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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON AUDIT 
Establishment - Motion 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [12.18 pm]:  I move - 

(1) That for the purposes of the Auditor General Act 2006 - 

(a) a Joint Standing Committee on Audit be established comprised of the members of the 
Legislative Assembly Public Accounts Committee and the Legislative Council 
Estimates and Financial Operations Committee, as appointed by the houses from time 
to time; 

(b) the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee will be the chairman of the joint 
standing committee; and 

(c) the standing orders of the Assembly relating to standing and select committees will 
otherwise be followed as far as they can be applied. 

(2) That the Legislative Council be invited to pass a similar resolution.   

Section 43 of the Auditor General Act 2006 states that - 

 The Houses of Parliament are to establish a Joint Standing Committee on Audit comprising an equal 
number of members appointed by each House. 

Under the act, the functions of the joint standing committee are limited to making recommendations to the 
Treasurer on the budget of the Office of the Auditor General; making recommendations on the organisational 
structure or resources of the Office of the Auditor General; carrying out reviews every five years of the operation 
and effectiveness of the act and of the performance of the Auditor General’s function by the Auditor General and 
the OAG; and inquiring into, and reporting on, any motion for the suspension or removal of the Auditor General 
if ordered to do so by either house.  In addition, the general prohibition on the Auditor General, persons 
employed in the Office of the Auditor General and persons appointed by the Auditor General on communicating 
confidential information acquired in the course of their employment or duties under the act does not apply to the 
communication of information to the joint standing committee.   

In June last year I introduced into Parliament the Financial Management Bill 2006, the Auditor General Bill 
2006 and the Financial Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2006 to replace the Financial Administration 
and Audit Act 1985.  The introduction of these bills followed a lengthy process of consultation that included 
issuing the bills as green bills and referring them to the Public Accounts Committee for report.  At that time I 
also sought to engage the upper house’s Estimates and Financial Operations Committee by providing it with 
briefings on the green bills.  The Auditor General Bill, which was introduced into this house and finally passed 
by this house, did not contain any references to a Joint Standing Committee on Audit.  Instead, it provided for 
the Public Accounts Committee to undertake the functions that I referred to earlier.   

When the Auditor General Bill went to the upper house, it was referred to the Council’s Estimates and Financial 
Operations Committee.  I was disappointed with the referral of the bill to that committee because I had been 
trying to engage the committee in the earlier stages of the debate to ascertain that committee’s views.  However, 
I was forced into a process in which the report was received very close to the end of the parliamentary year and 
if we wanted to have the Financial Management Bill and the Auditor General Bill in place, particularly to cover 
the appointment of the new Auditor General, relevant compromises had to be considered and agreed to very 
quickly.  

The Estimates and Financial Operations Committee proposed significant amendments to the bill that were well 
beyond those that had been proposed by the Public Accounts Committee of this house.  The Estimates and 
Financial Operations Committee proposed that the joint standing committee comprise two members - one 
government member and one non-government member - from each house; that the members appointed from the 
Legislative Assembly should be members of the Public Accounts Committee; that the members appointed from 
the Legislative Council should be members of the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee; that the chair 
of the joint standing committee should always be a member of the Legislative Council; and that the joint 
standing committee should operate under the standing orders of the Legislative Council.  I did not favour 
establishing a new Joint Standing Committee on Audit and I certainly did not support the proposal I just outlined 
from the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee.  In particular, I thought that the committee’s proposal 
was an intrusion on the traditional rights and powers of the Legislative Assembly.  The Legislative Assembly is 
the house of Parliament that has the financial power and it seemed wrong to me to have a Joint Standing 
Committee on Audit that was tilted towards the powers and rules of the Legislative Council rather than the 
powers and rules of the Legislative Assembly.  However, I was prepared to engage in discussions with the 
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opposition and the Greens (WA) in the upper house of Parliament in order to get a compromise.  I did note that a 
joint committee on audit had been proposed by the Commission on Government.  We agreed that there should be 
a joint committee on audit, and the legislation consequently provides that the houses of Parliament are to 
establish a Joint Standing Committee on Audit comprising an equal number of members appointed by each 
house.   

It is important that members recognise that we are in danger of duplication on these issues.  We have a Public 
Accounts Committee in this place, an Estimates and Financial Operations Committee in the other place and now 
a Joint Standing Committee on Audit.  Consequently, members should think carefully about the functions and 
rules so that we do not have, for example, three committees providing advice on the budget of the Office of the 
Auditor General or trying to supervise the work of the Auditor General.  

I was keen to ensure the passage of legislation for the new Financial Management Act and Auditor General Act 
late last year so that we could get on and advertise for, and appoint, a new Auditor General under the new 
legislation.  Consequently, I accepted the need for a Joint Standing Committee on Audit to get support for the 
bill.  However, I was not happy with the idea that the committee should always be chaired by a person in the 
upper house and should operate according to the rules of that place.  I discussed with the opposition and the 
Greens possible compromises that might satisfy the objectives of each side.  At one stage we had a discussion 
about whether there could be a rotating chairmanship - one year a chair from the Legislative Assembly and one 
year a chair from the Legislative Council.  I did consider whether there could be rotating rules - one year the 
rules of the Assembly and one year the rules of Council.  I thought that essentially it would be an unworkable 
proposal.  The committee should operate according to one set of rules for consistency and clarity.   

The SPEAKER:  It might be unworkable every second year.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Thank you, Mr Speaker, for that wise comment.   

We need one set of rules under which this committee will operate and, given that this house does have financial 
powers which are not available to the Legislative Council, as this matter essentially concerns financial 
accountability, the rules of this house should be the consistent rules adopted.   

On the question of chairmanship, I have put forward a proposal that the chair be the Chairman of the Legislative 
Assembly Public Accounts Committee.  I imagine that the upper house may have a different view.  When this 
matter goes before the upper house and it has a different view, there will have to be discussions between 
members of the upper house and of this place, or the usual exchange of resolutions between the two houses, until 
we reach an outcome.  It is important that the Assembly put up what I know would be a preferred proposal of a 
majority of members of this house, including members from the other side, however they might ultimately vote 
on this issue.  I think it is important that the Assembly assert its prerogative on financial accountability matters.  
It is important that this house pass the motion I have moved, albeit I recognise that if we are to have a Joint 
Standing Committee on Audit, there may need to be further discussions between members in this place and the 
other place so that we reach a consensus position.   

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.29 pm]:  I am a little short of leg room to 
be able to attain the vertical position in a short time, but I will recover.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It has nothing to do with last night’s activities, has it?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is my hamstring.   

I listened to what the Treasurer had to say, but to be perfectly honest I cannot understand why the Treasurer did 
not engage in dialogue - 

Dr K.D. Hames:  Is that better? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  My apologies, Mr Speaker.  I am a little sensitive about being approached in that manner 
when I have not been forewarned!   

I cannot understand why the Treasurer did not engage in dialogue before he commenced this process.  I earlier 
indicated that the opposition will not support the position that has been put forward in this motion.  This is not 
about asserting the role of the Assembly over the Council, but about the process.  The Treasurer knows as well 
as I do that the Auditor General Bill was passed expeditiously by the Council on the last sitting day of last year 
to achieve the outcomes that the Treasurer was keen to implement.  The Treasurer knows that the opposition 
always supported, in principle, the Financial Management Bill and the Auditor General Bill.  However, issues of 
oversight were raised, particularly in my speech.  I have discussed this issue with my colleagues on the Public 
Accounts Committee and we have worked through some of the issues.  I am aware of what the members of the 
Public Accounts Committee said.  I am offended by the approach that the Treasurer has taken.  It is very arrogant 
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of him to come into this place and say that this is what will be done and that, by the way, the government might 
engage in dialogue.  Would it not have been easier to sit down with members of the upper house and members 
from our side of politics to try to work out the obvious issues that would arise about the composition of the 
committee and associated matters?  I cannot believe that the Treasurer did not believe that that would be a more 
appropriate way in which to act.   

If only as of a matter of process, we will oppose the motion today.  When this motion gets to the upper house, its 
members will not agree to do all that the Treasurer has requested, which is almost the complete opposite of what 
he knew they would accept.  On the last day of sitting of the upper house last year, Hon Giz Watson said about 
the creation of the Joint Standing Committee on Audit that - 

This amendment relates to recommendation . . . of the standing committee report.  The proposed joint 
standing committee should be called the “Joint Standing Committee on Audit”, and I understand from 
discussions with the government and the Liberal opposition that we have come to some understanding 
of the need and desirability to establish a joint committee.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That’s agreed.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I know.  She went on to say - 

I guess we will thrash out the details of the composition of that joint standing committee at a later stage 
by agreement - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We will.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is not what has happened.  Why did the Treasurer not instigate that process before 
putting this motion before us?  This is not about compromising, coming to an understanding and moving 
forward, but about the government saying that it is in charge and this is what it will do.  The Treasurer spoke 
about the financial responsibilities of this house as the house that generates revenue bills.  Of course that is the 
case.  However, the Treasurer refused to recognise the scrutiny roles that the Legislative Council must play.  
Those roles were clearly identified by the Commission on Government, but the Treasurer has ignored them.  He 
chose to ignore them in the initial bill when he completely excluded the other place from participation in 
oversight of the Auditor General.  We had points of difference about that.  I felt all along that the upper house 
should play a role in the oversight of the Auditor General.  The Treasurer has been dragged kicking and 
screaming to that conclusion.   

It is interesting to look at what the Commission on Government said about the need for proper scrutiny of 
financial matters and the need to remove that scrutiny from a house in which the government will always 
dominate politically.  I urge everybody to remember that the Commission on Government evolved out of the 
horrible scandal of WA Inc, which was a dark time in the history of the state when public confidence in the 
processes of government was shattered.  The government of Western Australia, and unfortunately governments 
at other levels across Australia, are now looking over a similar precipice.  It is distressing.  The Commission on 
Government made those recommendations not for political purposes but to stop the state from plummeting again 
into the abyss or from being in the ridiculous situation in which, because of weight of numbers, significant and 
substantial matters of probity, especially matters of financial probity as they related to WA Inc, as well as issues 
of morality could not be examined because the government controlled the numbers in the lower house.  The 
Commission on Government report repeatedly stated that the upper house needed to be involved.  The Treasurer 
ignored that recommendation.  He was dragged kicking and screaming by the upper house to accept the joint 
standing committee because he wanted the bill to be passed.  My view is that he should have engaged in 
negotiation before this matter got to this point.   

I want to touch on a couple of things to perhaps highlight the need for the upper house to have some oversight 
capacity.  Last year we brought to the attention of the house a matter concerning the awarding of contracts by the 
Department of Education and Training to a company called Huntly Consulting Group Pty Ltd.  The Treasurer 
may know of Huntly Consulting Group.  If he does not know of the company, he may know the individual 
involved - Mr Gregory Huntly Philip.  Mr Philip claims to be a friend of the disgraced former Minister for 
Education and Training, who was unceremoniously dumped from that position last year.  We raised in the house 
some serious irregularities in the awarding of those contracts.  The Treasurer claimed in this place that the 
Minister for Education and Training had written to him.  He may remember that it caused members some mirth 
at the time to hear that she had written to him to express her concern about the awarding of contracts.  Of course, 
we all know that she was worried about certain matters being uncovered and wanted to act in a way that would 
cover them up.  I am talking about the capacity or incapacity of the lower house to get involved in probity-
related matters and the need for organisations such as the Office of the Auditor General to ultimately be 
responsible for probity and to be answerable to both houses.  That is what happened.  The Treasurer received the 
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letter and then arranged for the State Supply Commission to write a report on the irregularities in the awarding of 
contracts to the friend of the failed former Minister for Education and Training.  Do members know what that 
report found?   

Point of Order 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I have no difficulty with this issue being discussed, although I believe that the member has 
used this opportunity to venture into areas that are not particularly relevant.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  What is the point of order?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The point of order is that the matters that are now being canvassed by the member are not 
relevant to the motion.   

The SPEAKER:  I can understand what the Treasurer is saying.  It is unfortunately not unusual for members to 
drift slightly in and out of the subject.  However, I am sure that the Deputy Leader of the Opposition will quickly 
address the issue.   

I also wish to bring to the attention of the member for Cockburn that the only place that members are not allowed 
to walk in this place is between the chair and the table of the house.  I ask him to bear that in mind.  Members 
can walk everywhere else, but that is not on.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  I did notice that terrible transgression by the member for 
Cockburn.   

The point I am trying to make by referring to that issue is that the Legislative Council needs an oversight 
capacity so that it can be involved.  I will go off track for a second.  Does the Treasurer know where this matter 
will end up?  I reckon it will end up either down at the Corruption and Crime Commission or, in the interim, 
being examined by the upper house.  This highlights the point I am trying to make.  The Treasurer can hide from 
scrutiny in this place because the government has the weight of numbers.  However, he cannot always do that in 
the upper house because the government does not pull the strings there.  This is a classic example of the 
Treasurer trying to pull the strings.  He can pull the strings down here but he cannot always pull the strings up 
there.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  In which way?  How does this proposal at all compromise accountability?  The whole bill is a 
massive advance in accountability.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is, but I am talking about the capacity to oversee the Office of the Auditor General.  The 
Commission on Government said that the upper house should be involved, but the Treasurer tried to deny it that 
involvement in the first instance.  The upper house insisted on being involved and the Treasurer allowed it to be 
involved, but he then said that the details would be sorted out later.  He has not even gone back to the upper 
house to ask its members about it.  He has just trooped in here and said, “Here are the details - take them or leave 
them.”  I am presenting the Treasurer with an example of how the government misuses its numbers in this 
chamber.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  This is how we’re going to sort it out - send up a proposal and see what they say. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Would it not be easier to do that first, so we do not have to waste our time in here talking 
about the issue?  The proposal will go to the upper house, which will waste its time talking about the issue, and 
then it will come back here.  Would it not have been easier to sit down for 10 or 15 minutes, have a cup of coffee 
and sort it out?  What does the Treasurer think?  I have 50 minutes I can keep speaking for.  I will get back to the 
point I was trying to make, and I appreciate your guidance, Mr Speaker.  This report should be ringing alarm 
bells in the Treasurer’s department.  It is a report into the relationship between the former Minister for Education 
and Training - a person with whom the Treasurer should be familiar since she is one of his cabinet colleagues - 
and Gregory Huntly Philip.  I will read some of what this report picks up about gross irregularities in the 
awarding of contracts to the department for which the former Minister for Education and Training was 
responsible.  The report states - 

The initial request to the DET for contract files and information was made on 29 November 2006.  
Although some of the information was provided on 4 December 2006, the SSC had to issue several 
requests and reminders to obtain additional information to complete this investigation.  Despite these 
requests, the DET was still unable to provide some information.  

The Department of Education and Training, under the former minister, was withholding information from the 
Treasurer’s department, so that it could not conduct the inquiry.  The Treasurer wonders why the opposition does 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 21 March 2007] 

 p476b-484a 
Mr Eric Ripper; Speaker; Mr Troy Buswell; Mr Max Trenorden; Dr Steve Thomas 

 [5] 

not have any confidence in the processes and why it thinks there should be proper accountability in this place.  
The report raises issues with just about every single contract considered.  It states -  

. . . the award of contract 55335 was not in compliance with the SSC Open and Effective Competition 
policy and guidelines.  

. . . 

the award of contract SR61835 was not in compliance with the SSC Integrity, Ethics and Probity 
policy.  

The list goes on and on.  The question is: what has the Treasurer done with this report?  He has done absolutely 
nothing.  He has sat on it; he has stuck it in a bottom drawer.  He has given it to the new Minister for Education 
and Training, who has so many problems to fix as a result of the former minister that he is drowning.  This report 
needs to be followed up.  Will it be followed up by a committee of this house?  If I move that this report be 
referred to the Public Accounts Committee for further investigation, because it stinks and it involves the 
Treasurer’s mates, what will the Treasurer do?  Will he say that the government will support it?  Of course he 
would not! 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Bring forward the motion and test us. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I absolutely will.  That is a very good idea, because it will not go to the committee; it has to 
be buried.  If the Treasurer, as the minister responsible for the State Supply Commission, received this report, he 
should have been appalled.  What action has he personally taken in relation to this report?  Has he done 
anything?  The answer is no. 

The SPEAKER:  I fail to get the connection between the motion and the report the member is talking about.  I 
have given considerable leeway, but the member should relate his comments to the motion before the house.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  I will attempt to connect the dots as I move forward. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You must actually connect the dots, not just attempt to do so. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I take it the Treasurer is just going to sit on this report, so I will raise it in another forum at 
another time.  It is disgusting and it stinks.  The Treasurer should not be allowed to get away with it, and he 
damned well will not. 

The position of the Legislative Council in relation to the joint standing committee on audit is clearly laid out.  It 
is that the committee participate in the appointment of the Auditor General, make recommendations about the 
budget of the Office of the Auditor General, undertake a review of the act, appoint a person to review the 
performance of the Auditor General, and a number of other things.  Most of those things are encapsulated in the 
bill.  The report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations discusses the composition of 
the joint standing committee.  It states -  

The joint standing committee should comprise four Members who are to be selected as follows: 

• two Members (one Government Member and one non-Government Member) should be 
appointed from each House; 

• the Members appointed from the Legislative Assembly should be Members of the PAC or its 
equivalent; 

• the Members appointed from the Legislative Council should be Members of the Committee or 
its equivalent; and 

• the Chairman of the committee should be a Member of the Legislative Council. 

The report goes on to discuss standing orders and the name being the joint standing committee on audit.  That 
was the basic position put to the Treasurer by my colleagues and by members of the minor parties in the upper 
house.  The passage of this bill was approved on the last day of sitting in the upper house in 2006.  Hansard 
reveals that members were not happy with having to deal with the bill in such a brief manner, which is 
something we get very used to in this house.  Hon Giz Watson raised the point that this matter will be followed 
up in due course, the issue worked through and a solution developed.  That was obviously the position of the 
upper house, but the Treasurer has ignored every single one of its recommendations and has come to this house 
with a position that is completely to the contrary. 

The opposition will not support the Treasurer’s proposition.  I make the point again that the Treasurer needs to 
engage the opposition and the upper house in this process rather than simply present in an arrogant way what he 
considers to be the best outcome.  Of course the best outcome for the Treasurer is the best outcome for the 
government.  The best outcome for the government is one that minimises the capacity for probity to be put above 
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everything else.  We know in this house the importance of probity.  I understand that I may have gotten a tad 
excited when examining this State Supply Commission report, but it does cut to an issue of probity.  It says that 
even today, to have these matters thoroughly investigated, because of the numerical dominance of the 
government in this house, the matters will have to be referred to the upper house.  I raise this matter to explain a 
couple of things to the house.  This is a clear example of something that stinks.  There are many complicating 
factors in this report, including the involvement of the Treasurer and the former Minister for Education and 
Training, the fact that a friend of theirs is receiving these contracts, the fact that the wife of that friend is a senior 
bureaucrat in the department who may or may not be involved in the awarding of contracts and the release of 
information. 

The SPEAKER:  Member for Vasse, the way to continue your remarks is not to forget about the matter for a 
few minutes and then go back to the report I said you should not be commenting on.  The answer is not to refer 
back to the report.  I am positive you are not deliberately trying to annoy me, but you are getting there. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Thank you again, Mr Speaker, for that guidance, and again, my apologies. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  He doesn’t even have to try to annoy me! 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, that is interesting, Treasurer.  We will get to that. 

The point I was trying to make is that when something comes to this house that clearly has a stench about it and 
involves the Treasurer and others, we are denied probity because of the numbers.  The upper house needs to be 
involved in such matters, and it needs to be involved in the process of establishing the joint standing committee 
on audit. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [12.48 pm]:  The Treasurer will know what I am going to say before I even 
open my mouth.  Even though I concede that the Auditor General Bill made giant strides, at the end of the 
process the Auditor General is still appointed and paid by the executive, and still has a budget controlled by the 
executive.  That is the current position.  In the interests of goodwill, if it can be put that way, we had 
considerable conversation at the time.  I said at the time, and I say again today, that I appreciate the openness 
with which the Treasurer dealt with me, but that is not the point.  The point is that we agreed for a long way 
along the road - I do not know whether it is the road to Damascus - but we have arrived at an impasse near the 
end.  The Treasurer believes that he has done as much as needs to be done, but I do not agree.  A report was 
given to the upper house.  The spirit of this process does not involve a minister of the Crown - in this case the 
Treasurer - saying that this is what will happen.  It is meant to be a parliamentary process.  That is the whole 
point of the Treasurer’s bill.  It is meant to be a parliamentary process. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you think I should have asked the Public Accounts Committee to deal with this motion? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, I do. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is an interesting observation.  I would be quite happy if the chairman were to take it up. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  If the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee rose in this place and moved that 
this should happen - there are members of the committee in the chamber at the moment - having consulted with 
his colleagues in the upper house, it would be a different matter.  At the moment this is a ministerial direction 
from the Treasurer.  That breaks the whole spirit of what the Treasurer and I talked about at length.  I am not 
questioning the Treasurer’s integrity or the direction he wants to take.  The Treasurer went a long way to explain 
his views in our discussions, which I thank him for, and I think the people of Western Australia also thank him 
for that.  I am saying that he is not complying with his own sentiments.  I think this motion should be withdrawn 
and somebody should have a word to the Public Accounts Committee.  The Parliament should then go through 
this process and through the requirements of the bill which the Treasurer formulated, and which was debated and 
passed.  It is simple; that is what should happen.  I say that in a spirit of goodwill, without getting into the 
Treasurer aggressively, because he may be reflecting on it now.  Maybe that process would be better for him, 
because I will not support the current motion. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [12.51 pm]:  I think it is appropriate that someone from the Public Accounts 
Committee should address what is being discussed today.  During the debate that occurred when we came back 
for half a day to discuss how this proposal would go forward, I raised concerns about whether the appropriate 
process had been gone through and whether the outcomes were the best for the Parliament.  I retain those 
concerns.  I remain unconvinced that the best outcome has been reached.  At the time, I wondered how we 
reached those outcomes.  I was concerned at the conflict that would occur between the two houses of Parliament.  
I said at the time that I was a bicameralist; I believed in having both houses of Parliament and I was not 
convinced that the process had worked as well as it possibly could.  I reinforce that opinion today and agree with 
the members for Avon and Vasse that this motion is not a good outcome.  To some degree it is before us because 
of the division between the two houses of Parliament. 
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It is pretty easy to come in here and bag the Legislative Council.  We often make relatively cheap jokes at its 
expense and I wish they would end, because I do not think it does us any good or reflects any credit on us.  The 
first thing that should have happened to get the best outcome for the Parliament of Western Australia is that the 
Public Accounts Committee from this chamber and the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations from the other place should have sat down and discussed what might be the best outcome for 
everybody.  That has not happened.  There has been no conversation and no formal meeting between the two 
committees to which this piece of legislation refers, so we do not know how to reach the best outcome.  I wonder 
sometimes whether the government deliberately fosters situations such as this.  There are plenty of members of 
the government who do not believe in having two chambers of Parliament. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Some members of the opposition do not believe that either. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is a statement made by a number of members of the government.  That being the case, 
they might be driving an agenda to create a division between the proposed committees, possibly even between 
members of the same political party from the different houses.  If they sat down together and communicated in 
the best interests of government in Western Australia and the parliamentary process, they might come up with 
some better outcomes.  We do not have the best outcome here and I think it is a huge failing.  I agree with the 
member for Vasse; I do not know whether this is a result of the Treasurer’s arrogance and an executive 
government that is trying to bluff us through this process.  People of goodwill will have to find a better way 
through this.  I agree with the member for Avon that if this motion is to have any credibility it should be 
presented by the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee, or be a general recommendation by that 
committee.  The first thing to do if we want to progress this is to foster a meeting between the Public Accounts 
Committee and the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee, the two bodies listed in this piece of 
legislation.  It amazes me that that has not occurred.  Why has it not been organised? 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The answer is that the executive still wants to appoint the Auditor General. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Why is there no coordination between the two houses?  Is it any wonder that we have a 
second-rate outcome for this piece of legislation when there has been no communication between the two 
committees?  What would be the best outcome for the government and the Parliament of Western Australia in 
relation to the operations of the committees and the Office of the Auditor General under the financial 
management legislation?  I think it would  most likely be a permanent joint standing committee that was a 
merger to some degree of the Public Accounts Committee and the Estimates and Financial Operations 
Committee.  That might give us one committee instead of three to do the committee work.  I have a problem with 
three committees doing what should be one committee’s work.  This proposal is not the best outcome.  The way 
to fix this is to have a permanent joint standing committee called the joint standing committee on public 
accounts.  It is not an unknown process; it occurs in other jurisdictions.  I believe Victoria has a joint standing 
committee on audit.  It presents a very significant report on the budget each year.  It is a large committee that 
comprises a number of members from government, opposition and minor parties.  Its report on the budget is one 
to which every member of Parliament refers during his speech on the budget debate.  It has great value for the 
Parliament of Victoria.  I suspect that might be the best outcome for the government of Western Australia: a 
permanent joint standing committee with a membership perhaps not as big as that of the Victorian committee, 
depending on what roles were ascribed to it.  It could be a simple merger of the existing committees.  I do not 
think the government will do that because it does not want to lose the control it exerts over this process.  I agree 
with the members for Vasse and Avon in that respect. 

It would be the obvious committee to interact with the Office of the Auditor General and discuss its budget as it 
would have representation from both houses of Parliament.  In some states the comparable committee sets the 
Auditor General’s budget.  It should have a serious look at whether it should do so.  I diverge perhaps from the 
view of the member for Avon in demanding that it set the budget for the Office of the Auditor General, but it 
certainly should have input on that matter.  A joint standing committee should also have influence over the 
ability to raise and direct areas of investigation.  It should not have outright authority as occurs in some states.  
Let us look at the United States model.  In most states, as is also the case federally, public accounts committees 
have authority to direct the office of the auditor general to conduct investigations.  That is a problem that 
impinges on the independence of the Office of the Auditor General.  I would never hint that we should go down 
that path and propose the committee should have those sorts of powers.  It should be able to refer and request 
investigations and be involved in the Auditor General’s appointment process.  If it is to function well, it should 
be a single committee with ongoing involvement in the audit process.  In my opinion a Joint Standing Committee 
on Audit would probably meet anywhere from once a year to once every five years for two specific tasks; that is, 
to investigate the appointment of the Office of the Auditor General or conduct a five-yearly review.  It might be 
that both functions occur during the same three-month period, which would mean that for four years and nine 
months the Joint Standing Committee on Audit would not function.  The Joint Standing Committee on Audit 
might not function well because committee members might not have enough time to smooth over the 
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peccadilloes in the various personalities.  Both the Public Accounts Committee and the committee of the other 
place comprise members with big personalities.  Those committee members will need time to determine how to 
function together on the one committee.  It is not appropriate to throw members of the two committees together 
to form the one committee in an attempt to arrive at a serious outcome.   

I am intrigued to hear what the Treasurer has to say about rushing through this process.  The Public Accounts 
Committee was pulled off an investigation that it took quite seriously to rush through an investigation of the 
Financial Management Bill and the Auditor General Bill.  Nearly a year ago the Public Accounts Committee had 
to disrupt what it was doing to consider those two pieces of legislation before the end of the financial year so that 
everybody could move forward quickly.  The report languished and was not responded to.  Those two pieces of 
legislation were not rushed through.  The government’s argument about there being a sense of urgency lacks 
credibility and has no currency in this house, because with those pieces of legislation the government has sat on 
its hands.  If the government wanted to get the bills and regulations through as quickly as possible, the obvious 
way to start would have been to bring the two committees together to foster cooperation.  What has the 
government done?  It has played wedge politics.  It has divided the two houses of Parliament, which means that 
we will not get the best outcome for the state of Western Australia.  Management of this issue has been a 
debacle.  I suggest to the Treasurer that he ask the Chairman of the Public Accounts Committee to convene a 
meeting at which representatives from both committees are present.  The other chamber is sitting this week and 
next week.  The Treasurer should get both committees together to negotiate the best outcome.  The Treasurer 
might be frightened about the best outcome that might be suggested by the two committees.   

Mr T. Buswell:  It might be to get rid of the Treasurer!  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Although such a proposition would be an interesting amendment, I do not think the two 
committees have the power to do that.  A Joint Standing Committee on Audit should review the performance of 
the Treasurer of Western Australia.  
Mr F.M. Logan:  He is paid enough as it is; we’d end up paying him more!   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  After a review the Treasurer might be paid according to his performance.  
Mr F.M. Logan:  He will get a serious wage increase if that is the case! 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  He may have to get a second job.  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  My second job is the Minister for State Development.   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Silly me, the member for Belmont has a number of jobs.  That reminds me of Yes Minister 
and the old story that what he says today depends on which hat he is wearing.   
In summary, this motion is a great example of the wedge politics which is being played by the government and 
which will disenfranchise not only the opposition but also good governance in this chamber, the other chamber 
and the Parliament of Western Australia.  There must be greater coordination between the two committees and 
between the two chambers so that we can determine how to progress this issue.  Far from claiming to be perfect, 
I have shown a failing in this process.  I am not sure why the member laughed, but I think I should be insulted.  

Mr T. Buswell:  I have heard others claim that you are close! 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  The member for Vasse is too kind! 

If I have shown a failing in this process it is that I did not force open the lines of communication.  The lines of 
communication should have been open and members of this house should have made use of them.  Further, the 
lines of communication between the two houses and the two committees should have been open.  I should have 
forced open the lines of communication that the Treasurer, executive government and the Labor Party have 
strangled.  Had somebody opened the lines of communication, we might have been able to achieve a better 
outcome than the one that will be forced through this house of Parliament without proper debate and without the 
goodwill of those involved, which is what is required if we are to achieve accountability.  It is a huge failure on 
all our parts, but it particularly drives home the way the Treasurer has managed the legislation.   
MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [1.07 pm]:  I will deal briefly with a number of issues that were 
raised.  The Auditor General Act provides that the houses of Parliament should establish a Joint Standing 
Committee on Audit comprising an equal number of members appointed by each house.  I am the minister 
responsible for the act; therefore, it is my responsibility to bring forward the necessary resolution to implement 
that part of the legislation.  I indicated that I expected some disagreement between the houses on this issue.  We 
must always have a starting point.  The starting point embodied in my motion is a good starting point.  Despite 
any disagreement from the upper house, I hope it accepts the motion.  Even if it does not agree with the motion, 
it provides a good basis for further discussions.  I would not be unhappy if the Chairman of the Public Accounts 
Committee and the Chairman of the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee decided to meet to discuss a 
resolution.  I would not be unhappy if the two committees decided to hold a meeting to discuss how this might 
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work.  I am happy to engage in discussions with members in the other place to achieve an agreed outcome.  We 
all have a common interest; that is, we all agree that it would be better to resolve this matter and to have a Joint 
Standing Committee on Audit in operation than to leave the matter unresolved and not establish a Joint Standing 
Committee on Audit.  Nevertheless, as the minister responsible for the legislation, I have a right to my point of 
view on the issue.  Government members have a right to their point of view.  What is proposed here is an 
acceptable basis on which the Joint Standing Committee on Audit can operate.  If that basis is not acceptable to 
other players in the system, it is a good starting point from which to hold further discussions.  We must get on 
with the process and put motions before this house and the other place.  Without my taking this action, I venture 
to suggest that it might be some time next year before a Joint Standing Committee on Audit is in operation.  I 
hope to establish the committee more quickly than that.  I urge members to support this motion, bearing in mind 
that I expect that there will be further discussions between the government and the opposition and Greens 
members in the other place. 
Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (30) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr P. Papalia Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts  

 

Noes (21) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr G. Snook Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron  
Dr E. Constable Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker  

Question thus passed; the Council acquainted accordingly. 
 


