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AUDITOR GENERAL BILL 2006 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council with amendments. 

On motion by Mr E.S. Ripper (Treasurer), resolved - 
 That the Council’s amendments be considered in detail forthwith. 

Council’s Amendments - Consideration in Detail 
The amendments made by the Council were as follows - 

No 1 
Clause 4, page 2, after line 14 - To insert -  
 “accounts” means -  

 (a) records, however compiled, recorded or stored, of transactions in respect of moneys 
or other property, expressed in monetary units, or in the case of property, expressed in 
monetary units or other units of measurement; and 

 (b) books, documents, writings, monetary forms, abstracts, vouchers and other records of 
any kind from which records mentioned in paragraph (a) have been compiled; 

No 2 

Clause 4, page 2, lines 27 to 28 - To delete “, if it is renamed, that committee as so renamed” and insert 
instead -  

 such other committee determined by the Legislative Council to be the responsible committee 
for the purposes of this Act 

No 3 

Clause 4, page 3, after line 2 - To insert -  

 “Joint Standing Committee on Audit” means the Joint Standing Committee on Audit or, if it 
is renamed, that committee as renamed; 

No 4 

Clause 8, page 5, after line 13 - To insert -  

 (c) the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee. 

No 5 

Clause 14, page 7, line 25 - To insert after “Committee” -  

 and the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee 

No 6 

Clause 24, page 14, after line 8 - To insert -  

 (c) is to include an opinion as to whether a decision by a Minister not to provide 
information to Parliament concerning any conduct or operation of an agency is 
reasonable and appropriate. 

No 7 

Clause 25, page 14, line 25 - To insert after “Committee” -  

 and the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee 

No 8 

Clause 37, page 21, line 9 - To delete “but may report it to the Public Accounts Committee”. 

No 9 

Clause 43, page 24, lines 5 to 6 - To delete “Public Accounts Committee” and insert instead -  

 Joint Standing Committee on Audit 

No 10 

Clause 43, page 24, lines 8 to 9 - To delete “Public Accounts Committee” and insert instead - 
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 Joint Standing Committee on Audit 

No 11 

Clause 45, page 25, after line 14 - To insert -  

 (3) Subsection (2) does not apply to the communication of information to - 

  (a) the Joint Standing Committee on Audit; or 

  (b) the Public Accounts Committee; or 

  (c) the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee. 

No 12 

Clause 47, page 26, line 2 - To delete “Public Accounts Committee” and insert instead - 

 Joint Standing Committee on Audit 

No 13 

Clause 47, page 26, line 4 - To delete “the expiry of 5 years from the commencement of this Act.” and 
insert instead - 

 (a) the fifth anniversary of its commencement; and 

 (b) the expiry of each 5 yearly interval after that anniversary. 

No 14 
Clause 47, page 26, line 5 - To delete “that review” and insert instead - 

 a review under subsection (1) 
No 15 

Clause 47, page 26, line 5 - To delete “Public Accounts Committee” and insert instead - 

 Joint Standing Committee on Audit 
No 16 

Clause 47, page 26, lines 17 to 18 - To delete “Public Accounts Committee” and insert instead - 

 Joint Standing Committee on Audit 
No 17 

Clause 47, page 26, after line 10 - To insert - 

 (3) For the purposes of subsection (1), the Joint Standing Committee on Audit is to 
appoint a suitably qualified person (the “reviewer”) to conduct a review (a 
“performance and legislative review”) as to such matters relating to -  

  (a) the operation and effectiveness of this Act; and 
  (b) the performance of the Auditor General’s functions by the Auditor General 

and the OAG,  

as are within the terms of reference given to the reviewer by the Joint Standing 
Committee on Audit. 

 (4) The Joint Standing Committee on Audit is to consult with the Auditor General before 
appointing the reviewer and determining the terms of reference to be given to the 
reviewer. 

 (5) The reviewer is to carry out a performance and legislative review and is to prepare a 
report based on that review and provide it to the Joint Standing Committee on Audit. 

 (6) Before providing the report the reviewer must - 

  (a) give a summary of the findings of the performance and legislative review to 
the Auditor General; and  

  (b) by written notice invite the Auditor General to make submissions or 
comments on the summary of findings before a specified day, being - 

   (i) not more than 14 days after the summary of findings is given to the 
Auditor General; and 
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   (ii) before the report is provided to the Joint Standing Committee on 
Audit. 

 (7) The reviewer must include in the report any submissions or comments made under 
subsection (6) before the specified day, or a fair summary of them. 

No 18 
Clause 47, page 26, line 20 - To delete “Public Accounts Committee” and insert instead -  
 Joint Standing Committee on Audit 

No 19 
Clause 47, page 26, line 21 - To delete “the review” and insert instead - 
 a review under subsection (1) 

No 20 
Clause 47, page 26, line 22 - To insert after “the” - 
 Legislative Council and the 

No 21 
Clause 47, page 26, after line 23 - To insert - 

 (4) The Joint Standing Committee on Audit may adopt the report provided to it by the 
reviewer, in whole or in part and with or without modifications, as part of the report 
under subsection (3). 

No 22 

New Clause 43, page 24, after line 1 - To insert the following new clause - 

 43. Joint Standing Committee on Audit 
  The Houses of Parliament are to establish a Joint Standing Committee on Audit 

comprising an equal number of members appointed by each House. 
No 23 

Schedule 1, page 28, line 9 - To insert after “Committee” -  

 and the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee  
No 24 

Schedule 1, page 28, line 13 - To insert after “Committee” - 

 and the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee 
No 25 

Schedule 1, page 30, line 16 - To delete “made on the recommendation of the Public Accounts 
Committee”. 

No 26 
Schedule 1, page 30, lines 20 to 21 - To delete “made on the recommendation of the Public Accounts 
Committee”. 

No 27 
Schedule 1, page 30, after line 31 - To insert -  

 (4) Either House of Parliament may order the Joint Standing Committee on Audit to 
inquire into and report on any motion for suspension or removal of the Auditor 
General. 

No 28 

Schedule 1, page 31, line 33 - To insert after “Committee” - 

  and the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee 
Leave granted for the amendments to be considered together. 
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I move -  

 That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to. 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is interesting that I can no longer approach the table because it is occupied by the 
Treasurer’s advisors for consideration in detail.  I will speak from the Whip’s chair, which will solve the 
problems, because members are permitted to speak from the Whip’s chair. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I didn’t want the member for Capel leaning over me! 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  From the Whip’s chair I can eyeball the Treasurer and make sure that he listens to me and 
does what he is supposed to be doing. 
I have great difficulties with the amendments proposed by the Legislative Council to the Auditor General Bill 
and the Financial Management Bill.  The formation of a new committee to consider the financial management of 
the state - on top of the two current committees - is not only reinventing the wheel, but also putting in place an 
extra committee.  It is similar to owning a camel that we do not think is good enough as a horse and putting in 
place another committee to try to rectify the problem.  Usually I am a big believer in the bicameral system of 
Parliament.  Two houses are important.  For the most part, legislation comes back to the Legislative Assembly 
from the Legislative Council in a better state than the measure that left the Legislative Assembly.  However, I am 
not convinced that that applies in this case.  By passing these amendments, we will pass worse legislation than 
that which was passed in the Legislative Assembly.  It is probably an exception for me to say that, but I am 
certain that that is the case regarding this legislation.   

The Public Accounts Committee of the Legislative Assembly was established in 1971.  For some 35 years it has 
been the principal accounting factor of the Parliament of Western Australia, not just the Legislative Assembly.  
That is why it is considered the pre-eminent committee of not only the Legislative Assembly but also the 
Parliament of Western Australia.  The current committee takes its role and its job very seriously.  For the 
Legislative Council to impose itself to the point where it creates a third committee is a denigration of the work of 
the Public Accounts Committee, certainly the one in which I am involved and of which I have been a member 
for the past two years and am currently the deputy chair.  I can see only two reasons for the changes to this 
legislation that would introduce a new committee.  Either the Legislative Council, in looking for additional 
activity, is desperate to assert itself in areas where traditionally it has not been active or it simply has a distrust of 
the functioning of the current Public Accounts Committee, a potential which I find quite offensive.   
The Public Accounts Committee is the primary committee.  To have three committees, comprising the Public 
Accounts Committee in the Legislative Assembly, the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations of the Legislative Council and a joint standing committee, all doing ostensibly the same work, would 
be an absolute disaster.  I read much of the debate in the Legislative Council when the amendments were put 
forward.  The leader of the Greens in the Council chamber, in which we sit today, in general put forward the 
amendments.  It is rather unfortunate, but I do not know whether the rather arrogant and obtuse comments by 
some members of the Legislative Assembly in attacking the Legislative Council have brought about a response 
from the Legislative Council.  If that is the case and this is payback for that sort of activity, I would be extremely 
disappointed in the work of the Legislative Council.  I do not think that it is a good outcome.   

The Legislative Assembly has always been and remains the house that deals with finance and the procurement of 
funds.  Every bill that deals with the expenditure of state funds originates in the Legislative Assembly, and it 
does so for a reason.  The Legislative Council is a house of review.  I do not think that changing the current 
processes through the Auditor General Bill and the Financial Management Bill would improve those processes.  
I believe the bills would become unwieldy and problematic.  I do not think that it would be good legislation.  I 
would have grave concerns at the working of this legislation.  If the Treasurer and the Leader of the House are 
part of the process for appointing a new standing committee on public accounts, I urge them to either look after 
the way in which the Public Accounts Committee functions or remove it.  There is no point in having half a 
Public Accounts Committee.  They must make sure that it is doing its job or get rid of it completely and have a 
single joint standing committee if that is what is required.  The current proposal is a nonsense.   

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  I would not normally get embroiled in a debate on parliamentary processes.  I do not 
spend a lot of time on the subject and usually let other members deal with it, particularly other members of the 
National Party.  For example, the member for Avon often gets engaged in debate on parliamentary processes.  
However, as a relatively new member of the Public Accounts Committee of almost two years standing and 
having some involvement in the parliamentary process at the committee level, I find that this proposed change 
intrigues me.  I have done a tad of research.  Section 6 of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899 provides 
that all financial matters, such as money bills, must originate in the Assembly.  This supports the comments 
made by the member for Capel.  The act does this to ensure that the management of the expenditure of public 
funds is in the hands of the government.  We need to accept that because one day the tide will turn.  In order to 
manage government one needs to be able to manage money.  The flow on from that is the independent audit 
process to manage and monitor the expenditure of public funds.  These bills set up a framework for keeping that 
independence and for the Public Accounts Committee to play a role in it.   
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I am intrigued by the fact that all the amendments moved are designed to establish an upper house committee in 
that process.  Following the comments by the member for Capel, I am quite concerned about that.  It is overkill 
on committees.  Although I support a bicameral system and have had a bit to do with the unicameral system in 
Queensland - certainly I have some concerns about the way in which it manages its business - I certainly do not 
support these amendments.  It is my understanding that these amendments will probably be passed in the 
interests of getting the bill on the table, but I certainly have serious concerns.  I believe that managing and 
auditing funds should be the business of the Legislative Assembly. 

Mr B.S. WYATT:  As a member of the Public Accounts Committee, I support the comments by the member for 
Capel and the member for Stirling.  The Public Accounts Committee examined both these bills; it was the first 
thing I did as a member of the Public Accounts Committee.  The committee consulted widely and it is my firm 
view that it produced a very good and considered report, of which the Treasurer took great note.  These are 
flawed amendments.  The Minister for Racing and Gaming stated recently that the behaviour of the Greens 
(WA) has been opportunistic.  That has happened in this case.  The Greens (WA) have effectively removed 
themselves from any sensible debate on an independent, non-political and transparent financial process for the 
Auditor General.  Members will appreciate the fact - the member for Avon regularly comments on this - that the 
Auditor General enjoys so much public faith because of the independent basis upon which that office operates.  I 
am concerned that these amendments constitute a political reaction by the Legislative Council to some of the 
comments by the member for Ballajura about the future of the Legislative Council.  There is an element of 
relevance deprivation syndrome, with the Legislative Council thrashing around, trying to exercise power in areas 
beyond its constitutional purview.  It is clear that the creation of a third committee is a political suggestion that 
seeks merely to increase the relevance of the Legislative Council.   
Amendment 6, passed in the other place, will effectively politicise the position of the Auditor General.  I note 
that all the amendments were moved by Hon Giz Watson, and I am surprised that that member was able to 
garner sufficient support across the chamber to get these amendments through.  These are two very important 
pieces of legislation - the Treasurer certainly acknowledges that - that encourage and promote the independence 
and transparency of the Auditor General and the financial management of the state.  They have been politicised 
to such a degree that there will now be an extra layer of personnel.  Dare I say, it will be personnel who may be 
sitting on the committee for the purposes they say they are, or simply to further their own political gain.  There is 
no information about the Joint Standing Committee on Audit.  I daresay the Legislative Council has drafted these 
amendments and passed legislation on the run, and that is of grave concern to me. 
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  I would like the minister to tell the house - if not necessarily today, at some point - exactly 
what the powers of the new joint standing committee will be.  In my understanding of the debate in the 
Legislative Council, the legislation does not narrow the committee’s powers down very much; it does not give it 
a very strict set of parameters.  If it is to be, in effect, another committee with a broad brush approach to 
finance - as are the two current committees - then the minister will have a real problem on his hands.  Will the 
Treasurer tell us how he expects the proposed committee to operate?  If not, will he undertake to provide us with 
more information, before we come back to Parliament next year, about how a third committee doing the same 
job will function?  What parameters will be established?  What will be the committee’s sphere of influence?  
What powers will the committee have and what will be its staffing levels?  I want to know all those bits and 
pieces of information.  I also want to know how it will interact with the other committees of each chamber.  I 
would hate to think that major changes to the bill will cause the other two finance committees to have no value.  
Will the proposed Joint Standing Committee on Audit have any role outside examining or appointing a new 
Auditor General?  Will the new joint standing committee take over the role of the Public Accounts Committee?  
Will the Treasurer provide the parameters in writing so that we can examine them, otherwise the way in which 
the financial affairs of this state are examined by the committees of this Parliament could become a dog’s 
breakfast.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I appreciate the concern of members of the Public Accounts Committee about the 
amendments that have been carried in the Legislative Council.  The Public Accounts Committee did an excellent 
job reviewing the green bill and making recommendations, to which the government responded positively.  The 
Liberal opposition in the upper house advised me that it would support the Greens (WA)’s amendment to 
establish a Joint Standing Committee on Audit.  Therefore, to get the bill passed through the Legislative Council, 
I was required to negotiate with the Greens in the knowledge that any position they took would be solidly backed 
by the Liberal opposition.  That placed me in a difficult position, because it is important to me that the bill be 
passed so that we have modern financial and accountability legislation and a modern Auditor General act.  I do 
not think that the position is as dire as members of the Public Accounts Committee have indicated.  Of course, at 
the next election members of the Legislative Assembly will be democratically elected.  The Legislative 
Assembly has financial responsibility and it is the chamber with the longest-standing finance committee; namely, 
the Public Accounts Committee.  The functions of the Public Accounts Committee will not be diminished very 
much as a result of the amendment.  It will retain all its rights, with the exception that the Joint Standing 
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Committee on Audit, not the Public Accounts Committee alone, will provide a recommendation on the budget of 
the Auditor General.  A further exception is that the Joint Standing Committee on Audit will be responsible for 
overseeing the five-yearly review of the legislation, not the Public Accounts Committee.  The Joint Standing 
Committee on Audit will have one further role; namely, either house of Parliament may order the Joint Standing 
Committee on Audit to inquire into and report on any motion to remove the Auditor General.   
Dr S.C. Thomas:  Where in the legislation is the joint committee’s powers limited to those?  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Those are the functions that the legislation gives the Joint Standing Committee on Audit.  It 
was not possible for me to secure agreement on the composition of the committee and its precise functions, so 
the committee membership and functions will be determined by the two houses.  I will bring to this house 
resolutions to establish the Joint Standing Committee on Audit.  The resolutions that I bring to this house will 
provide that its functions are those referred to specifically in the legislation; namely, to provide a 
recommendation on the Auditor General’s budget, to conduct a five-yearly review and to deal with the rare 
occurrence of one of the houses of Parliament calling for the termination of the Auditor General.   
Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Will the Treasurer give it a high priority and bring in those regulations as quickly as 
possible?   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is my intention to act quickly on this.  I have asked the Department of Treasury and 
Finance to consult the Clerk of the House on the drafting of the necessary resolutions to establish the proposed 
joint committee on audit.   
I would have preferred the original arrangements supported by the Public Accounts Committee.  However, I 
need to get the bill through both houses of Parliament and I was faced with accepting that joint position by the 
majority of members of the upper house.  However, it is worth pointing out that the Commission on Government 
recommended that a joint committee on audit be established and that that joint committee be a joint meeting of 
the Public Accounts Committee and its equivalent committee in the Legislative Council.  I offered Legislative 
Councillors the prospect of joint meetings of the two committees to provide the government with the 
recommendations on the budget of the Auditor General, and that was rejected.   

Dr S.C. Thomas:  The Legislative Council has had a review committee for only this term of Parliament.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Of course, that is the case.  The Legislative Council’s Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations is very much a newcomer compared with the long history of the Public Accounts 
Committee and Public Accounts Committees in other Parliaments.  I offered the upper house an arrangement in 
which the two committees could meet so that the government would get one recommendation on the budget of 
the Auditor General rather than two recommendations.  That was not accepted.  I could not accept the upper 
house proposal that a committee be established with two members from each chamber, which would have been 
chaired by an upper house member and operated according to upper house standing orders.  The compromise 
was that we would refer to the Joint Standing Committee on Audit in the legislation and to those limited 
functions that I have outlined, and the committee would be established with its composition and functions by 
resolution of each house.  I think there may well be a further dispute between the two houses when I bring 
forward those resolutions.  I hope not.  I hope a satisfactory outcome can be reached, otherwise it may be some 
time before a joint committee on audit is established.   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Although I acknowledge that more work will need to be done on the appointment of the 
proposed Joint Standing Committee on Audit, I take the point that the Commission on Government 
recommended that oversight of the Office of Auditor General be conducted by a joint standing committee of 
both houses of this Parliament.  I must confess that I have not read in great detail the Commission on 
Government’s reasons for forming that view, but I believe it made those recommendations when this state was 
emerging from a complete breakdown in governance.  I am referring, of course, to a period under the previous 
Labor government.  I am happy to accept the recommendations on that, given that the Commission on 
Government was a lot closer to that breakdown in governance procedures than I was, although not as close as 
some members of the current government.  Our colleagues in the upper house support it and we will support it, 
although I acknowledge that some more work needs to be done.   

It is important to note the value of Public Accounts Committees in modern democratic Parliaments.  We recently 
received a little booklet that contains an excellent article on the history of Public Accounts Committees.  I would 
like the Public Accounts Committee to look at some of the contracts that were let over the past 12 months 
between the Department of Education and Training and companies that are close associates and personal friends 
of the current - not to be for too much longer - Minister for Education and Training.  Perhaps the member for 
Victoria Park will take that issue to the Public Accounts Committee.  A situation has arisen in which the 
Treasurer, through the State Supply Commission, is effectively conducting a review of the Minister for 
Education and Training.  That is ridiculous.  I am sure that the member for Victoria Park, with his dedication to 
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the Public Accounts Committee, will raise that issue as a topic of conversation for the committee next year.  It 
strikes me as odd that we have a situation in this state whereby the Treasurer can have responsibility for 
investigating that minister.  Perhaps I am naive in thinking that that is a little strange.  However, that is why we 
have a Public Accounts Committee.  The role of the Public Accounts Committee is to look at the sorts of strange 
anomalies in the way in which public money is spent in this state by some ministers who have no concept of the 
proper expenditure of public money and who seem happy to look after a system whereby hundreds of thousands 
of dollars of taxpayers’ funds are given to companies that their friends operate, and to friends whom they also 
employ in their ministerial offices.  However, that is an argument for another day. 

I also support one of the other major amendments that the upper house has proposed; that is, the amendment that 
provides that when a minister decides that it is not reasonable and appropriate to provide certain information to 
the Parliament, the Auditor General will conduct a review of that decision.  The Auditor General will ultimately 
conduct a review to determine whether the minister’s decision was reasonable and appropriate.  I think that is a 
fit and proper activity for the Auditor General.  I note that in a minority comment in the sixth report of the upper 
house committee on this legislation, the two government members opposed that recommendation.  I think it is a 
good recommendation, as it may ensure that government ministers do not rush too quickly to hide behind 
confidentiality clauses, and in particular the commercial-in-confidence clauses that were recently used for that 
wonderful development at 140 William Street. 

The opposition predominantly supports these amendments.  I have read the sixth report of the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations on this bill.  If the member for Victoria Park had read the 
report, he would know that it was not necessarily legislation made on the run in the upper house.  The upper 
house raised some concerns. 

I heard a number of comments today about the Greens (WA) and their approach to legislation.  Just before I sit 
down - hopefully for the last time this year - I remind everybody that there are two Greens members in the upper 
house, one of whom was elected in the south west on the preferences of the National Party. 

Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 

The Council acquainted accordingly. 
 


