
had to resign.  That person is no longer the Ombudsman, but the fellow who blew the whistle, Chris Read, is 
treated like a leper by many people for doing the right thing.  He saw money being misappropriated in that office 
through the purchase of certain equipment, yet what happened to him?  He is languishing on the sidelines and he 
knows he has no chance at all of promotion. 

Another classic case of whistleblowing, I suppose, is Jean Thornton, who worked in the Office of Aboriginal 
Health.  She blew the whistle on money that was being misappropriated and money that was being spent and 
unaccounted for on many different things in that department.  She felt so strongly about the things that were 
being done under her department head, who was aware of all of this, that she actually blew the whistle.  What 
did she do?  She went as far as to ask for a meeting with the then Minister for Health, who is now the Minister 
for Disability Services.  She had a meeting with him.  What did she get for her good Samaritan actions in 
bringing to his attention the fact that public money was being misappropriated?   

Ms S.E. Walker:  She was bullied. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly, she was bullied.  She was threatened by the Minister for Disability Services 
when he was the Minister for Health.  What an absolute disgrace!  What happened to the person above her?  He 
was promoted, yet I believe adverse findings were made against that person that are on the public record with the 
Commissioner for Public Sector Management.  The person above Jean Thornton was promoted, yet Jean 
Thornton was sidelined, like all these people who did the right thing; that is, they came forward and blew the 
whistle on disgraceful activities. 

If the Commissioner for Public Sector Management does not do the job of maintaining public sector standards 
properly, why have one at all?  What we need under the Public Sector Management Act is a completely 
autonomous commissioner who reports to Parliament, not one who reports to the minister.  Currently the 
commissioner is part of the hierarchy of the public sector.  There are some great people in the public service - I 
had the privilege of working with many of them when I was a minister - but there are always some who are not.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Those people were long suffering! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do not believe that many would have a bad word to say about me.  I would like to think 
that I earned the respect of most of them when I was a minister of the crown.  Most of the people I came into 
contact with were very good.  However, it is the job of the Commissioner for Public Sector Management to find 
out the ones who are not doing the right thing and deal with them; not, for goodness sake, promote them to a 
higher level.  The particular person I referred to, who worked in the same department of the public sector as Jean 
Thornton, was promoted from about level 7 to level 9, yet two adverse findings were made against that person.  
That poor person, Jean Thornton, has suffered enormously since doing what I believe was the right thing; that is, 
she came forward and alerted the minister of the day to inappropriate activities in her department in the certain 
belief that the minister would want to know that something inappropriate and possibly illegal was happening in 
one of his departments.  All she got for her trouble was a load of bullying, a load of abuse and even threats.  That 
comes as no surprise to me, because I have my own views about certain ministers.  I think that some ministers 
can be bullies and some act in the appropriate way.  I like to think that most ministers act in the appropriate way, 
but not all of them do.  That is why we need a Commissioner for Public Sector Management who will ensure that 
justice prevails within the public service.  It is no good having a public sector management commissioner if that 
does not happen.   

I have looked at comments that have been made in second reading speeches and so forth.  I recall when Brian 
Burke was Premier.  He espoused the great value of ensuring that we had one of the best public services in the 
world.  I also remember the number of political appointments he made to the public sector.  I heard the story - I 
do not know whether it is true - that one day he boasted that it would take the Liberals 20 years to find all his 
political appointments to the public service and weed them out.  That comment has been attributed to him by 
way of rumour.  I did not hear it first-hand, but it has been repeated many times.  That is the problem when a 
government infiltrates the public service with so many political appointees.  When the Labor Party is in 
government, it probably does not worry about it because it is running the show and it wants to give jobs here and 
there to its Labor mates so that they can earn good money.  We have seen those people on different boards and 
committees and even in top positions, such as the Commissioner for Equal Opportunity, who is a past member of 
this house.  I do not mind if people who have proved themselves to be 100 per cent competent and worthy of the 
position are given those sorts of jobs.  However, when wholesale numbers of Labor Party members are placed in 
specific areas of the public sector, the ripple effect has a dreadful impact on other public servants.  What does it 
do to those public servants?  It ensures that there are no promotional opportunities for them.  When the top jobs 
are taken by political appointees, those lower down in the public service, who might have aspired to those 
positions one day, realise fairly quickly that they will not make it.  It is a problem in our public service from time 
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to time and from government to government.  I do not think the Liberal Party had such a record of appointing to 
specific jobs people who might be deemed to be Liberal supporters.  They might have been appointed to the odd 
committee or board if they had some expertise in that area.  The Labor government has introduced these people 
into the public service absolutely by wholesale.  Often some of those people are not competent.   

I think that jobs have been created in the Premier’s department for people who are sympathetic to or are 
members of the Labor Party.  The Premier’s department today would in many respects be almost like a 
secondary caucus meeting of the Labor Party.  I find that deplorable.  We have policy officers for this and that.  
New policy areas have been developed within the Premier’s department, and the only purpose for that is to give 
somebody - a Labor sympathiser or a member of the Labor Party - a job.  We know that.  The Labor Party has 
more policy officers than we can wave a stick at.  When the Liberal Party was in government, it had about a 
quarter of the number of policy officers that the Labor Party has, and they were genuine policy officers 
compared with those in the Premier’s department today.  It is a pity that this bill does not cover ministerial 
offices, because I know for a fact that every Labor minister must have a trade union official in his or her 
ministerial office.  That is appalling.  It has been said many times that this government is simply here at the 
behest of the union movement.  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), you know that and I know that; you know 
the control that the unions have over you and most other members of this chamber.  There are one or two 
members who are not affiliated with a union.  If I asked everybody who had been very heavily involved in the 
union movement to wave their hands, there would be a Mexican wave by those on the other side of this chamber.  
With the exception of one or two members who were not that heavily involved with the trade union movement, 
members opposite would all be waving their hands.  My good friend the Treasurer was a member at the forefront 
of a particular union.  It was the same for the member for Riverton.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  What was I?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know what the member was.  We know what the previous Minister for State 
Development, Hon Clive Brown, used to do.  We can see which unions members are affiliated with.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  You’re misleading the house. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member can speak in a minute.  He can refute what I am saying.  Has he not been 
heavily involved with a union?  

Mr A.D. McRae:  You said a trade union official.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No; I said a trade union official or very heavily involved with the trade union movement.  
If the member reads Hansard, he will see it.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  You’re slipping and sliding.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is what I said.  The member can read it tomorrow.  I do not slip and slide, my friend; 
I try to tell the truth in this place.  We would have a Mexican wave on the other side of the chamber if everybody 
who had been heavily involved in the trade union movement put up their hands.  It is the only way most 
members can get voted into Parliament.  The Labor Party’s preselections are guaranteed and carried out by 60 
per cent of the trade union movement.  The member knows that.  The union movement is in charge of the Labor 
Party.  

Mr A.D. McRae:  Do you know what guaranteed my spot in here?  Graham Kierath.  It had nothing to do with 
the union movement.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It certainly was not the member’s competence, because he would still be out in the 
wilderness if that were the case.  We know about the campaign that he and his union mates put up against the 
previous member.  That is why the current member is here.  He is here not because he is a shining light and not 
because he has achieved anything, but because of his involvement with the union movement.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you regard the unions as a legitimate part of our community?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Of course I do, but not to the extent that they dictate who sits on the benches opposite.  
Elections are supposed to be held for the people of Western Australia to choose the best people.  If the only 
Labor Party candidate they can choose is a strong union official or somebody who has been so indebted and 
helpful to the union movement that they get into this place and control - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  This state is controlled predominantly by two fat men.  The Treasurer and I know that. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Don’t be so rude!  I’ve lost weight!   
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I was not referring to the Treasurer.  I would love to pay him the honour of saying that he 
runs this state, but he does not.  His two big fat union mates do, and that is the trouble. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Tell us about the pristine democracy of the Liberal Party’s preselection process.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I have my own criticism of certain preselection processes, but they are not as bad as those 
of the Labor Party.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Tell us about the north metropolitan preselection for the Liberal Party.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  One day maybe.  The Leader of the House has returned to the chamber.  He knows that 
he owes his place in here to the union.  All members do.  They get a certain amount of votes from the left 
faction, a certain amount from the right faction, a certain amount from the centre left faction and a certain 
amount from the righteous, which I think is what it is called now.  There are so many groups now.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Minister for Justice knows which one he fits into.  He knows which one helped him 
with his campaign.  I would not say too much about my campaign if I were the minister.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  What are you talking about?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  He could be in trouble.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  We are the righteous right.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, I know!  We all know what they say about the righteous.  

That is the problem with the government today.  It can have the best departments possible and it can rearrange 
the deckchairs without any problem, which is what this bill will do.  It will tidy up titles, positions and so forth in 
different departments.  At the end of the day, none of this really matters to ensuring good government in Western 
Australia.  It does not matter whether departments have this title or that title.  They have been working with the 
new titles for ages, anyway.  What happens when there is a change of government?  When a Labor government 
comes in, what does it do?  It wants to change everything.  It does not want any of the old stuff that the Liberal-
National coalition government had.  Thousands and thousands of dollars were wasted in government 
departments when the Labor Party came into government. 

I will give an example of a classic case: Family and Children’s Services.  Family and Children’s Services existed 
to help families and children.  That is what it was for.  Community development is just an airy-fairy title.  What 
happened to all the stationery?  Every single bit of stationery and every brochure that carried the name or the 
logo of Family and Children’s Services was trashed.  Thousands and thousands of taxpayers’ dollars were 
trashed because the government did not want anybody to see that title of Family and Children’s Services any 
more.  The government wanted to see the title of Department for Community Development, because that was the 
Labor idea.  How can the government justify wasting thousands and thousand of dollars?  I suggest that probably 
hundreds of thousands of dollars were wasted over the whole of government when Labor came to government 
and changed the names of the portfolios.  A classic case is the Minister for Consumer and Employment 
Protection’s department.  He changed the name of his department.  He knows that.  What happened to all the 
stationery, all the brochures and all the information for that department?  The moment the government changed 
the name of the minister’s portfolio areas, the whole lot was ditched. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Do you want to know the truth?  We ditched none.  We reused it.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, the department did not. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We just continued using it.  Most of it we continued to use. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister said that the department used all of it, and he has just changed that to “most 
of it”.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We did not change the brochures.  We just kept using them.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Those with the Family and Children’s Services’ logo on them were ditched.  I cannot see 
the difference between Family and Children’s Services and the minister’s department. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I am telling you what happened in my department. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would question that most seriously.  It happened in all the departments. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  No, it didn’t.  The Small Business Development Corporation didn’t change at all.  We have 
everything the same. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  You’re running off and you don’t know the facts. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I do know the facts, my friend.  There might be some very small areas such as small 
business -  

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Small business is not a small area; it is a huge area. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  How many people are employed in the Small Business Development Corporation? 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  One hundred and thirty-nine thousand people are working for the system. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister is talking rubbish.  I heard the minister’s comments in his doorstep 
interview today.  The Minister for Justice was all over the place.  He could not justify anything.  He said that he 
would never disagree with the Parole Board of WA; he must agree with its findings. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  No, I didn’t.  I did not say that at all. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, the minister did, or words to that effect.  The minister will live to regret the 
comments that he made. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I didn’t say that at all.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister should listen to what he said.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I know exactly what I said.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We have the recording of it, my friend, and I listened to it. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I stated that I had a very difficult job to do. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Difficult job?  What is difficult about letting people out of jail willy-nilly?  What is 
difficult about that?  What is difficult is trying to keep people in and justifying why they should not be let out.  
That is difficult. 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Because he has the justice portfolio, he doesn’t think he needs more than one just at a time.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly.  There is no justice in justice at the moment, my friend.  That is one area that is 
definitely in need of a complete revamp.  The minister knows that and I know that.  The truth of that matter will 
come out. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  I think the member for Hillarys is getting off the point of his 
speech.  Instead of being diverted, the member should get back to his speech and to the point he wishes to make.  
I am sure the member is getting off the track.  He just has not realised it yet. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Acting Speaker, I am trying to outline the government departments that are covered 
by the Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill, which ones have different titles and how 
they have changed so much since the Labor Party came into government.  I think it is fair to say that I am 
allowed to do that.  I get bullied from time to time by members opposite.  However, I do not mind.  I have broad 
shoulders; I can take it.   
Mr D.A. Templeman:  You’ve always been able to take it.  I’m very impressed with how well you do that. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely.  I have broad shoulders.  The Minister for Justice made a very interesting 
comment.  His is a classic case of a government department that needs a complete revamp.  It is out of control; it 
is in crisis.  I just heard on the Howard Sattler program that warrants are out for Mr Darcy-Searle in two other 
states.  Did the Minister for Justice know that? 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  What - that he has - 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That warrants are out for his arrest in two other states.   
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I knew that others could be pending.  I did not know they were out there. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why did the minister not make it public?  The member for Ballajura is the Minister for 
Justice.  Why does he not make these things public? 
Mr A.D. McRae:  He is the Minister for Justice in Western Australia. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Absolutely.  He should know whether warrants are out for Darcy-Searle’s arrest in other 
states before he gives permission for him to be transferred on parole to another state. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  That’s how much you know about the system.   
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The people in that state are not very happy with my friend the minister.   

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  When do I have to give permission for him to be transferred? 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Under the Parole Orders (Transfer) Act 1984 and the reciprocal one in New South Wales, 
which is a 1983 act.  The member for Ballajura is the Minister for Justice, is he not?   
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Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  The minister has to accept it over there, not here. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister has to sign off the approval for him to be transferred on parole from here to 
there.  My friend the minister must approve the transfer.  The minister should look at the act.  If he is the 
Minister for Justice, it comes under his responsibility.  If he is not the minister - if he is just some sort of shadow 
that walks along behind the Attorney General - that is fine.  The minister was bumbling about all over the place 
when he did his doorstep interview today.  I do not think it did the minister justice.  I have offered to debate this 
matter with the minister.  If he wants to go on Stateline again, I will give him another mauling, as I did last time.  
We will debate this issue and find out the truth of it. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I’m waiting for the opportunity! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister should tell Stateline that he is happy to appear on the program with me.  I 
am more than happy to take that opportunity. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  I’m happy to have the debate here as well. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am happy to have it.  The minister will get it next Wednesday, as long as I can get my 
private member’s motion up.  However, I will need a fair bit of - 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Thank you for the opportunity to give you a pasting. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Oh dear!  Did he say he was going to give me a pasting?  That would be an absolute first.  
I think the minister is still trying to get over the last Stateline program.  As a slight diversion, Mr Acting 
Speaker, when I got home that night my wife said to me, “How did you get on?” 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  She obviously did not watch it. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, she watched it afterwards.  It was prerecorded.  I said, “I’m not too sure.  I think he 
rabbited on too much.  He seemed to want to keep taking up the time, so I didn’t get an opportunity to say very 
much.”  Then we watched Stateline.  Afterwards she said, “You must be joking.  You said far more than he did.  
You had him on toast.”  Within 20 seconds of that program being shown, all my phones started to ring - my 
mobile phone and my two landlines.  People were on call waiting.  They said, “Poor old John”, meaning the 
minister. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  What’s it like to be such a celebrity? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I know.  We have to live with it, I suppose.  If a person has got it, he flaunts it.  However, 
I am very humble. 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  They reckon your tie was a good colour. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  One of the drivers that I had the other night said that.  Anyway, I am not here to talk 
about ties.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I am not sure what the member is here to talk about.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am here to discuss the Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 
2005, which is basically a re-run, with some differences, of the previous machinery of government bill.   

The point I was trying to make is that we can change titles, we can change departments, we can amalgamate 
departments, we can get rid of some and we can change the whole focus of some, but at the end of the day does 
that give us good government?  Does it give us the best public service that we could hope for and expect?  I say 
not necessarily, unless we have clear direction from and integrity at the very top, and the very top, of course, are 
the members of cabinet - the Premier and his cabinet ministers. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  No, we don’t.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I agree with the member for Nedlands; we do not have that.  If we do not see that at the 
very top end of the government - that is, the Premier and the cabinet - why would we expect some of our public 
servants to behave any differently?  Why would we expect certain public servants to answer questions from 
members of Parliament and members of the public if the Premier and cabinet ministers will not answer questions 
in this house?  If they cannot be accountable in this house, they will not be accountable outside this house.  
People lose faith in the public sector.  They think it should be run properly by the cabinet and the government.  It 
is most important that there be integrity, values and professionalism within our public service.  We have the old 
Yes Minister and Sir Humphrey syndrome.  I have seen the Sir Humphreys in the public service - bless their 
cotton socks; they are lovely people, but they have their own agenda and want to see certain things put in train.  
The Minister for Justice is nodding his head.  Any minister would have seen it.  My colleague the member for 
Dawesville would know what I am talking about.  These public servants enjoy a change of government at times: 
they may have been unsuccessful at getting a proposal through a minister, and, following a change of 
government, they pull the proposal out of the drawer and say to the new minister, who may not know what is 
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going on, that the previous minister thought the proposal was a good idea: “I think it would be good for you as 
the new minister to progress it.”  It is the typical Sir Humphrey syndrome.  Ultimately, some public servants 
think they, and not the government, run the state.  Maybe some do - maybe they have a weak minister.  If a 
minister is not strong and does not think for himself and says, “Yes, Sir Humphrey,” and, “No, Sir Humphrey,” 
and blindly follows advice, best government and outcomes for the people of Western Australia will not be 
achieved. 

I will not speak for much longer as I know other members want to speak on this bill.  The opposition will support 
the bill on the basis that the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management will clearly define the 
differences between this bill and the 2003 bill.  I have seen one change, as the fisheries provisions have been 
placed in a separate bill.  It is important to get this measure right.  I do not know whether my colleagues have 
any amendments relating to their portfolio areas, but I am aware of none.  Therefore, I assume this bill will pass 
this house fairly quickly.  It could progress today, provided the minister has some answers to the questions I have 
asked and the questions my colleagues will ask.  It is imperative that the minister answers the questions and 
concerns raised, particularly those regarding whistleblowers.  I hope the minister will respond to my comments 
and those of my colleagues, particularly about whistleblowers in the public service, as that is a serious concern.  
The minister may not want to respond today; he may wish to leave it for next week. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I will give a comment.  It may not be the one you would like, but I will comment when I 
respond. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is fine.  I may not like it, but I want the Minister Assisting the Minister for Public 
Sector Management on the record commenting about whistleblowers.  I am very interested in the matter.  It is an 
important area that is not being addressed properly by this government or the public service.  As long as those 
things can be addressed, the opposition is prepared to support the bill.  I am glad that you are listening to me, Mr 
Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Always! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  If the Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 2005 passes this 
place in a short time, it will be too important to be allowed to languish in the other place for a year or two before 
its implementation.  If it is not that important, we should not be wasting time on it.  I hope it will quickly 
progress through this house and the upper house, once it is scrutinised properly, so that changes can be made to 
reflect developments within every government department and agency.  I pledge support to the minister and this 
bill based on the understanding that we will receive answers to my comments and questions.  I eagerly await the 
progression of this bill through Parliament. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.06 pm]:  I support the Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous 
Amendments) Bill 2005.  I enjoyed listening to the comments of the member for Hillarys about what happened 
the last time this bill was before Parliament.  Members may be able to help me.  The last time the bill was 
introduced in 2003, the then Minister Assisting the Minister for Public Sector Management, the current member 
for Balcatta, had the following to say - 

 Before the last state election, Labor committed itself to reviewing the number of departments, statutory 
authorities, boards and committees in the Western Australian public sector, with the aim of 
restructuring the departments and agencies around fewer key areas, decreasing the number of ministers 
. . .  

Perhaps some former ministers can help me in this regard.  How many ministers were there in the previous term 
of this government?  Has the number of ministers increased?/- 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  We all know the history of the matter. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  What about parliamentary secretaries?  

Mr R.F. Johnson:  A hoo-ha was made following the 2001 election in that the Premier was to reduce the 
amount of money spent on ministers and the cabinet was to reduce from 17 to 14.  Cabinet has increased again 
because the Premier knows that the previous number could not cope.  It was evident the ministers could not cope 
in the first four years of this government. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Are there 17 ministers now? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is why, when this bill was reintroduced, the minister did not re-read the second 
reading speech delivered last time: the previous opening paragraph referred to a decrease in the number of 
ministers, and the government has increased the number of ministers from 14 to 17. 
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Mr A.D. McRae:  Did you only just realise that? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No.  I am trying to highlight the matter to make the afternoon more interesting for 
members opposite - they are asleep most of the time.  I highlighted it for the member. 

Part 3 of the Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 2005 relates to the Attorney General 
and justice portfolios, with clauses 30 to 33 relating specifically to the Bail Act.  I do not know whether the 
Minister for Justice is familiar with the Bail Act, but he should be as it relates to many accused people and 
prisoners.   

I now raise a matter about which the Premier misled this house yesterday when he referred to his recent release 
of sex offenders on parole.  He said something like, “The concerns of the government are the same as the Parole 
Board’s concerns.”  He said that the paramount consideration in releasing people on parole is community safety.  
That could not be further from the truth, because this government in 2002 repealed that paramount consideration 
and watered it down.  The Parole Board now has 10 matters it must consider in determining parole.  Parole and 
bail are different matters.  Section 16 in part 3 of the Sentence Administration Act, headed “Release on parole, 
matters to be considered”, reads - 

 In this Part a reference to parole considerations in relation to a sentence of imprisonment that a prisoner 
is serving or has yet to serve and in respect of which the prisoner may be released on parole is a 
reference to these considerations - 

 (a) the circumstances of the commission of, and the seriousness of, the offence for which the 
sentence was imposed; 

 (b) the behaviour of the prisoner when in custody serving the sentence in so far as it may be 
relevant to determining how the prisoner is likely to behave if released on parole; 

Remember, members, that there was only one consideration prior to the insertion of these provisions - 
community safety.  The Premier stood in this place yesterday in light of the people who will be released such as 
Excell, “Peg Leg” Thomas and Darcy-Searle - 

Mr J.B. D’Orazio interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes.  The list of matters continues - 

(c) whether the prisoner has participated in programmes available to him or her when in custody 
and if not the reasons for not doing so; 

(d) the prisoner’s performance when participating in any such programme; 

How would we know about those matters?  The Parole Board is a closed institution; it is situated in Albert Facey 
House in Wellington Street with security covering the entrance.  It holds clandestine meetings.  How would we 
know what was happening?  We would not know. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Does the Treasurer go to them?  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, but to call them clandestine is ridiculous.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  He does not go to its meetings.  That is the problem and that is where the Liberal Party 
differs from the Labor Party on the issue of parole.  The Liberal Party campaigned prior to the election that it 
would reinstate the need for safety to be paramount.  The list continues -  

(e) The behaviour of the prisoner when subject to any release order (as defined in section 89 of the 
Sentencing Act 1995) made previously;  

(f) the likelihood of the prisoner offending when he or she is on parole; 

(g) the likelihood of the prisoner complying with the standard obligations and any additional 
requirements of a parole order;   

The next is the eighth point - 

(h) the degree of risk that the release of the prisoner would appear to present to the personal safety 
of people in the community or of any individual in the community;  

That is listed eighth, minister.  
Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Don’t mislead Parliament.  They are all the conditions that need to be met for parole and 
you know that.  We were specific and you were not  
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am telling the minister that his government changed community safety from being a 
paramount consideration in 2002.  

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  Absolutely not.   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  It was under the Sentence Administration Act.  

Mr J.B. D’Orazio:  There are 10 points in there.  One of those is -  
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The minister is wrong.  I know what I am talking about.  My research shows that in 2002, 
the Gallop government introduced a bill to repeal the then overriding guidelines for the Parole Board in 
considering a prisoner for parole release; namely, that the paramount consideration must be the protection and 
interests of the community.  That was in section 18 of the Sentence Administration Act 1995, which is now 
repealed.  The current act now lists 10 criteria the board must consider, and they are weighted heavily in favour 
of the prisoner.  That is in line with the government’s reduced imprisonment strategy and reflects what was on 
the Minister for Justice’s graph to which he referred in the house today.  The Premier misled the Parliament and 
the people of Western Australia because the government has deliberately watered down that consideration.  It is 
a disgrace and the minister is stuck with it, just as he was stuck with the shambles left by the former minister and 
the Attorney General when he was Minister for Justice.  However, this minister is not doing a bad job.  The job 
he could do -  
Mr R.F. Johnson:  What?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I know.  He is not the one who is releasing all those people, but the minister can stop it.  
He can introduce a bill that brings back community safety as the paramount consideration, which was coalition 
government policy and which his government amended in 2002.  He can check it; I have given him a hint.  

That is eighth on the list.  It continues - 

(i) any other consideration that is or may be relevant to whether the prisoner should be released on 
parole;   

It could be anything. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Which bill are you quoting from?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I am referring to the bill before the house, the justice portfolio and the Bail Act.  I am 
quoting from the Sentence Administration Act 2003.  I have nearly finished.  It continues - 

(j) any remarks by a court that has sentenced the offender to imprisonment that are relevant to any 
of the above matters. 

I am suggesting that, rather than introducing the Machinery of Government (Miscellaneous Amendments) Bill 
2005, which refers to chief executive officers etc, the Parliament should be debating some good amendments.  I 
have just suggested an amendment to the Minister for Justice that will safeguard the community and that he can 
move next week if he wants to.  

I cannot say much about the changes in part 3 of this bill, headed “Attorney General and Justice” because I agree 
with them.  They are just administrative changes.   

In her second reading speech on the 2003 version of this bill, the former member for Kingsley referred to a paper 
written in 1986 called “Politics in the Public Service - The New Corruption” by Paul Hasluck.  Hasluck refers to 
the ideal public service.  He said - 

The ideal for which we have striven is a public service which can serve the public without bias and 
which does not have to curry favour, fear reprisals or solicit benefits for itself.  By and large we have 
achieved that in Australia and the achievement was founded on the idea that appointments to the service 
and promotion within the service were open and competitive without political patronage or class 
favouritism. 

He stated further - 

In the contest between democracy and bureaucracy, nothing is gained and something may be lost by 
‘politicising’ the public service for that would lessen the hope that an a-political and career public 
service might sometimes restrain despotic ministers and normally guide them along the traditional paths 
of parliamentary democracy. 

I will make an interesting observation: I recently attended a minister’s office for a meeting with some 
departmental heads and for the first time since I have been in this role I was surprised at the arrogance, not of the 
minister, but of a couple of the departmental heads.  I was in business for 20 years before I joined the public 
service.  My experience of Crown Law, Crown Solicitors and the Director of Public Prosecutions is that we have 
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a first-class apolitical public service.  It is difficult to understand sometimes that professional people put their 
profession before their politics.  I feel quite confident and assured that most public servants give, as I think the 
then member for Kingsley said in her speech in 2003, impartial advice to the relevant minister of the day.  The 
member for Hillarys referred to it and it reminded me of what happened to Ms Jean Thornton.  The former 
member for Kingsley said that the safeguards for preventing the politicisation of the public service are 
whistleblowers.  At page 1901 of Hansard dated 7 April 2004 she said -  

The issue I want to raise about the whistleblowers legislation relates to the politicisation involved when 
people are put in positions of strategic influence and decision making.  What is the other safeguard?  
Whistleblowers are the safeguard.  

I read the speech I made during the second reading debate on the Public Interest Disclosure Bill.  I remember 
clearly what happened to Ms Jean Thornton.  That could still happen today.  Therein lies the hypocrisy of this 
government.  It introduced the Public Interest Disclosure Bill.  When the Attorney General introduced the bill as 
the Whistleblowers Protection Bill he said that there was nothing more fundamental in ensuring openness and 
accountability in government than ensuring that people who have the courage to stand up and expose 
wrongdoing are able do so without fear of reprisal.  He went on to say that section 14 of the Public Interest 
Disclosure Act states - 

A person must not take or threaten to take detrimental action against another because anyone has made, 
or intends to make, a disclosure of public interest information under this Act. 

As I recall, the member for Kingsley and, I think, the former member for South Perth, Hon Phillip Pendal, 
revealed what happened to Ms Jean Thornton when she had gone to see, I think, the then Minister for Health - I 
can hardly remember what the portfolio was; the member for Yokine has had so many portfolios.  He has been 
Minister for Health, for Tourism etc.  He has been demoted down the line and he is now the Minister for Seniors.  
Ms Thornton was then 55 years of age and was obviously an intelligent, articulate, financially secure woman and 
well known in her area.  She had some information relevant to the running of the state; namely, incompetence in 
an organisation.  When she took her complaint to the then Minister for Health she was berated.  She was 
demeaned in front of the representatives who were there and her views were dismissed.  She was then warned 
not to say anything.  What happened to her?  She was sidelined and told to watch what she said.  Did Ms 
Thornton suffer reprisals contrary to section 14 of the Public Interest Disclosure Act?  I would say so.  

Dr S.C. Thomas interjected.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  That is true, member for Capel; she was moved sideways and had her authority stripped 
from her according to the information in Hansard.  She was victimised contrary to section 14 of the Public 
Interest Disclosure Act.  The Attorney General said - and this is the hypocrisy of this government - that it is 
totally unacceptable for such people to be maligned or victimised as a result of their efforts to report and 
therefore stop improper or illegal behaviour in government instrumentalities.  Ms Thornton sent a private and 
confidential letter to the Premier’s home.  Do members know where it ended up?  It ended up being tabled in the 
other house.  That is what the Attorney General did to that woman.  What does the member for Girrawheen say 
about that?  It is the first time that she has been quiet for a while.  The Premier’s conduct in allowing that letter 
to be tabled was despicable.  That woman had no protection.  This government was supposed to introduce 
legislation to protect her, but it did not, which was a tragedy for her. 

During consideration in detail of this bill I will be interested to hear what the Treasurer has to say about this 
legislation and people who are whistleblowers.  I do not like that term.  I will be interested to hear whether the 
government has had any private discussions about how it will treat whistleblowers from now on.  The member 
for Hillarys referred to Chris Read.  Aside from those significant issues, which affect people’s lives dreadfully, I 
support in part 3 clauses 30 to 33 and 34 to 41 dealing with the Children’s Court of Western Australia Act, 
clauses 42 to 45 dealing with the Evidence Act and the Community Services Act and clauses 49 to 52 dealing 
with the Guardianship and Administration Act, although I would like to see that act completely overhauled.  I 
support clauses 53 and 54 dealing with the Legal Representation of Infants Act, clauses 55 and 56 dealing with 
the Professional Standards Act, clauses 57 and 58 dealing with the Spent Convictions Act, clauses 59 and 60 
dealing with the Statutory Corporations (Liability of Directors) Act and clauses 61 and 62 dealing with the 
Suitors’ Fund Act 1964.  With that, I support the bill. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [4.21 pm]:  Members opposite have taken the opportunity to 
comment on a number of issues relating to the public sector.  In their comments they have drifted away from the 
central purpose of this bill.  The central concern that the community has with the public sector, one that any 
member of Parliament or government would have, is that we need the most effective, efficient, competent, expert 
and flexible public service that we can get.  This bill is about removing unnecessary legislative impediments to 
governments reorganising and restructuring the public sector from time to time to meet modern circumstances.  
After the government commissioned the Machinery of Government Review in 2001 it became apparent, when 
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considering the recommendations in its report, that many of the changes could not be achieved administratively 
because unnecessary rigidities had been incorporated in governing legislation.  Some portfolio-specific 
legislation specified administrative structures, for example.  The government was of the view that we should not 
leave a similar legacy to subsequent governments, that we should establish a public sector structure that was 
capable of flexible adjustment, without the need to come back to Parliament.  The necessity for that is underlined 
by how long it takes to get a machinery of government bill like this through the Parliament.  The review was 
commissioned in 2001, the bill was introduced to the Parliament in 2003, parliamentary consideration of the bill 
was not completed before the election and here we are back again tidying up, with minor administrative changes, 
recommendations of a report that was commissioned in 2001.  What we need in the future is a set-up that enables 
governments to adjust the public sector structure, if they think it is important from the point of view of changed 
circumstances, without the need for a long-winded legislative process.  The government wants a more efficient, 
competent and flexible public sector.  The government wants to provide a basis for flexible change in the future.  
Consequently, this piece of legislation has been put before the house to do those things and to implement many 
relatively small changes arising out of the Machinery of Government report. 
The bill has in substance been debated by this house already.  I was asked by the member for Hillarys to indicate 
what differences there are between this bill and the bill that was presented in 2003.  I have a document that 
outlines every significant difference, but it is a working document and not really suitable for tabling in 
Parliament.  I have undertaken to the member for Hillarys that I will obtain for him a clean copy of this 
document and give it to him before the consideration in detail of this legislation takes place.  I will make some 
general comments.   
Dr S.C. Thomas interjected. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I should make him do his own research and he should be required to pour laboriously over 
two comparable drafts and make his own conclusions.  Nevertheless, I will do that for him.  I will also outline 
the major categories of the changes that have taken place between this draft of the legislation and the draft that 
was done in 2003.  The bill is set out portfolio by portfolio.  The structure of the second Gallop government is 
different from the structure of the first.  For example, the fisheries portfolio is now a separate portfolio, whereas 
fisheries was previously with the Minister for Agriculture and Forestry.  Consequently, the fisheries section of 
this bill has been moved out of the section relating to agriculture and forestry.  Secondly, those sorts of changes 
have required a renumbering of clauses.  Thirdly, a number of pieces of legislation have been through the 
Parliament and, as a consequence, references in this bill are to the new acts of Parliament rather than to the acts 
that they replaced.  A classic example of that are the changes in references relating from the passage of the 
Children and Community Services Act 2004.  I am further advised, although I do not have too much detail, that 
there is a new process for the tabling of documents for government trading enterprises when those documents 
relate to directions about strategic development plans and statements of corporate intent, and that that changed 
process for the tabling of these documents has resulted in some minor changes to the drafting of this bill.   

A lot of the opposition comment related to the whole question of whistleblowers.  Of course, revealing 
wrongdoing, corruption or gross incompetence is an important aspect of maintaining the overall performance of 
the public sector.  However, it is not the be all and end all of public sector management.  There are many other 
more important ways of ensuring that we have a competent public sector.  There are recruitment and retention 
policies, training and professional development policies, structural matters, matters to do with the morale of the 
public sector and how the public sector feels valued by the community, the Parliament and the government, and 
there are remuneration matters.  I submit that all of those matters are, in the final analysis, more important to the 
effective performance of the public sector than the question of whistleblowing.  Whistleblowing does have its 
part to play.  That is why the government introduced a whole new act of Parliament, the Public Interest 
Disclosure Act, which is a comprehensive framework to encourage and protect whistleblowers.  I appreciate that 
there might be arguments from some members of Parliament that the act is deficient in this regard or that regard.  
I am certainly not closed to hearing those arguments.  However, the government has responded to the question of 
whistleblowing by that whole new Public Interest Disclosure Act.   

The second point I would make is that the government has also very well resourced the Corruption and Crime 
Commission and has given the CCC extensive powers.   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  Much better than the Director of Public Prosecutions, as I understand it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will not deal with that issue.  That is a political point that the member might like to make, 
but the real question is that if we are dealing with the question of wrongdoing in the public sector, what 
mechanisms do we have for preventing, punishing and disclosing that wrongdoing.  We have a very powerful 
Corruption and Crime Commission, which is very well resourced.  We have seen activities of the CCC.  I am 
sure that those activities have been very educative for anyone in the public sector generally who might feel 
tempted to engage in wrongdoing.  On the question of whistleblowing, my reading of the media while I was out 
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of the state would appear to indicate that we may have had an effective example of whistleblowing in the public 
sector in this very Parliament in the past few months.   

I would not regard the situation of whistleblowing as being worse under this government than it was under its 
predecessors; in fact, I would regard it as being significantly better because we have a whole new act of 
Parliament and a whole new body with extensive powers and resources that can deal with wrongdoing in the 
public sector.  I have given a commitment to the opposition that I will not seek to proceed with the consideration 
in detail stage of this legislation today.  I do intend to provide to the opposition a document that will enable 
opposition members to ascertain the changes between the legislation before the house and the legislation that 
was presented in 2003.  I also indicate to opposition members that I will examine Hansard for the remarks they 
have made on whistleblowers, to see whether it is necessary for any additional comment to be made following 
the issues that they have raised. 

With those remarks, I thank the opposition for its support of this legislation.  Were opposition members ever to 
assume the position of government, I think they would find that this legislation would make their job as public 
sector managers easier to achieve in the future. 
Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 
 


