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COMMISSION ON GOVERNMENT - ESTABLISHMENT 
Motion 

Resumed from 17 October on the following motion moved by Hon Giz Watson - 

That in the light of evidence presented to the Corruption and Crime Commission concerning lobbying 
and alleged public sector misconduct, this house calls upon the government to establish a second 
commission on government to - 

(1) Audit the implementation of the first Commission on Government’s recommendations and 
consider whether further implementation is required. 

(2) Consider whether alternative or additional reforms to those proposed by the first Commission 
on Government are required to prevent corrupt, illegal or improper conduct by public officials 
(including state members of Parliament, local government councillors and employees of state 
and local governments). 

(3) Carry out its inquiries in an open and participatory manner. 
(4) Report to both houses of Parliament within one year from establishment of the commission. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [11.07 am]:  Yesterday I indicated that I strongly support the 
motion as moved by Hon Giz Watson, which in part is to establish a second commission on government in 
Western Australia.  I explained to the house my reasons for supporting the establishment of a second 
commission on government and made reference in part to the 263 recommendations that were made by the first 
Commission on Government, many of which have been acted upon, but equally, many of which have not been 
acted upon for various reasons.  It is my view that a second commission on government would be able to audit 
whether the recommendations that have not been acted upon should in fact be referred back to government for 
further consideration, and if recommendations have been acted upon, whether the impact of the changes on 
accountability and transparency have been to the benefit of the state.  I said in part - I have made the point on a 
number of occasions - that without accountability and transparency within government there will be a lack of 
trust between the government and the people, which will begin a breakdown of the democratic process and will 
certainly lead to both social and economic instability within our community.   

Having said that, I was interested to read the “Information Commissioner Western Australia Annual Report to 
the Parliament 2006/07”, which was reported as having been tabled in the house on Tuesday.  I read what turned 
out to be a running description by the Acting Information Commissioner in Western Australia, Darryl Wookey, 
of the bullying she has experienced from the Attorney General in respect of her position as Acting Information 
Commissioner.  I refer members in particular to the foreword of that report, which was written by the Acting 
Information Commissioner, and I invite members to read about the pressure the Attorney General has put her 
under, all because she stood and spoke about the question of and need for accountability and transparency in 
Western Australia, and about how, as a consequence of that pressure, she left the employment of the state as 
Acting Information Commissioner.  

I also refer members to a publication that was tabled in this house in November 2006.  That publication was 
titled “Accountability Officers of the Western Australian Parliament”, and it was signed by the then Acting 
Auditor General, Colin Murphy; the Electoral Commissioner, Warwick Gately; the then Acting Information 
Commissioner, Darryl Wookey; the then Ombudsman, Deirdre O’Donnell; and the Inspector of Custodial 
Services, Richard Harding.  In the main, that document was published and prepared by the Commissioner for 
Public Sector Standards, Maxine Murray.  That document sets out the principles that govern the independent 
officers whom this Parliament requires to assist it in maintaining the integrity of government.  When those very 
same officers are pressured into not speaking out and not telling the facts with respect to accountability and 
transparency in government in Western Australia, the state of affairs in this state is indeed very sick and sorry.   

That is one of the reasons that I strongly support the call for a second commission on government.  I ask 
members to please read that tabled document, because it clearly shows what is required of the accountability 
officers of the Western Australian Parliament.  If what is required of those accountability officers of the 
Parliament is measured against the way in which this government has treated those officers, it is obvious that this 
government has a record of total failure when it comes to accountability and transparency, and that we certainly 
need to establish a second commission on government. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan) [11.12 am]:  I rise to support this motion to establish a second 
commission on government.  To my way of thinking, the biggest pity about this motion is that, unfortunately, the 
only mechanism by which a second commission on government can be established is via the government.  If 
there was any way of establishing a second commission on government other than via the government, I would 
certainly move an amendment so that that could happen.  However, given that there is no mechanism by which a 
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second commission on government can be established other than via the government, I will support the motion 
in full.   
I want to talk about this motion from the point of view of how this government is treating the public sector in 
this state.  All Western Australians are entitled to a politically impartial and accountable public sector.  However, 
under this Labor government, the public service has become deeply politicised.  The executive, the Parliament 
and the administration of government have now merged to the point that those three different spheres of 
government are almost unrecognisable, and the necessary checks and balances that should be in place are 
severely weakened.  That has been done quite deliberately.  However, the leadership to fix this is lacking, not 
only at the political level, but also at the agency and public service level.  This issue can be addressed only 
through the establishment of a second commission on government.  
The Public Sector Management Act 1994, which created the role of Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, 
resulted from the 1992 Royal Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters.  The 
Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner was required to undertake a 10-year review in 2006-07.  
This review resulted in a series of five reports.  The first report, which was handed down in April 2006, raised 
issues about the role of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, and the need for the office of the 
commissioner to be given greater powers to enforce the recommendations that are made in the reports of the 
commissioner.  The reason that it was necessary for the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards to 
recommend that additional powers be granted to that office is that the public service is unable, or unwilling, to 
take up the recommendations that have been made to this Parliament about equity and probity in the public 
service.  This particular report was accompanied by a special report about the downgrading by the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal of the status of the independent statutory officers who report directly to the Parliament.  
The downgrading by the tribunal of the position of those independent statutory officers was done on the advice 
of the chief executive officer of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet.  The involvement of the CEO of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet in these sorts of matters is starting to have a familiar ring to it.   

The second report, which was handed down in June 2006, raised issues about the principles of merit, equity and 
probity in public sector recruitment, selection and appointment.  It also raised issues about the application of 
human resource management standards and ethical codes.  That report recommended that the public service 
recruitment processes be made more flexible and innovative.  Interestingly, the Auditor General had released a 
report about that very same matter.  That report also raised concerns about the lack of leadership for the public 
service, and recruitment issues across the board.  The report of the commissioner also raised concerns about 
ministerial involvement in recruitment.  It specifically reiterated that that was not acceptable, and it called on the 
Premier to reissue circulars to ministers about the inappropriateness of ministerial involvement in the recruitment 
of public servants.   

The third report, which was handed down in August 2006, raised issues about the chief executive officer 
recruitment and selection process.  That report came out first in the form of a discussion paper, and it was 
followed by a full report some weeks later.  By this stage, alarm bells had started to ring, because the 
commissioner had reported that the government was using a number of mechanisms to deliberately manipulate 
the CEO recruitment and selection process.  One of the mechanisms that the government was using to intimidate 
CEOs was to appoint people to acting positions.  A typical example is Darryl Wookey.  When Darryl Wookey 
was appointed as Information Commissioner, she was appointed on an acting basis for 12 months, and her 
position was renewed annually on four occasions.  She knew very well that if she spoke out inappropriately, her 
acting position would be terminated immediately, because she had no contract whatsoever to work under for 
more than a 12-month period.  I could give many other examples of how the government has manipulated CEO 
positions in that way. 

The government has also manipulated CEO positions by avoiding merit-based selection.  One example that was 
raised by the commissioner was the appointment of the Acting Director General of the Department of Water.  
The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards also raised other examples of how the merit-based selection 
process had been circumvented for CEO appointments.  One particular example was how the position of Neale 
Fong, the Director General of Health, had been moved entirely out of the jurisdiction of the Salaries and 
Allowances Tribunal, so that the Minister for Health could pay that particular CEO whatever salary the minister 
believed was necessary to keep that CEO in that job.  Hence, the Director General of Health in this state is the 
highest paid public servant in the country, yet health is in exactly the same - or worse - position that it was in 
before he was appointed to that position.  She raised issues about the inappropriate reappointments of people, 
five-year contracts, rolling over appointments and there not being any sort of selection process.  We have had a 
lot of discussion in this place about another point she raised; that is, the poor program of diversity for women in 
the senior executive service.  That is going backwards at a rate of knots at the moment. 

Her fourth report was released in May 2007.  If nothing else had been concerning people, alarm bells should 
have been ringing at that point.  I believe that by that time the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards knew 
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very well that her position was also in jeopardy of being terminated because of the openness and frankness with 
which she was raising these issues.  In her report she referred to the distorted information by political appointees 
to the public service.  She made the comment in the report that true, honest, hardworking public servants have no 
confidence that the information that they provide to the minister even gets to the minister and do not know what 
form it arrives in at the ministerial office.  They are very concerned about the level of distortion in the 
information and the political spin that is put on every piece of information either coming through the public 
service or coming out of it.  During my association with the public sector and in my current role, I have never 
known public servants to be put in front of the camera to defend and block the exposure of a minister to a 
negative consequence of public policy.  It is astounding.  When I worked in the public service, the protocol was 
that under no circumstances would public servants publicly debate in the media or on radio a minister or member 
of Parliament.  At this stage, I cannot even get the minister to respond to me in the media.  He gets either the 
director of the Office of Mental Health or somebody else to talk on his behalf.  He is unable to debate and deal 
with the issues of policy himself. 

The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards raised issues about the boundary between politicians and the 
bureaucracy becoming unclear.  The number of ministerial staff and political appointees has increased.  It is 
growing like topsy.  It is completely out of control in Western Australia in comparison with other states in 
Australia and other countries in the world.  On many occasions, political appointees have direct line management 
of public servants.  One example is Sharryn Jackson, who, when she worked in the policy office of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet, had direct line management of a raft of public servants who had to carry 
out her bidding.  The commissioner is now saying that this situation is so out of control that a separate code of 
conduct is needed for ministerial appointees, because the codes of conduct for the public service are unable to 
give guidance to these political appointees. 

In May 2007 when the commissioner delivered her fifth report, she was unable to be anything other than 
absolutely frank in her comments.  She called the report “The Western Australian Public Sector:  A system out 
of balance”.  If we have heard nothing else to convince us that a second commission on government is required, 
the fact that the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards is telling us that our system is out of balance and out 
of control and that we need to do something about it should convince us.  In case we did not catch that point, she 
goes further and refers to the role of the commissioner and integrity bodies that bark when they see, hear or smell 
something suspicious.  She states in her foreword that these bodies are dog trainers that are there not to bark, but 
to give the people who should do the barking some guidance on when they should bark and an indication of the 
kind of behaviour that deserves to be barked at.  The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards is telling us, the 
people who should be doing the barking, to let the government know that this system needs to be barked at.  
Western Australia has a problem.  The government has politicised the public sector and it is now in serious 
trouble and we need to do something about it. 
The commissioner goes on in her report to say that she has serious concerns about the matters that are at the 
heart of good governance and public sector management.  She refers to the frustration - I have felt that 
frustration when I have come into contact with public servants - among those in the public sector with a lack of 
sector-wide leadership and an absence of champions for public employment and excellence in public sector 
management.  The commissioner is telling us that we do not have people in those senior positions now who can 
act as role models or champions for the public servants who work within the system.  She says that these people 
crave inspiration and tangible evidence that they are valued and supported, and assurance that the values and 
ethos of the public service are upheld and modelled at the highest level.  Under the current arrangements, these 
are not being provided.  The Commissioner for Public Sector Standards is saying that public servants are being 
left to flounder in an environment in which they have no leadership or ethics, that they are entirely confused 
about what is going on, and that she has serious concerns about it.  She goes on to refer to the fact that public 
servants are not being supported or nourished by the kind of visible and tangible commitment that is required to 
embed them into the management ethos in the public sector.  It is a most disheartening and disappointing 
situation to find ourselves in only 10 years after the role of the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards was 
established. 
The commissioner also provided some examples of where we need to be heading.  She talked about balancing 
agency leadership with enhanced sector-wide leadership and reiterated that leadership is currently not adequately 
performed across the sector.  She also said that in her reports on matters of merit, equity and integrity, she raised 
her concerns about those things that have eroded the public service ethos in Western Australia, and that pride in 
that ethos needs to be rebuilt.  I do not believe another mechanism would be able to rebuild that pride, other than 
full and open disclosure through a commission on government.  The commissioner referred to balancing political 
impartiality and responsiveness and said that the current arrangements were placing unacceptable tensions on the 
foundations and principles of our Westminster-based public sector management system.  She also referred to 
balancing executive, parliamentary and administrative governance.  There is no doubt that this is a significant 
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wake-up call to everybody that this problem requires some dramatic intervention, and I think that needs to be 
done through a second commission on government. 
Just in case members want to look further afield than the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards and not rely 
entirely on her input, perhaps they should look at what the public service is saying about its lack of confidence in 
the Public Interest Disclosure Act.  For the past three years, increasing numbers of public servants have said that 
they have no confidence that if they disclose an issue under the Public Interest Disclosure Act, they will be 
protected and that their careers will not be put in jeopardy.  Good public servants are becoming less and less 
comfortable with the idea that they will be protected if they disclose wrongdoing in the public service.  Perhaps 
we do not even need to go that far.  We could look at the level of expenditure in the public sector, which is out of 
control.  One example arose from the budget papers and estimates hearings.  In the past financial year, the 
Department of Health drew down $232 million more than its original budget for that 12-month period.  
Expenditure is out of control across the public service.  What are we getting for that expenditure?  Are we 
getting better services or better responses?  I do not think that we are getting anything for it.   
As concerning as everything is that I have mentioned today, the latest actions by the Attorney General, Jim 
McGinty, to deliberately undermine and weaken the accountability, role and purpose of the freedom of 
information commissioner is the most chilling.  The present freedom of information commissioner has been 
acting in that position for four years on a 12-month contract basis.  That is an untenable situation for someone to 
be in when that position is accountable to members of Parliament to ensure that information is made available.  
The government has been able to intimidate and undermine that position through the use of many mechanisms.  
One particular mechanism has been to ensure that the position was not made permanent or offered on more than 
a 12-month basis.  The commissioner will finish in that position on 31 October after four years in the job.  By 
whom will she be replaced?  How comfortable do members feel with the Premier planning to fill this position 
with a public servant from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet?  Are members comfortable that this 
independent accountability officer will not be politically aligned?  No reason was given to the Acting 
Information Commissioner other than that the Attorney General wanted somebody else to transition the 
organisation in line with the proposed changes in the government’s bill.  Those changes have not yet become 
law; indeed, they may not be passed by this house.  I hope that they will not, and I will tell members why in a 
minute.  If they are not passed, there will be no changes to implement.  Even if the Attorney General thought that 
the changes would get through this house, why would he not leave the acting commissioner in that position until 
the changes were made?  Obviously, it is because she was providing him with advice that he did not want to 
hear.  The commissioner said in her 2006-07 annual report to the Parliament - 

. . . I have had an increasing sense of the undermining of the role of the office as an independent 
accountability agency. 

Members should not forget that the acting commissioner’s status was downgraded financially and that she was 
employed in an acting position on a 12-monthly basis.  They should also not forget the manner in which she was 
referred to by the Attorney General in the press and the lack of response to her from the Attorney General when 
she provided advice to him about the proposed legislation.  This is evidence of the way in which she has been 
intimidated and undermined.  This position is accountable to Parliament.  Members may not be familiar with the 
proposed legislation, which proposes that the final decision-making role of the Information Commissioner be 
given to the State Administrative Tribunal.  That means that the final decision maker will not be accountable to 
the Parliament of Western Australia.  I am very concerned about this rather chilling and deliberate mechanism 
that the Attorney General is using to deliberately weaken the role of the Information Commissioner.  The 
Information Commissioner will be stripped of all investigative and decision-making powers under the Freedom 
of Information Act, with the latter powers to be transferred to the State Administrative Tribunal.  The 
commissioner will be left with a conciliation role.  Ministers will also be excluded from the privacy legislation 
for no particular reason other than when ministers need to release information about private individuals.  Despite 
the Acting Information Commissioner providing the minister with some mechanisms through which that could 
happen without excluding ministers entirely from the privacy legislation, the Attorney General did not bother to 
respond to her suggestion.   
I am particularly concerned about the approach that has been taken to deliberately frustrate accountability in 
Western Australia.  Another example of that is the abolition of the boards of management of hospitals and health 
services.  The minister has now taken on that role.  One benefit of the boards was that they provided an added 
level of accountability, openness and transparency to the operations of hospitals and health services.  It also 
meant that the minister was at arm’s length from hospitals and health services.  At the moment, the minister is 
the direct employer of every hospital and health service employee.  Quite rightly, the community often says that 
if the minister is the employer and therefore the legal entity responsible for providing health services, they do not 
know to whom they should go when they need to speak about these matters to the responsible minister.  They are 
frustrated in trying to work out where the minister sits in his role as minister; he takes off one hat and puts on 
another.   
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The other concern about accountability I have relates to the way in which parliamentary questions are not 
answered or are answered incorrectly.  Taxpayer funds have also been put to political use for government 
advertising and to promote good news stories.  Accountability cannot be restored or transparency brought back 
to the public service other than by establishing a Commission on Government.  We must return to a position in 
which the executive government is accountable to the Parliament, rather than the executive government 
attempting to make the Parliament accountable to it.  We need to revive ministerial responsibility; that is, 
ministers should be answerable for all acts and omissions by people or organisations that act under their 
prerogative.  Ministers need to be held personally accountable and responsible for their own acts and omissions 
as well as for the actions of their heads of department and personal staff.  Deliberate ignorance cannot continue 
to be an excuse.  Ministers should have systems in place to keep them properly informed.  The only way in 
which these matters can be brought to account is through a Commission on Government.   
HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [11.39 am]:  I support the motion moved by Hon Giz Watson 
that states -  

That in the light of evidence presented to the Corruption and Crime Commission concerning lobbying 
and alleged public sector misconduct, this house calls upon the government to establish a second 
commission on government to - 
(1) Audit the implementation of the first Commission on Government’s recommendations and 

consider whether further implementation is required. 
(2) Consider whether alternative or additional reforms to those proposed by the first Commission 

on Government are required to prevent corrupt, illegal or improper conduct by public officials 
(including state members of Parliament, local government councillors and employees of state 
and local governments). 

(3) Carry out its inquiries in an open and participatory manner. 
(4) Report to both houses of Parliament within one year from establishment of the commission. 

This is a very good motion, and I urge the house to support it for a number of reasons.  I support the arguments 
and views put forward already by my colleagues Hon George Cash and Hon Helen Morton for the reasons they 
have explained; namely, the importance of transparency in government and the importance of Parliament’s 
accountability to the people of Western Australia through a number of entities and instruments of transparency 
and accountability, and that these entities can operate in an independent way.  The overview of the 2006 
“Accountability Officers of the Western Australian Parliament: Accountability and Independence Principles” 
report states - 

1. Accountability officers are independent officers empowered by Parliament to assist in 
maintaining the integrity of government.  Their existence ensures, among other things, free and 
fair elections and independent scrutiny of the activities, decisions and behaviour of Executive 
Government and the public sector.  

The house must go back to the Commission on Government reports No. 1 and No. 2 of 1995 and recall the 
political activity that preceded the first Commission on Government.  As my colleague Hon Helen Morton has 
already stated, there is a chilling resemblance to that time appearing within the structure of government of 
Western Australia today and a chilling repetition of a Premier and an Attorney General who are influencing 
decisions that ought to be questioned.   

The Commission on Government set out to do a number of things, and it flowed from a number of actions of 
governments in the 1980s.  Some integrity instruments resulted from the Commission on Government of which 
Western Australians should be proud.  In my research, I read a speech given by Hon Peter Foss in this house on 
3 July 1996 in which he talked about the establishment of the Anti-Corruption Commission.  Prior to that time, 
the Court Liberal government had a strong record in establishing instruments that gave some accountability to 
Parliament and to the people of Western Australia: the Freedom of Information Act 1992 was proclaimed in 
1993, the Public Sector Management Act was enacted in 1994 and operative in October 1994, a new 
Commissioner of Police was appointed, the official Anti-Corruption Commission Act was amended in 1994, and 
the Commission on Government was established in 1994.  Therefore, the Court government had a strong record 
in establishing instruments of integrity.   

The political situation in Western Australia today is epitomised by an opinion piece I read in this morning’s The 
West Australian with great interest.  Part of the reason the opposition is supporting this review of the 
Commission on Government is that, first, it is timely, and, second, as the motion says, evidence has been 
presented to the Corruption and Crime Commission that would send alarm bells ringing throughout Western 
Australia.  I quote from the opinion article in The West Australian headed “Accountability watchdogs bitten” - 
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The Carpenter Government showed again this week how little it cares for the State’s accountability 
watchdogs when it was revealed that Acting Freedom of Information Commissioner Darryl Wookey 
would not continue in the job up until new legislation merged it with that of the WA Ombudsmen.   

The concept of merging the Freedom of Information Commissioner with the Ombudsman cuts out a well-
established instrument that has a surveillance and accountability role.  Hon Helen Morton went into detail about 
that aspect, so I will not repeat those issues concerning the acting FOI commissioner, Darryl Wookey, being 
attacked and replaced.  This article in The West Australian further states - 

. . . the Attorney-General will arrange for the Governor to appoint a public servant from the Department 
of the Premier and Cabinet to the position,” Ms Wookey wrote.   

That in itself begs the question of whether that process is totally transparent.  The article also states - 

When former Public Sector Standards Commissioner Maxine Murray produced a series of reviews of 
her Act to mark its 10th anniversary which noted that the Government was quietly getting around the 
accountability provisions for which her office was established after the WA Inc royal commission, 
Mr Carpenter attacked her competency.   

It is very easy for a Premier or Attorney General to attack the messenger, but we must ensure, in the revision of 
the Commission on Government, that these accountability instruments are reviewed and able, in a free and open 
way, to report to Parliament without any interference from the government of the day.  After all, as I said in my 
opening remarks, accountability officers are meant to be independent officers empowered by Parliament to assist 
in maintaining the integrity of government. 

A recommendation from the Commission on Government report No 2, part 2, concerned the management of 
public records and proposed a public records act and an independent archives authority.  The COG report 
outlined that as a public records authority has a different role and function from that of a library, separate 
legislation was required.  The report also indicated that legislation dealing with public records should recognise 
the importance of records management for both accountability and future historical needs.  I remind the house 
today that public records come under my responsibility as shadow Minister for Culture and the Arts.  I have been 
alarmed at revelations.  People have called me from various government agencies and instrumentalities and I 
have put questions to the Parliament about the Public Records Office concerning the fact that the State Records 
Act 2000 requires every state agency to keep proper records, which for historical, academic and studious 
purposes is absolutely necessary.   

What do we have in this state at the moment?  We have a State Records Office that is full and a repository that is 
full, and a government that tells government agencies that they have to store their own records.  I put out a media 
statement some months ago about public records being scattered about in departments.  The minister suggested 
that I was talking about public records being scattered on the floor of government agencies.  I used that term 
because today public records are scattered amongst government agencies instead of being in a strong repository, 
which this government refuses to build.  We have no secure safe place for this state’s public records.   

I asked a number of questions on public and state records.  The first question I asked was on 26 June this year.  I 
find it unacceptable for a government to answer this question in this manner.  My question was as follows - 

This question is in relation to the State Records Commission of Western Australia.  Section 60(1)(b) of 
the State Records Act 2000 requires the State Records Commission to monitor compliance by 
government organisations with their record-keeping plans.  State Records Commission standard 2, 
principle 6 requires government organisations to include an appropriate section in their annual report 
regarding a number of things, such as the efficiency and effectiveness of their record keeping, the 
nature and extent of record keeping, the training program and the assurance that an organisation’s 
induction program addresses employee roles and responsibilities in regard to their compliance with the 
organisation’s record-keeping plan.  

(1) Which government organisations have not complied with this requirement in their latest annual 
report?  

(2) How many breaches or possible breaches of section 60(1)(c) of the act have been reported to 
the commission in 2006-07?  

The answer from the parliamentary secretary, Hon Adele Farina, was as follows - 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question.  Unfortunately, I do not have an 
answer.   

This government is trashing this state’s accountability record.  It did not even know, at that stage, whether 
government agencies were complying with the State Records Act.   
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I then asked a number of questions about the State Records Commission, and I was told that six government 
organisations did not comply with State Records Commission standard 2, principle 6.  I asked the minister to 
provide the name of the two organisations that have breached section 60(1)(c) of the State Records Act; and, if 
not, why not?  The minister, through Hon Sally Talbot, the parliamentary secretary, answered as follows - 

(1) The six government organisations that did not comply with principle 6 of the State Records 
Commission standard 2 in their annual report 2004-05 are Broome Port Authority, 
Hairdressers Registration Board of WA, Keep Australia Beautiful Council, Veterinary 
Surgeons Board of WA, Western Australian College of Teaching and Construction Industry 
Long Service Leave Payments Board.  The breach was the failure of these organisations to 
report on one or more of the following record-keeping matters in their annual report, as 
outlined in principle 6 -  

The point of the matter is that the Commission on Government recommended a State Records Office.  That has 
been established and it needs to be independent.  An independent archive authority was recommended.  As a 
result of this government’s lax attitude towards keeping instruments functional, it does not see as important the 
need to build a repository for storing state records, and that is of serious concern.   

Much has been said about the Public Sector Standards Commissioner and the hunt for new people to fill vacant 
positions.  I want to include in my brief speech in support of this motion my concern at the government’s 
approach to the appointment of a children’s commissioner.  Here again, we made sure when the legislation was 
debated in this Parliament that the commissioner would have strong powers of independence as an independent 
advocate.  It has been a long path to get a children’s commissioner in this state.  The government has opposed it 
at every point.  If and when it is announced, it will be a breakthrough for the children of Western Australia.  The 
hunt for a commissioner has been one of great interest.  I have followed this with questions in Parliament, and I 
do not believe there has been total transparency.  If and when the children’s commissioner is announced, I will 
be interested to know whether the first committee that was set up to find and interview people internationally or 
nationally - it was a requirement of the act that the position be advertised internationally and nationally - was set 
up under the proper rules and whether it recommended somebody who was not acceptable to the government.  I 
will be greatly interested to know who was approved and whether that appointment has on it the hand of this 
government.  In that light, is this government prepared to have proper scrutiny of government agencies that are 
meant to deliver services to our children in Western Australia?  Nobody in this Parliament needs to be reminded 
of the dire consequences of hundreds of children who are suffering from neglect, physical abuse and sexual 
abuse to know something is wrong in baby land.  Our babies and children are suffering for a number of reasons 
and we have fought long and hard to have an independent commissioner for children in place in Western 
Australia.  Next week is Children’s Week.  One might hope that an announcement will be made then.  The 
announcement will be scrutinised to investigate whether this appointment is the result of a proper process of 
interviews or whether it is a sleight of hand by the government to get somebody compliant with government 
whose ability will be restricted to scrutinise agencies that, obviously, have let down the children of Western 
Australia.  Much more could be said.   
I read with great interest the second reading speech of Hon Peter Foss on establishing the Anti-Corruption 
Commission.  I said yesterday when Hon Kim Chance was speaking on this motion that the system of 
establishing scrutiny instruments in a democratic country must be underwritten by total transparency of those 
instruments and total independence.  They can be emerging types of legislation, because we learn lessons as they 
are put in place.  We learnt lessons when the Anti-Corruption Commission asked the Court government to 
establish public hearings and to allow telephone interceptions.  Those were two measures the commission felt 
were needed.  The Corruption and Crime Commission has both those provisions now, which have widened the 
scope of its ability to lay charges.  There is no shortage of evidence of corruption in the state amongst a few 
people, but it is not always easy to get a charge laid.  Those were two things that the commission came to the 
Court government about and requested and which have been put in place. 
The public hearings issue is interesting because the fear of exposure of corruption can be a great deterrent.  The 
Anti-Corruption Commission had a fine record, and the Corruption and Crime Commission has a difficult job to 
do as well.  That role must not be curtailed or interfered with, but it is timely that we review those things that 
have been put in place.  There should be a review of the Commission on Government now.  One thing that I have 
always said about corruption in any area is that it is very much like child sexual abuse: it is done in secret and if 
people are exposed through public hearings or by charges, that can also operate in the community as a deterrent.  
We must view all this legislation as emerging legislation.  I look forward to the appointment of the children’s 
commissioner of Western Australia.  I hope that the commissioner will be given the true powers that we have 
legislated for in this place, that they will not be curtailed and that the commissioner will be able to investigate 
why things have gone so wrong for so many children in Western Australia.  I support the motion. 
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HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [12.03 pm]:  There is not a lot of time left to speak today, but I will 
make a couple of remarks about the motion moved by Hon Giz Watson.  As I mentioned yesterday when we 
were dealing with the Road Traffic Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2007, when we put a whole lot of new measures in 
place, we should go back and look at what they are doing, how the legislation is progressing and whether it has 
been successful.   
I will make some general comments about the issues involved.  We are looking very seriously at the way 
government is run, as well as looking at crime and corruption.  It seems to me that we need to ensure that the 
mechanisms and how they are dealt with are fully accountable and fully transparent.  There is no doubt, from my 
point of view, that some public servants have fear about the way in which things are being done.  That fear is for 
their ability to express their points of view without suffering severe criticism of their actions and their plans.  As 
a minister, my attitude was totally different from that: I used to think that the public service was there to look at 
the options, to bring up suggestions and to give the minister the opportunity to say yes or no or go back and have 
another look, rather than trying to run the whole of government out of a ministerial office.  The way the public 
service is used is a very important issue for us going into the future.  We are aware of the 263 recommendations 
of the Commission on Government and the way in which they are being implemented and the way they have 
impacted on the public service.  Paragraph (1) of Hon Giz Watson’s motion states - 

(1) Audit the implementation of the first Commission on Government’s recommendations and 
consider whether further implementation is required. 

An audit would be very useful.  As I said, there is an amount of discomfort within the public service concerning 
these issues.  Paragraph (2) of the motion states -  

(2) Consider whether alternative or additional reforms to those proposed by the first Commission 
on Government are required to prevent corrupt, illegal or improper conduct by public officials 
(including state members of Parliament, local government councillors and employees of state 
and local governments). 

As such, it is right across the board.  Yesterday, Hon Kim Chance made reference in his remarks to the code. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


