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FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT BILL 2006 
FINANCIAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2006 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 23 August. 

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.25 am]:  I hope to resume from the point at 
which I concluded yesterday.  However, my capacity to go back to yesterday is somewhat clouded by the 
enormous volume of information that the government has decided in its generosity to share with the Parliament 
and the people of Western Australia today.  The information includes such things as the report into money spent 
on consultants.  That always interests me.  There is information on parliamentary and ministerial travel and the 
new code of conduct.  I have sat here waiting for all that to see whether there is anything interesting for me and 
the public of Western Australia.  I reminded myself that I must start today at point eight.  Why would this open 
and accountable government in Western Australia be dumping all this information into the Parliament and the 
press and upon the public of Western Australia today?  Maybe the government has been under a bit of pressure 
on a matter this week.  Maybe it is an attempt to divert attention from something. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If we do not table information, the opposition criticises us.  If we do table it, we are still 
criticised. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer waxes lyrical about these things.  I suspect that there is a little more to this 
than meets the eye.   

Let me move on from where I finished yesterday.  I was about to say that one of the other changes included in 
the Financial Management Bill - in particular in relation to the Financial Administration and Audit Act, which it 
replaces - was the increased formality associated with resource agreements.  I have had the opportunity to read 
the resource agreements.  They are of interest to me.  We support the increasing formality attached to the 
resource agreements, which are no longer now simply an administrative requirement.  I will talk about them later 
because we have some concerns with the overarching approach by the government to outcomes delivered by the 
public service to the people of Western Australia.  Although I support the changes to resource agreements, my 
view is that resource agreements are only part of the issue and that there are some broader issues that need to be 
discussed. 

The bill also proposes the abolition of the capital user charge.  That is the wonderful charge introduced in 2001-
02.  As such, I assume that it was under the charge of the Treasurer.  It was introduced for a number of reasons.  
It was introduced to help government departments and the people of Western Australia ascertain the true cost of 
service delivery and to provide incentives for departments to better manage their assets.  When we look at the 
volume of assets tied up in the public sector in Western Australia, we can see that it was a noble cause.  It meant 
that departments had to pay a charge that was equivalent to eight per cent of the value of their net assets.  
Unfortunately, in practice it has failed.  It has been difficult to apply.  It has been administratively burdensome in 
the extreme.  It has not led to any appreciable improvement in asset management.  In many cases, it has the 
potential to encourage agencies to manipulate their cash balances to perhaps reduce - heaven forbid they would 
ever do that - their capital user charge.  We support the removal of the capital user charge, noting, of course, that 
the cash flow impact on the government is nil.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  When this government came in, that was their great financial reform - the capital user charge.  
They stood in this house and boasted about their great financial reform.  They were sold a pup and they did not 
realise it. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That is a very good point, member for Cottesloe.  We will talk about some of the other 
great financial promises that this government made to the people of Western Australia in 2001.  The greatest 
fraud perpetrated on the people of Western Australia by this Treasurer and the then Premier was to say that they 
would not put taxes up!  That was another one. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  And public-private partnerships.  Do you remember them? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, PPPs.  The government loved them.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We have one. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  That would not be the government�s multipurpose stadium, would it, built without a car 
park?  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That would be the CBD courts project. 
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Mr T. BUSWELL:  Tell us about the multipurpose stadium and the history of that project.  That is an 
interesting little example of how the Treasurer�s government goes about managing infrastructure projects.  It is 
very interesting to track the explosion in the costs. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Has it brought one in on budget yet? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I do not know - certainly not on time.  To help rid this state of its dullsville title, the 
government is looking at building an entertainment complex or a multipurpose stadium that will supposedly seat 
up to 14 000 people.  One minister does not want a car park to be built next to it because she does not like cars.  
She wants the multipurpose stadium to be a sound buffer between the freeway and all that wonderful land that 
she wants to let the East Perth Redevelopment Authority open up on the old Perth Entertainment Centre site.  
Fortunately, the Treasury and, by default, the Treasurer have become involved, and perhaps sanity will prevail.  I 
am interested that the government now sends in the Treasurer to fix up all these ministerial muck-ups.  It has sent 
him to the Perth Convention and Exhibition Centre.  The government said, �Crikey, the convention centre is 
going to cause us major headaches.  Member for Belmont, jump on that great white charger, if it can bear it, and 
waltz down there and solve the problems.� 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think the horses would be equally alarmed if you appeared on the scene. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I was going to show you a great Clydesdale.  However, I will move on, because there are 
some serious matters about this bill that I wish to discuss. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What we have is e-bloat - expenditure bloat.  Some might say it�s an Eric bloat, but it�s an e-
bloat. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Yes, perish the thought.  There are a lot of them too.  There are more bloats than with 
Bondy�s airship. 

Another aspect of this bill is that it attempts to improve the access of Parliament to information.  That is, of 
course, a very important point.  It is contained, in particular, in clauses 81 and 82 of the bill.  I will talk a little 
more about clause 82 when we deal with the Auditor General Bill.  Clause 82 basically says that if a minister of 
the crown deems that information should not be released in the public interest, he must do a number of things.  
He must tell the Parliament about that by way of issuing his reasons - I think that is a good idea - and he must 
also inform the Auditor General.  In my view, there is a little break in that chain, and we will look at that when 
we deal with the Auditor General Bill. 

As I said, the opposition has some issues with this bill.  I will spend some time working through those, and the 
Treasurer will respond as he sees fit in due course, and we will discuss some of those issues in consideration in 
detail.  The first issue, to which I alluded yesterday, is the reporting of the Treasurer�s advance account.  I 
indicated yesterday that the opposition supports the fact that the Treasurer�s advance account will automatically 
be set at three per cent of the previous year�s appropriations.  I believe that is fair.  It is a useful tool for the 
effective financial management of Western Australia, not forgetting, of course, that the TAA was set up to 
enable expenditure on items for which expenditure had not been appropriated, be they of an extraordinary or 
unforeseen nature or, I think, temporary funding of works and services.  As I said yesterday, the current practice 
is for the Treasurer to come into Parliament and ask for $300 million.  However, because of the government�s 
inability to control expenditure in general, in the past two years the Treasurer has come into the house and asked 
for more.  It is always stuck on the end of the TAA for the following year, and it appears as a minor amendment.  
Of course, it is not minor for the Treasurer to come into the house and say that he has asked for $300 million but 
he needs to spend $500 million, or that he has asked for $300 million and he needs to spend $750 million.  In the 
past couple of years in particular, the Treasurer�s advance account has become a tool used by the Treasurer and 
his government to facilitate sloppy financial management.  It is one of the reasons that expenditure has been 
allowed to grow unchecked in Western Australia. 

I will remind the Treasurer, as I always do when we talk about the Treasurer�s advance account, of what he said 
in 2001 when he came to office.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Am I to assume that I am the model for how a shadow Treasurer should behave? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Absolutely not, because the Treasurer spends too much and taxes too much, and he refuses 
to use and acknowledge the once-in-a-generation opportunity in this state to do something good for the future, as 
I used to say.  However, I have looked back at the financial history of Western Australia to see when wealth was 
generated as it is now in this state.  I contend that we must go back almost to the great gold rush driven era of the 
1890s.  There are some similarities to the time when this state was governed and taken forward to Federation by 
Sir John Forrest.  That was at a time when people like Sir John Forrest and C.Y. O�Connor put in place in 
Western Australia infrastructure that this state built on and grew during the twentieth century.  That is what I 
looked at.  Then I looked at what the Treasurer has left us.  He has left us a huge recurrent expenditure problem.  
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The public service is bloated, with 18 new public servants being employed each day.  That will be the 
Treasurer�s legacy to the people of Western Australia.  In time, people will use Google to look at the history of 
Western Australia.  It may even be in 2020, on that night that I know the Treasurer is now looking forward to 
immensely.  In 2020, when people go onto Google to look back at Western Australian history, they will type in 
�Ripper� and see what the Treasurer stood for and what his legacy was from this great time for Western 
Australia.  They will see a bloated public service and tax that reached record levels in Western Australia.  That 
will be the Treasurer�s legacy. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Member, do you define teachers, police officers, nurses and education assistants as public 
servants? 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  The Treasurer can throw that at me every time I raise this issue.  The Treasurer should 
come with me and visit the parents and citizens associations in the schools of this state and ask them whether the 
quality of the education provided to their children has improved much under this government.  Does the 
Treasurer know what the answer would be?  It would be no.  We could go into the community and ask people 
whether law and order in this state have improved much since 2001.  Does the Treasurer know what they would 
say?  They would say no.  The Treasurer could come with me to the offices of the Department for Community 
Development in Midland, or to the DCD office in Rockingham, which is topical of course at the moment, and 
ask all the people there whether the quality of service and the protection of children in this state have improved 
since 2001.  They would say no.  The Treasurer can sit there and try to defend his bloated public service, but the 
runs are not on the board.  That will be the Treasurer�s legacy to the people of Western Australia: a complete and 
absolute failure to use this tremendous opportunity for Western Australia to build a platform from which to 
launch the state into the twenty-first century.  That is the Treasurer�s failure.  My greatest disappointment in the 
time that I have been a member of this place is that I have had to come to that realisation.  I can tell the Treasurer 
that I will travel the length and breadth of this state, and that will be my message.  When I talk about that 
message in rooms of people, they all start to nod. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  They start to nod off. 
Mr T. BUSWELL:  No, they start to nod.  If the Treasurer really wants to see a crowd get excited, he should 
come to the real estate breakfast with me and see what happens when his name is mentioned.  It is interesting.  
The Treasurer should come with me to the accountants� society - he made fun of the fact that someone from the 
society made a mistake with my name tag the other night - and find out what people say about him when he 
leaves the room.  That is interesting.  That is not people nodding off; that is people telling the Treasurer how it is. 
I will get back to the TAA.  The Treasurer nearly sidetracked me for a minute.  The issue with the TAA is one of 
reporting.  As we all know, every year the Treasurer trots into the Parliament with bills called Appropriation 
(Consolidated Fund) Bill (No. 3) and Appropriation (Consolidated Fund) Bill (No. 4).  He puts them on the table 
and we look at them.  Appropriation bills Nos 3 and 4 can contain money spent under the TAA for anything in 
the past three financial years.  It is almost impossible to examine that expenditure in a meaningful way.  The 
Treasurer sits at the table, and his offsider sits beside him.  I ask them questions.  If I am lucky, I will get a one-
paragraph answer.  It is not acceptable that appropriations in this state are subject to only that level of scrutiny.  
It is completely and absolutely unacceptable.  I note that the Public Accounts Committee made mention of the 
need to consider real-time reporting.  I would like to think that in one of the new reporting mechanisms the 
Treasurer has in place there may be the capacity to report in real time on the uses of the Treasurer�s advance 
account.  I understand that this would not be for the purposes of a formal appropriation, but for the purposes of 
scrutiny, accountability and openness.  I request the Treasurer to consider that as we deal with issues surrounding 
the use of the Treasurer�s advance account.  
I now move to my second area of some concern with this bill, which relates to the Treasurer�s capacity to invest.  
I am not talking, of course, about his personal capacity to invest, but about the government�s capacity to invest.  
As I said yesterday, this bill provides a mechanism by which the state government can invest the funds of 
Western Australian taxpayers in a broader range of investment instruments, not just in government bonds and the 
like, but in cash.  In principle, the opposition does not have a problem with trying to use the almost $1.4 billion 
of cash balances currently available to improve on the return of $70 million to $80 million of interest income per 
annum.  However, we do have a concern about the powers this provision confers through regulation.  The bill 
gives the Treasurer the capacity to invest credit funds in a manner prescribed by regulation, provided the funds 
so invested are invested within the limitations of the Trustees Act 1962.  Section 17A of the Trustees Act allows 
trustees to invest in any instrument other than those expressly prohibited by the trust enabling document.  That 
little piece of legislation gives the government the power to invest in any of the investment vehicles defined by 
regulation.  We asked the Department of Treasury and Finance what it meant by that, and it provided a sensible 
answer that I accept fully.  Essentially the answer was that the Treasurer could invest in debt securities issued in 
Australia by companies rated A or better by one of the Treasurer�s favourite rating agencies, Standard and Poor�s 
or Moody�s. 
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Perhaps when the Treasurer reads the reports of those agencies he might like to read the whole letter, instead of 
just a couple of paragraphs, as he did last week.  I always find it immensely amusing that the Treasurer reads the 
good little bits at the end, but in this case he did not tell us what the agency said about his recurrent expenditure.  
He did not tell us that the credit rating was maintained, in part, because of what were referred to as windfall 
gains in revenue.  However, we will get to that another day. 

I cast absolutely no aspersions on the advice provided by the officers of the Department of Treasury and 
Finance - I would never do that - but we do not know the extent to which this regulation-making power will be 
subject to political interference in the future.  We have a lot of difficulty getting information, as the legislation 
stands at the moment. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am glad you said �in the future�, because there is no way that I would politically interfere 
with the investment decisions of Treasury. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is interesting that the legislation refers to A-rated investments.  There was a time in this 
Parliament when Labor members thought that an A-rated company would be Rothwells, and that the Bond 
Corporation was a good destination for the funds of the people of Western Australia.  The Treasurer does have a 
history.  He was around in those days.  In fact, he told me the other day that he was a Minister for Community 
Development, and therefore he knew a lot about it, and because I was on this side I could not comment on that 
area.  That is what he stood up and told me in his arrogant, smug way.  He leaned across and said he had been a 
minister and that he knew about the problems in community development and he could speak about protecting 
children.  I am a father, and the man next to me is a grandfather.  We can speak about protecting children as well.  
The Treasurer is a minister in a government that thought Rothwells was an A-rated investment.  I would not 
stand and boast about the fact if I had been a minister in a failed government.  I would not stand and smile about 
that, but he wonders why I am concerned about the power given to the Treasurer by a regulation I have not seen.  
Crikey - to think I would not be concerned!  I am concerned, and I want to place on the public record that I am 
hugely concerned, not so much perhaps about the Treasurer in this particular instance, but about those who 
follow.  I know how Labor thinks.  I know about the disdain with which Labor deals with public moneys.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  They were corrupt. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  They were proven corrupt.  I know about the pain that this state suffered because of the 
government�s definition of an A credit rating.  That is why I am concerned about that.  The Treasurer should be 
very careful when he stands and says that because he was a minister in the Burke government, he has credibility 
and I do not.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I was not a minister in the Burke government.  I was not elected until after Brian Burke retired 
from Parliament.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I thank the Treasurer for correcting that.  

Mr M. McGowan:  You should learn your dates.  Do some googling.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  My view is that, at the very least, the Treasurer should report to Parliament annually in one 
of his new reports and let us know where that public money has been invested.  I have a couple of other minor 
issues. 

Mr M. McGowan interjected.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Did I tell members that I put �McGowan� into Google the other day?  Only three things 
came up - a picture of Kim Beazley, a road map of Sydney with the locations of various right-wing Labor 
luminaries on it, and a picture of a pair of sneakers.  I was confused but, fortunately for the member for 
Rockingham, some of his colleagues told me what it meant.  They explained to me why they call him 
�sneakers�.  I thought it was because he was caught looking out through the curtains, but it is not.  It is 
something else that I will not share with the house, because everybody on that side knows what I am talking 
about, and most of the people on this side suspect that they know.  

I refer now to the transfer of excess funds from accounts back to Treasury.  As I said yesterday, I do not have a 
problem with that at all.  I do not have a problem with the Treasurer being able to take funds that have accrued in 
those other agency accounts and bring them back.  I think that is a good idea.  However, I have some issues, 
which were highlighted by the Public Accounts Committee, about the accountability and openness of that 
process.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Can I just refer back to your earlier issue, just to clarify your view?  Do you think there should 
not be a regulation-making power governing investment guidelines for the public bank account? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  My view is that the concerns I have would be addressed if there was reporting on the 
investment profile.  
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  I receive reports on the performance of the investment bank account, and I have no particular 
problem with making those performance reports available.  Would that satisfy your reporting concerns? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  The advice from the Department of Treasury and Finance is that the investments would be 
effectively in public company debentures, commercial notes etc.  Would it be possible to report on the nature 
and the names of the companies in which the public funds have been invested?  That would resolve that issue. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That information does not come to me. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I know it does not.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It may be available, but I receive reports on the investment performance. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  We will talk more about that during consideration in detail.  Information would not be 
available now, because at present the government cannot invest in those things.  I am referring to the situation in 
which the government can invest in those things.  I think that would address the issue.  These are not necessarily 
problems with what the Treasurer is trying to do; they are problems with the way in which that power is reported 
to Parliament.  The situation is similar to what I call the harvesting of those excess funds. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is worth noting that the public bank account is not the largest lump of funds subject to 
government investment.  If you look at what the Insurance Commission and the Government Employees 
Superannuation Board manage, their funds dwarf what is invested through the public bank account.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am dealing with this legislation.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Can you imagine a Labor government that plundered insurance funds for accident victims.  
That is what this government did.  Its members get up and ponce on about how they support Australian workers.  
That is their attitude. 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  Well -   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That won you the 1993 and 1996 elections.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I want to raise a couple of other issues that relate to reporting and the use of the Treasurer�s 
power.  I am aware that this bill provides the Treasurer with a range of powers in addition to existing powers, 
which I think we have discussed.  Other powers are provided through a variety of clauses of the bill; for 
example, the power to direct agencies to open and maintain bank accounts outside the public bank account, 
approve overdrawing, transfer appropriations, direct and transfer amounts, open suspense accounts and authorise 
act of grace payments and write-offs.  For the sake of accountability, it would be useful for the public of Western 
Australia and, indeed, the Parliament to have an opportunity to understand when those powers are used and what 
they are used for.  For example, more than $1.7 billion is held in suspense accounts in this state.  Another 
interesting example is that, a year or two ago, the Treasurer allowed the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure - that wonderfully managed department - to write off $587 000.  The reason given was �bank 
reconciliation issues�.  I fail to understand why that information was not made available to the Parliament so that 
it could have been scrutinised.  In addition, the Treasurer allowed the Department of Industry and Resources to 
write off $2 million to a company called Compact Steel because the company had no assets and had been 
deregistered by the Australian Securities and Investments Commission.  On the occasions on which those powers 
are used the Parliament should know about them.  My issue is not with the mechanics of the bill; it is the 
reporting regime that sits over it.  Not enough information is presented to the public for proper and thorough 
scrutiny.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Don�t forget that this government gave $88 million to Alinta and its consortium.  That was a 
nice little handout.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I am touching a few raw nerves here, and that is very exciting, member for Cottesloe.   

I refer also to the reporting of agency special purpose accounts.  We debated this matter last year when we 
discussed the Financial Administration and Audit Amendment Bill.  I refer to the changes in the bill that require 
the Treasurer to report.  He no longer reports on the Treasurer�s annual statement, and that statement no longer 
provides the list of the end-of-year trust account balances.  At the time of those changes, the Treasurer said that it 
did not matter because each agency�s annual report will contain that information.  Those trust accounts are now 
called special purpose accounts.  I recently read an interesting quote in a Public Accounts Committee report by a 
chap called Professor Gordon Reid, taken from a publication called The Politics of Financial Control: The Role 
of the House of Commons, published incidentally in the year of my birth, 1966.  Professor Reid said - 

Nowadays, methods are needed that will ensure that the political and the social implications of the 
Executive�s expenditure policies will be disclosed and debated publicly (albeit retrospectively) by 
means which will not obscure major facts in a maize of minor detail.  
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When I read that, I thought that it was exactly what has happened with these special purpose accounts.  They 
have been moved from a place in which it was easy to scrutinise them to a maze of minor detail.  It concerns me 
that much significant financial activity in this state is lost in this maze of minor detail.  The Treasurer will find 
that many of the points I have touched on refer to our capacity to evaluate, assess and comment on the way the 
Treasurer uses the powers.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is normally the role of the opposition to demand more and more detail.  This is no different.  
It is a bit rich for you to say the major facts are hidden in the detail.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  A bill is before the house; I am offering my comments on the bill, and that maze of detail is 
something I am concerned about.   

The last concern I have is about resourcing agreements.  I have read them -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What do you want with regard to reporting of special purpose accounts?   

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I asked last year for a readily available summary to be provided.  We have had that 
discussion; I do not need to have it again.  I understand the Treasurer�s position on it but I thought it would be 
remiss of me not to raise the point one more time.  I hope this is the last time we deal with this matter for some 
time because reading these bills was a thoroughly stimulating way to spend a weekend!  Had it not been for the 
fact that I watched two great games of football, I do not know that I would have reached the end of the 
documents.  I was also aware that I would be in this house looking across at the Treasurer for almost an hour 
while presenting my remarks in the second reading debate. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Your leader is thrilled as well.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I thought I would slip that in because he is here.  

The issue of resourcing agreements cuts in many ways to the nub of this debate on the processes of government.  
Should we focus on resources, staff numbers and total dollars spent or should we focus more on outputs, what is 
being delivered to the public of Western Australia, attempting to define what we are delivering, and reporting the 
progress of delivering those outputs in a clear, concise and readable format so that not only the Parliament, but 
also the people of this state can make informed decisions?  I am always interested to hear the Treasurer talk 
about more staff for this and more staff for that, more resources for this and more resources for that, yet when I 
look at the outcomes I am sometimes concerned.  

I will finish with examples relating to two of the most significant issues facing this government and Western 
Australia.  I will not talk about tax.  One of those issues is the housing crisis.  Over the past three quarters, 
median house prices in this state have leapt from $320 000, to $365 000, to what is now estimated to be around 
$420 000.  There has been a huge, unprecedented explosion in housing prices in Western Australia, driven, as 
the Treasurer has admitted, by a huge divergence between land supply and demand.  Land supply is the critical 
issue.  I hope to talk more about this next week, if possible.  It is interesting to note figures provided by the 
Urban Development Institute of Australia described as lots on market, metro.  They track back over a long time.  
The quarterly numbers are always in their thousands, and range between just over 1 000 to just over 3 000.  In 
the past four or five quarters, for a sustained period, the figure has been under 1 000.  In the past two quarters, 
the number of lots on the market in Western Australia has been the lowest in the history of this state.  This has 
resulted from a failure to deliver lots to the market in Western Australia.  That is an outcome that amounts to a 
housing crisis and young Western Australians not being able to afford to buy a house.  What has this government 
done about it?  I refer to the agency primarily responsible for land releases, the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure.  Since the March quarter of 2001 to the March quarter of 2005 staffing levels - resource 
agreement based focus - have increased from 1 230 to 1 537, an increase of 307 full-time equivalents or 25 per 
cent.  That is a substantial increase in resources allocated to the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, yet 
huge problems are occurring in delivering lots to the market in Western Australia.  It is the lowest level of lot 
availability in the history of this state, and housing prices are going through the roof to the extent that young 
Western Australians can no longer afford to get into the market, and the government is talking about resource 
agreements.  The government should focus on outcomes that matter.  It should explain to the people of this state 
and this Parliament what outcomes it intends to deliver, and be accountable when it does not deliver them.   

I have just read the government�s revamped ministerial code of conduct.  According to that, the Treasurer must 
be accountable.  I bet the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, the member for Armadale, is glad that the 
code of conduct was not around about a year ago, because if it had been she would have been relegated to the 
Labor backbench.  The code states that the Westminster system requires that ministers be accountable and 
answerable to Parliament and, through the Parliament, to the people.  Indeed, it states that a minister�s 
responsibility is to act as a trustee of the public interest and that that should always be paramount in the 
performance of his or her functions.  If the Treasurer focused more on outputs and the efficiencies in delivering 
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those outputs - and less on the dribble about inputs and resource agreements - and if he stood by them, took 
responsibility for them and was accountable for them, we might be able to move ahead in the delivery of public 
service in this state.  This is a paradigm of operation that has not only dogged this government; indeed, it has 
dogged governments for a long time.   

In talking about inputs and resource agreement, I will touch on one last topic of interest; namely, the deaths of 
Western Australian children.  I had to sit in this chamber yesterday while the sanctimonious, pompous self-
serving Premier pointed his finger at me and told me that I had no right to talk about such matters.  The 
Treasurer did it the day before.  The government has failed to deliver outputs.  The year Wade Scale died, 80 
children died of suspicious circumstances and of those, 42 had had some form of contact with the Department for 
Community Development.  Of those 42 children, 21 were less than one year old.  The next year 53 children died 
who were known to the department, and 34 of them were less than one year old.  That is a disgraceful output and 
it is an absolute failing.  It is wrong for the Premier to stand in this house and lecture me and my colleagues 
telling us that we cannot talk about protecting children or demand the delivery of outputs for the people of 
Western Australia.  We will keep doing it.  Every time we get a chance we will remind the government of the 34 
children known to the department who were under the age of one.  We on this side of the house are angry about 
this situation, because at some stage most of us have been parents or grandparents of a one-year-old child.  The 
government tries to hide by attempting to shame us into silence; however, that will not work.  They are the 
government�s outputs and delivery.  The Minister for Community Development came into this chamber and said 
that the government had employed extra staff to solve the problem, and that the government would sign a 
resource agreement.  Extra staff - that is rubbish!  During that shameful period, the Department for Community 
Development employed an extra 225 staff.  The government�s focus is on inputs.  It increased the number of 
staff by 20 per cent.  The government could have made them sign a resource agreement.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you oppose that? 

Mr T. BUSWELL:  I oppose the government�s failure to protect our children and the way the Department for 
Community Development is going about its job.  Doubling the number of staff in the Department for 
Community Development would not make any difference.  The government has already increased the number of 
staff by 20 per cent and that made no difference; indeed, if anything the outputs are worse.   

In concluding this debate I simply say this: the government should not hide behind the idea of glorified resource 
agreements and focus only on outputs.  Rather, it must focus on the delivery of outputs, because the outputs 
matter.  Indeed, the outputs make the quality of life for Western Australians better.  I demand that of the 
government.  As long as I am a member of this house - whether it is on the opposition or government benches - I 
will demand the same of either the government of the day or my colleagues when we are in government.   

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [11.05 am]:  From time to time significant bills passed by this house do not 
receive a lot of attention from members or the media because they are pretty dry.  The former member for 
Merredin, Hendy Cowan, often told the story that the North West Shelf bill passed after several hours of debate, 
but the bill about whether liquor stores should be able to sell two bottles of beer took a week to pass.  This 
debate can be viewed in pretty much the same context.  From time to time, members of Parliament - particularly 
those on the Labor backbench - must give consideration to the function of the Parliament as opposed to their 
being a member of Parliament in the political process.  It is important that there be strong financial legislation 
governing the functioning of Parliament.  I will go through that process in a few moments.  

A few weeks ago I travelled to New South Wales, Melbourne and Brisbane with the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee.  Due to unfortunate circumstances, both the members for Hillarys and Southern River could not 
make that trip.  It was interesting to see how various Parliaments operate.   

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am on television, so I had better adjust the collar of my jacket.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I want you to look your best!    

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Absolutely. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It has made a massive improvement.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am sure that is the case.  The Treasurer should be careful in that area; we are 
probably pretty similar.  

When a budget bill hits the New South Wales Parliament, the Treasurer - who, at the moment, is a Labor Party 
member - and the leaders of the Liberal and National Parties make a speech and then the bill is passed.  NSW 
does not have an estimates committee process.  I make that point because I would have thought that in the 
process of any Parliament - a few points will be made about this in the next debate - the essence of being the 
Treasurer on a year-by-year basis is to control the budget.  The budget is about being in government.  If a party 
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has control of the budget, it controls all matters relating to government.  No-one in this house will argue that the 
party that forms government should not have that control.  However, I argue that we need budget information, 
and that is a constant criticism of the budget process.  My argument for those members in the chamber who want 
to think about it - many people will say that the member for Avon is wrong; however, I strongly believe this to 
be the case - is that we as a chamber have an absolute responsibility to deliver a strong robust budget, which the 
Treasurer does, so we must also have a strong robust process that allows the opposition of the day to debate the 
budget and to go through an estimates process.  In that way, the people of Western Australia know that the 
expenditure of the state has been scrutinised.  As I have said to many people, control of the budget is the essence 
of being in government.  If a government cannot pass its budget bills, it cannot stay in government.  It is a fairly 
fundamental process.  What does the other chamber do?  We all know that the other chamber has moved away 
from an estimates process to a more focused process that examines agencies individually.  That is fine; I am not 
arguing about that.  However, I want to encourage members - I do not think that the Treasurer has a different 
point of view from mine - to have a robust process in this chamber so that no matter on what side of the chamber 
members sit, they have an opportunity to be involved in the budget.  It is important not only in relation to how 
the state progresses and how it is run, but also to members� electorates.  As the people�s representative, a 
member must be able to understand how the budget will affect his or her electorate, whether it is good, bad or 
indifferent.  That is my position and, having listened to the Treasurer for many years, I suspect that the Treasurer 
has a similar position.  Three dates always arise when I discuss this matter with people - 1984, 1985 and 1986.  I 
think 1985 is when the Financial Administration and Audit Act was introduced in this state.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It was 1985.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I came into this chamber in 1986, so I was born and bred with the FAAA.  At the 
time that legislation was introduced by the Burke Labor government, it was presented as a unique and leading 
piece of budget legislation.  I believe it was.  As the lead speaker from the Liberal Party has pointed out, the 
FAAA makes pretty dry reading.  I wonder how many people have read the FAAA.  However, it does not matter 
anymore, because hopefully in a few weeks it will cease to exist.  However, the FAAA did its job in this state for 
20 years.  It is important to focus on the fact that the FAAA introduced the concept of performance auditing.  At 
the same time as performance auditing was introduced in this state with the FAAA, it was introduced across 
Australia.   

I have said this many times, so I am being a bit repetitive, but most members would know that I have an interest 
in this area.  At the same time as performance auditing was introduced in this state, the Canadian government 
looked at this matter, not only at the federal level, but throughout the provinces.  The Canadians tried 
performance auditing for a couple of years and threw it out, because it did not work.  It did not work for the 
reasons I have raised in debate in this place on many occasions.  This year I actually had a go at one of the 
agencies, because the mission statement that was contained in the budget statements for that agency was nothing 
but a motherhood statement.  If we try to audit motherhood statements, we will be here forever.  The trick in 
performance auditing is to make sure that the agencies produce mission statements that can be measured.  To 
give an example - this is not fact, so do not ping me on it - the WA Police may say that their mission statement is 
to make Western Australia a safer place.  However, how can we measure that?  Therefore, if performance 
auditing is to work, we need to keep working on ways of improving it.  The Treasurer will not recall this, 
because he was not here at the time, but when performance auditing was introduced, the view was that once 
performance auditing had settled down, and once performance indicators - or key performance indicators, which 
is the language that is now used - had settled down, we should move to outcomes-based auditing.  After 20 years 
of performance auditing, we have now moved to outcomes-based auditing.   

The staff of the Parliamentary Library have been kind enough to supply me with information that shows that we 
moved to program budgeting in 1990.  The staff of the library provide an outstanding service.  I would 
encourage those members who do not use the library not to use the library, because that will allow me to make 
greater use of the time of library staff.  They are an outstanding group of people, and they do a fantastic job. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Hear, hear!  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I have put a bit of pressure on the library staff in the past few weeks, and I am very 
grateful for their efforts.   

As I have said, we had a process of performance auditing.  We then moved to a process of outcomes-based 
management.  Members may recall that.  We tried that for a couple of years and then threw that in the bin.  We 
have now moved to a situation in which the budget is based on programs.  A performance audit is done on those 
programs, and that is included in the budget papers at the end of each financial year.  However, there is a 
problem with that system.  This is not just my view.  This is also the view of many academics who have an 
interest in this area.  The problem is that if an agency is given X amount of dollars for a program that is to run 
for three years, but 18 months into that program things are not going well, the agency will not put in 
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performance indicators that say the program is not going well.  It will put in performance indicators that say 
things are okay.  It does that because it does not want to embarrass the minister and the agency.  Both the 
Treasurer and I, but particularly the Treasurer, have an interest in making sure that programs work well.  Under 
outcomes-based auditing, each program has a mission statement and key performance indicators.  At the end of 
the process, the program is audited to see whether it has achieved the objectives set out in its mission statement.  
Treasury likes that type of regime, because it allows it to knock off some programs that it has wanted to knock 
off for a few years but has not been able to.  A lot of the programs that manage to hang in there are nebulous in 
nature; they are just there because they are there.  The Treasurer may have some suggestions about whether those 
programs are appropriate.  However, outcomes-based auditing provides the Treasurer and his department with a 
far stronger process to allow them to decide which programs should survive or not survive, and which programs 
should be altered.  The reality in this world is that all programs change.  We in the opposition will raise the 
problems with certain programs, just as the Treasurer did when he was in opposition.  However, the reality is 
that we want programs to work well.  That means we need chief executive officers who are willing to say they 
started a program with the best intentions, but a year down the track it is not progressing as they think it should, 
and it should be altered.  The Treasurer knows that agencies do not do that. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  They do.  There is one example in this bill.  This government introduced a capital user charge.  
However, we have now conceded that the benefits of that charge are outweighed by the costs, so we are 
changing that.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  As I said to the Treasurer in the corridor, two Treasurers in this state can be 
considered to be reform Treasurers.  One is the current Treasurer.  The other is Max Evans.  I have told the 
Treasurer personally that he is performing well as Treasurer.  Therefore, I am not having a go at the Treasurer 
when I put this argument.  However, I have put to the Treasurer - to his credit he has listened to me so far - how 
we should progress this matter.  I took some time out when I went over east with the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee to speak to a range of people on this issue, separate from the committee.  Every state Treasurer wants 
to change the process.  I spoke to members of the Public Accounts Committee and National Party leaders.  I did 
not speak to Liberal or Labor Party leaders.  I also spoke to people within government agencies.  They all say it 
is time for a change.  I have also spoken to people from CPA Australia.  I am trying to encourage an Australia-
wide debate about the quality of the information that comes back to Parliaments.  I have to tell the Treasurer that 
I have had a 100 per cent strike rate from academics, agencies, members of public accounts committee in various 
Parliaments and other members, that now is the opportune time to make a change.  We have moved from a cash 
accounting system to an accrual accounting system.  The first accrual accounting system was based on 
Australian standards.  We have now moved from Australian standards to international standards.  There has been 
significant change in a very short time.  Not just the members of this Parliament, but the members of every state 
legislature - I have not spoken to any member in the federal system yet - say they have lost the capacity to read 
the budget papers.  Therefore, this is a significant issue.   

In this bill, the Treasurer has rewritten the Financial Administration and Audit Act.  This may be a slightly nasty 
thing to say - I do not mean to be nasty - but the Western Australian Treasury was the lead agency in this area for 
many years.  My only disappointment in this bill is that apart from a few issues that the Treasurer has just 
pointed out, it will maintain the status quo.  No reform process is contained in this bill.  I will not pick on the 
Treasurer for that.  However, I ask him to at least keep one ear open and listen to me, because the things that I 
want to do are not in any way party orientated.  I want to talk only about function.  I am getting tremendous 
support from a whole raft of people to go through that process.  I hope the Treasurer will be part of that process.  
I have spoken to the Under Treasurer and I have no reason to doubt that he is not interested.  I am not suggesting 
that this bill should be amended in any way.  I would like to think that we will have, in a short period, a strong 
discussion with the Under Treasurer and the Treasurer about a new process.  However, the reality is that we do 
not want Max Trenorden writing the next financial bill.  More capable people than I are required to do that.  I 
can bring into the process what I believe the function should be, and the talented people in our agencies can then 
look at how that function should be made into legislation.   

Returning to the bill, it separates the Financial Administration and Audit Act 1985 into the Financial 
Management Bill and the Auditor General Bill.  The Commission on Government suggested that should happen.  
That was a long, long time ago, but it has now happened.  It removes the distinction between departments and 
statutory agencies.  The point was that it involved cash provisions that are contained in the FAAA which now go 
through the accrual account, and that is no longer necessary.  The real distinction between departments and 
statutory authorities is in how they handle cash.  It also contains provisions relating to a shorter period for 
handling annual reports; that is, 90 days.  This is a really important area.  The people who suffer from insomnia 
from listening to my speeches in this place know that I have not been really keen about annual reports.  Annual 
reports have turned into icon publications for agencies, which I have no problem with.  They talk about the 
outcomes of the agency, the environment, how the agency has looked after staff and the public and so on and so 
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forth.  That is all fantastic information.  However, they contain less and less financial information.  That is 
indisputable.  If members go back to previous financial reports, they will find that that is the case.  Financial 
reports were put in place years ago to do just that so that members of Parliament and members of the public 
could pick up an agency report and follow the financial paths of the agency.  That has gone.  Part of the problem 
was that the agencies used to report way beyond the financial steps that had occurred.  Introducing a shorter 
period for the tabling of financial reports will change that totally.  Financial reports will become far more 
relevant.  I will be looking for some sort of Treasury instructions that will ensure that the reports become far 
more credible as financial statements than flagstaff, iconic statements about the agency.  I have no problems with 
flagstaff or iconic reports about agencies.  However, today we are talking about financial reports.   

The Auditor General made it pretty clear that this will impose an impost on his budget.  He said that he needed 
$303 000 this current financial year to introduce early reporting.  Guess what the government did?  It removed 
that figure from his budget.   

[Member�s time extended.] 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Treasurer says that it is important to introduce early reporting, but he removed 
the funding from the Auditor General after he said that he needed that funding to introduce early reporting.  
However, that is a debate for the next bill.   

Next week I am going to Malaysia with an industry group from my electorate.  The purpose of the visit is to 
discuss hay and chaff supplies with the Malaysians.  That is a $100 million industry in my electorate; a 
substantial figure.  I will be visiting purchasers of that product over a week.  I will also be going to four race 
meetings, but I will be doing that with my own money and have made no application for an imprest payment.  
Therefore, I will not be here next week.  However, I want to vote against the Auditor General Bill every step of 
the way.  The Auditor General Bill is a disgrace and I want to be heavily involved in the debate on that bill.  I am 
a backbencher; I am not even in opposition; I am an insignificant person in the processes of this house.  
However, I am desperate to be involved in the debate on the AG bill.  I understand that I will have a chance to 
make my speech on the second reading today.  I want to discuss a significant range of issues in that speech and I 
suggest that I will be the most boisterous voice on this side of the house in that debate.  Therefore, it may be a 
good idea to bring it on for debate while I am not here, but it would not be a good idea for me!  I do not make 
many requests of the Parliament and I know that I am not in a position to make a request of this house.  I know 
that I am not a leader of a party, but I have a very strong interest in the AG bill and would love to be involved in 
all processes of the debate on that bill.   

Dr E. Constable:  They should delay it for you.  You are the father of the house. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am just making the point that I will not be in the house next week.  My trip is a 
longstanding agreement with an industry group in my electorate and I will be in Malaysia all of next week. 

The streamlining of annual reports is a very good thing.  I congratulate the Treasurer on this initiative.  It will 
bring annual reports back into their proper process of reporting.  However, it is reasonable to suggest that the 
government should fund the Auditor General to actually introduce the process.  The streamlining of reports of 
the Department of Treasury and Finance is also an excellent initiative.  The provisions relating to the function for 
annual reports are going the right way.   

I refer to chapter 2, page 9, of the Public Accounts Committee review of the process, just so that the Treasurer 
knows where I am coming from.  I will read a couple of comments from that review.  It states - 

In the absence of a transparent reporting regime, important details may get lost in the hundreds of pages 
of government and agency financial statements produced each year.  The 1992 Report of the 
Independent Commission to Review Public Sector Finances (the McCarrey Report) considered this 
issue and noted the late Professor Gordon Reid�s view that: 

Nowadays, methods are needed that will ensure that the political and the social implications of 
the Executive�s expenditure policies will be disclosed and debated publicly (albeit 
retrospectively) by means which will not obscure major facts in a maze of minor detail. 

Beautifully said, in my view.  The committee then said on the same page - 
This usually occurs in the context of the Budget Papers, which also include separate reporting of some 
mechanisms at the whole-of-government level.  In addition, agency annual reports may contain relevant 
information. 

Further on the same page the committee says - 

However, the Committee believes �real-time� reporting to Parliament may - 

I stress �may� - 
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significantly enhance the current accountability regime. 

I totally agree with the Public Accounts Committee.  It continues - 
It also believes that using the Budget Papers to report on the use of these mechanisms is not sufficient, -  

As I said at the beginning of my speech, I agree that it is not sufficient - 
because Parliament�s focus at that time is on what the Government is planning to spend money on 
rather than on what it has spent money on in the recent past. 

There are a lot of good comments on that page of the review and I congratulate the Public Accounts Committee 
for that.  That is what I was referring to in my earlier remarks.  We have a sound process.  I totally support the 
Financial Management Bill 2006 but I would say that I am looking for reform.  I am looking at a Treasurer who 
is meant to be a reformist Treasurer.  I am putting that sort of pressure on him.  I have that passion.  I ask the 
Treasurer to think about that in the meantime.  Outcome-based audit was always going to be part of the process.  
The argument was with bedding down performance auditing over a period.  When reading some of the mission 
statements, I wonder what they are all about.  We cannot say that performance audit is a perfect process.  If we 
go to the Water Corporation and it says that we need more water and it puts in a bore, that is an outcome.  We 
can all see the outcome.  If it is the previous argument about looking after children, it is much harder to define 
the outcome.  We need to move on. 

We need to have a secondary process in reporting because I think the current process of reporting is important - I 
have said that in the estimates process - and excellent.  Treasury does it well.  However, it is designed for a 
consumer group that is not us.  We need a set of papers or documents or information that can be consumed by 
us - that is, members of Parliament - as well as agency heads, the general public and other people who like to 
look at the mechanisms of government.  They need to be based on programs because budgets are now totally 
focused on programs.  There has been talk about more current, relevant and even online reporting.  We are 
moving to that process.  That information now exists in agencies.  Treasury is getting a lot of information on a 
monthly basis.  Chief executive officers are also getting the information on a monthly basis.  I hope and pray that 
ministers are getting the information on a monthly basis.  It is fair and reasonable that members of Parliament get 
that information, although not necessarily on a monthly basis.  Maybe we should agree here that we receive it on 
a delayed basis - maybe once a year.  We could use a process in the estimates that looks similar to what we do 
now except that a different set of books is used with a different set of information.  It would be prepared 
differently.  To repeat myself for the third time, the information is there.  It is not as though we have to create it.  
We have to gather it.  That is what the academics and some chief executive officers are telling me, and that is 
what the Auditor General is telling me.  As such, it is very important. 

Before I conclude, I wish to say that I consider the service given by Des Pearson to the state to be outstanding.  I 
will say that again probably when we deal with the next bill.  About two weeks ago I visited Victoria for a few 
days.  The Victorians I spoke to - I certainly did not speak to every Victorian - in and around Parliament House 
are very excited about Des Pearson being their new Auditor General.  They are excited because they have had a 
very good Auditor General - no-one is criticising him for that - but he was interested in the input process of 
accountability.  The member for Vasse referred to that aspect.  Many people in Victoria�s Parliament House - not 
necessarily the members of Parliament - are excited that Des Pearson is coming because he is an output-
orientated Auditor General. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  As far as people can get excited about auditing! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  I agree; auditing is not an exciting issue.  However, Des Pearson has served 
the state with distinction.  In the Australian context - not just the Victorian context - he will make a difference to 
Victoria. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [11.34 am]:  We are dealing with the Financial Management Bill 2006.  I take 
this opportunity to bring something to the attention of the Treasurer of which he should be aware.  Indeed, I hope 
that the Auditor General will take note of the comments I make in the house today.  This measure is all about the 
financial management of this government of which the Treasurer has overall responsibility.  I suggest to the 
Treasurer and the Auditor General that they both have a very close look at what is going on in what is now the 
Department of Corrective Services, which was the former Department of Justice.  During the budget estimates 
this year - the minister and the previous minister responsible for the portfolio are in the house and they might 
also like to take note of what I am saying - I asked a question by way of supplementary information.  That was 
because the very new minister and the head of the department, Ian Johnson, did not have the details with them at 
the time.  I asked whether the minister could provide details of all consultants employed by the Department of 
Corrective Services and the former Department of Justice in the previous 12 months.  I asked for details of the 
names, contracts, job descriptions, range of services provided and the value of the contracts.  Within about 10 
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days I received some detail, which totalled about three pages.  I have very serious concerns, Premier - I mean 
Treasurer, although he may become the Premier - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am very happy where I am! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Treasurer may be moving along one seat.   

Mr T. Buswell:  I think the member for Midland has aspirations. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  And others! 

The information I received alarmed me enormously.  The reference is supplementary information No B40.  The 
answer, which covered three pages, outlined various sums of money under a column titled �Amount paid in last 
12 months�.  It also lists the names of the organisations, the contract numbers, the total value of the contracts and 
the job description/range of services.  I was staggered to find that there was no contract for the majority.  Some 
smaller amounts were linked with a contract number.  A job description was given of what the money was paid 
for.  A person would be staggered to find sums of, for example, $111 000-odd being paid to a particular 
organisation without a contract being in place.  One description read �Strategic Development plans�.  The 
company, Unisys West Pty Ltd, was given more than $111 000 for strategic development plans.  That company 
got the deal but there was no contract in place.  As such, there are no outcomes that my colleague the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition would be seeking or, indeed, I would seek.  All we have is a very bland description.  
There are other equally high amounts for other entries.  An amount of $11 850 was paid to a company called The 
Productive Edge but there is no contract.  I have never heard of the company.  It was to review Acacia Prison 
contracts.  There was no contract in place for the company to review the contracts of Acacia Prison!  That is 
amazing.  There are other examples.  Another was for more than $32 000 to Omnitec Systems, but there was no 
contract in place.  What did that company do?  It produced statistics and undertook reviews analyses.  It is 
amazing that there would be no performance indicators for the companies and no contract details as such.  An 
amount of $95 000 went to Yuco Pty Ltd, as a sole provider.  That went to Peter Yu for Kimberley consultation.  
However, no contract was in place; there were no outcomes.  Therefore, there is no measure.  It is the overall 
responsibility of the Treasurer to know where the departments are spending public funds, and it is his ultimate 
responsibility to make sure that the public is getting value for money.  It is not so much the Premier�s 
responsibility as the Treasurer�s responsibility, because the Treasurer has the overall responsibility for the state�s 
finances.   

I am concerned about whether I have all the details on this list, whether it is the total list of people who have 
been paid through government departments and ministerial offices, and whether they are being accountable and 
keeping proper records.  I have been alerted to the fact that one name is missing from this list, and that is Kath 
White.  I have nothing against Kath White, but I am told that she has been given amounts of money through the 
Department of Justice, as it was previously known, to do certain work.  I am informed that those amounts of 
money are less than the statutory amount at which work needs to go out for public tender.  That is an old trick of 
the Treasurer�s government.  It gives people multiple contracts, or agreements in some cases - because some 
people do not even have contracts - and it keeps them within a certain amount so that they do not hit that magical 
figure at which the Treasurer is compelled, under State Supply Commission guidelines and rules, to put the work 
out to public tender.  That has been happening under the Treasurer�s governance and while the Treasurer has 
been steering the Treasury ship.  I ask the Treasurer to look into the Department of Corrective Services, because 
it seems to be a law unto itself.  If the Minister for Corrective Services does not know, she should know.  The 
minister is smiling at me now, so perhaps she knows about certain contracts or that certain deals have been done 
and that certain amounts of money have been paid but have not been registered and should have been. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The minister is well known for her sweet disposition, and that is why she is smiling. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Her speech disposition; yes, I agree.  She very rarely says much.  In fact, she could not 
answer this question, and I was not surprised that she could not.  She could not answer a lot of questions.  That 
was because she was a new minister, and I accept that.  I did not have a problem with that.  However, when I get 
answers back that have gone through the minister - she has signed off on them; they have her signature on them - 
somebody needs to be accountable.  The Minister for Corrective Services is the accountable minister.  However, 
at the end of the day, the Treasurer is accountable, because he is responsible for the overall administration of 
finances in this state.  Quite frankly, I want to know, and the Treasurer should know - he may not want to know - 
whether money was paid to Kath White and other people to do certain work in that and other departments, and 
whether the arrangement was that the payment would be less than the amount at which the departments are 
obliged to advertise the work.  The departments get around that by keeping the payment under a certain figure.  
They then do not have to advertise.  They pay somebody a certain amount of money, and when that amount is 
gone, they do the same thing again and again.  If that is the case - I believe it could well be the case in certain 
instances within the Department of Corrective Services and other government departments - the Treasurer should 
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be very concerned, this Parliament should be concerned and the people of Western Australia should be 
concerned. 

I demand that the Treasurer find out about these matters, because he has overall responsibility for the finances of 
this state.  It is not the Treasurer�s money and it is not my money; it is the money of the public of Western 
Australia.  The Treasurer has overall responsibility for that.  He needs to look into this issue and have a long chat 
with the Minister for Corrective Services to find out whether the information that I have given today is correct.  
If it is, the Treasurer needs to report that to Parliament.  If short cuts are being taken, for whatever reason, that is 
not acceptable to me, and I do not believe it is acceptable to members on both sides of this house.  We do not 
want any sweetheart deals being done - which I believe may be happening - when it concerns public money.  The 
debate on this bill has provided me with the opportunity to bring this matter to the Treasurer�s attention.  I hope 
the Treasurer will take serious note of it, look into it and report back to Parliament on the issue. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The note says, �Speak for another 20 minutes and hope that the Deputy Premier provides you 
with some interjections to keep you going�! 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am more than happy to say a few more words on this bill.  I have made the comments 
that I wanted to make. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  I never thought the member for Cottesloe could save us. 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Mr Acting Speaker, it is very unkind of you to say that about me. 
As I have said, I have a personal concern in this area because I have the shadow portfolio responsibilities for 
justice, which I believe involve more than just correctional services.  I do not know why the government 
changed the name of the department.  It seems that in the Treasurer�s government, if things get a bit tough 
sometimes, the government makes a few peripheral changes in departments and changes their names in the hope 
that all the bad news will go away.  I can tell the Treasurer that the bad news will never go away, because we 
will hunt down the Treasurer and his ministerial colleagues in every portfolio area, and when we find things 
being done that are not correct and not prudent, we will find the truth and we will get that truth to the public, 
because the public of Western Australia deserves to know the truth.  The Treasurer and his ministerial colleagues 
might try to run and hide, but we will find them, and we will let this Parliament and the public know when the 
Treasurer or his colleagues do something wrong.  When the public�s money is being mismanaged, which is 
contrary to what the Treasurer is trying to get across in the bill that is before the house today, the Treasurer will 
stand condemned unless he does something about it. 
I am giving the Treasurer an opportunity to look into this issue, make the government�s ministers come clean and 
give the full details to Parliament.  There is nothing worse than a member of Parliament asking a question in the 
budget estimates hearings and not getting a truthful answer.  That is the only time that we normally get a chance 
to get a truthful answer, but we want the whole answer, not just a bit of it.  I urge the Treasurer to look into the 
matter that I have mentioned.  If it is happening in the justice portfolio area, I guarantee it is happening in other 
areas also, either through the agencies or through ministerial offices.  It does not matter which.  It is still public 
money and this Parliament has a right to know about it.  This Parliament also has a right to keep the Treasurer 
and his ministerial colleagues accountable. 
Labor came into office promising transparency and accountability.  The government so far is failing to provide 
that in many areas.  We have seen it in the Department for Community Development, and I now believe I have 
seen it in the Department of Corrective Services.  If it is happening in those two areas, I suggest that it must be 
happening in most of them.  Some ministers sometimes think they are clever.  They think they can get away with 
things that they believe will not be noticed.  However, let me assure the government that the sins of those 
ministers will be found out, and we will bring them to the attention of the public. 
MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [11.48 am]:  I will make a couple of brief observations on the Financial 
Management Bill 2006 and on the topic of financial management.  It is obviously important for the state that its 
finances - public funds - are managed well and spent well, that there are good outcomes and that accountability 
applies.  Anyone who is in government, particularly in a Treasury or finance role, should do that, but it is done 
against the background of the economic conditions of the day.  This government has been fortunate.  It has had a 
period of particularly favourable economic conditions for Western Australia - almost unprecedented.  When the 
coalition was in government during the 1990s, it had good times, but it also had a couple of serious issues to deal 
with.  One was an overlay of massive state debt from the WA Inc days, which this government chooses to forget.  
The other one was the 1997 Asian financial crisis or meltdown.  It was not as bad as we feared at the time; 
nevertheless, there were issues to deal with.  This government has had nothing like that, and good luck to it, 
because that is good for Western Australia.  Financial performance must be judged against the backdrop of the 
economic times.  This Treasurer brags a lot and has a lot of bluster about him.  He thinks that is good politics, 
and perhaps it is, but sooner or later there will be a more objective assessment of his performance and that of his 
government. 
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Mr M.P. Whitely:  You think it is a good idea to commit to massive infrastructure projects without costing 
them. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member used to take pride in himself as an accounting teacher, so perhaps he can 
contribute to this debate. 
All I intend to do is raise some of the things that might be considered objectively in assessing the financial 
management and performance of this government.  The first area to be considered is taxation.  Good government 
should be providing for low tax; allowing people to keep as much of their earned income to spend as they will.  
This government has been a high-taxing government.  Its first three budgets contained massive increases in 
stamp duty, land taxes and payroll taxes.  The so-called tax reform that this Treasurer talks about occurs against 
a background of huge increases in tax.  It is fiddling at the edges, having imposed huge tax increases on 
householders and businesses in this state.  Western Australia has moved, under this government, from being a 
low-tax state to being a high-tax state.  I do not give the government any credit at all on taxation. 

This Treasurer likes to get up and talk about the AAA credit rating.  Only the other day he was boasting about 
retaining that credit rating, and saying that it had never been at risk.  Again, some people remember history.  
Who lost the AAA credit rating?  It was the Lawrence government, in which this Treasurer was a minister.  
When the coalition came to power in 1993, one of the first things Premier Richard Court was advised about was 
that the Insurance Commission of Western Australia was technically insolvent.  The body responsible for the 
insurance of people in this state against motor vehicle accidents and other things was technically insolvent. 

Dr E. Constable:  Who was the minister responsible? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It was the former Premier, Dr Geoff Gallop.  The Lawrence government had hidden from 
the public the fact that the Insurance Commission was insolvent.  That was an enormous problem to deal with.  It 
was the first major problem the coalition had to deal with.  What were we to do - tell people that they were not 
covered for motor vehicle and industrial accident injuries?  We had to impose a levy, otherwise the state faced a 
catastrophe.  Yes, the AAA credit rating is maintained, but Labor lost it, and the Liberal-National coalition got it 
back.  Anyone could maintain a AAA credit rating after some $4 billion worth of debt had been repaid, and in an 
environment of booming resource industries and high commodity prices.  Retaining a AAA credit rating is only 
a good achievement in tough economic times, or when dealing with a tough legacy.  The government has not had 
that, and good luck to it. 

Thirdly, what were the great reforms that this Treasurer brought in?  He came in on the back of a policy of an 
efficiency dividend across the public service, and the capital user charges.  Both of these have disappeared into 
history.  That was his great plank when he became Treasurer, and they are now forgotten about. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Although we said during the election campaign that we would introduce an efficiency 
dividend, the capital user charge was something that we inherited from Treasury as the final element in the 
reform program begun under the previous government. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  They have both gone now.  The media fell for it, but the efficiency dividend was a fraud 
from the start.  Look at what we have left in the public service.  The government introduced the machinery of 
government reforms, which were about combining departments and saving taxpayers� funds by stopping a 
burgeoning bureaucracy.  Now that a few years have gone by, we find that the public sector has grown by 18 000 
employees.  What came out of the machinery of government reforms?  Nothing. 
Mr E.S. Ripper:  More teachers, more nurses, more police officers, more child protection workers, more 
environmental protection people and more planners. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  What was the increase?  It was 18 000.  Despite these good times, and despite an 
optimistic scenario for China and India, the very nature of a commodity price-driven economy is that there will 
be changes.  There will be a period of declining commodity prices or, as in 1987, there will be a share price 
crash.  Share prices are probably over-inflated around the world.  An economic jolt like that impacts more on this 
state than on most other economies.  When the public sector has been allowed to grow by 18 000, our ability to 
ride through a more difficult economic time is reduced.  In a sense, the government has exposed the state to risk. 

Let us look at some other examples of the results of the machinery of government reforms.  What state has the 
government now brought the Western Australian public service to?  It is in disarray in many areas, none more so 
than in the Department for Community Development.  When the government was elected, under its machinery of 
government reforms and other vindictive policies, it chased out of employment some of the best chief executive 
officers in Western Australia - long-term public servants who had served governments of both political 
persuasions.  About half a dozen of them were chased out of office.  That has destroyed much of the confidence 
and integrity of our public service. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  Who was the chief executive officer of the Department for Community Development at the 
time?  It was Bob Fisher, who was made Agent General in London.  It was hardly vindictive treatment; he got a 
plum appointment.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, and how is the Department for Community Development travelling today?  Bob 
Fisher was a person of integrity and competence.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Was? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  He still is.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Are you suggesting that the present CEO is not? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have grave concerns about the performance of the CEO of the Department for 
Community Development. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Are you questioning her integrity as well? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Without hesitation, I question everything in that department, when children under the care 
and protection of the state are dying in Western Australia.  If that causes a bit of discomfort to the member, I 
would put the safety of an individual child first.  If our actions in this Parliament protect one child from sexual or 
physical abuse, or save the life of one child, it will be worth it, no matter how discomforting it might be to the 
member for Yokine or the staff and CEO of the department.  It is a small price to pay.  The government has not 
built up and established a high level of public service in this state.  The machinery of government reforms may 
have been done with good intentions at the time, and perhaps there was a need for reform in the structure of the 
public sector, but when we look back and judge those reforms, we find 18 000 more public servants and many 
government departments that are not performing well. 

The Department for Community Development right now is in the spotlight, but let us look at some of the others, 
such as the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, the mega empire that the minister has created.  We need 
a professional planning department and a professional transport department.  Planning in this state has fallen 
behind.  There are pressures on planning officers, because the department is confused.  Talking to people within 
the department and people who deal with the department reveals that it is confused.  It is a confused structure 
between planning, and one of the users of planning, the transport authority.  It has not been a resounding success.  
Now the government is proposing to merge the Department of Conservation and Land Management and the 
Department of Environment.  As time goes by, we will see other conflicts of interest emerge there.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I can remember the Under Treasurer writing a letter expressing concern about you as CEO of 
the education department.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I was never CEO of the education department. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  You were minister, which is worse. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  If the member for Yokine wishes to have his say, he should wait 
his turn. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is a very interesting example, because this government went through the files of the 
previous government and produced bits of correspondence.  I never saw the letter referred to by the member for 
Yokine.  I do not care about it, because I am going to come back to that correspondence at a later stage. 

Let us move on to another area - relationships with industry.  The government has created a public sector in this 
state that does not have the expertise, in some cases the seniority and, in particular, the confidence to deal with 
the major issues in Western Australia.  Nowhere is that more apparent than in the resources industry.  The 
Premier today carries on about gas reservations, and yet a major prospective project in this state - the Pluto 
liquefied natural gas project - is not even covered by a state agreement.  The project is being run out of Canberra.  
The government has no chance of protecting gas supplies and prices for this state if it does not even negotiate a 
deal with a major project.  The project is in disarray, to some extent, as is the Barrow Island LNG project.  The 
companies with the capacity to bring these projects to fruition and resolve the issues that they and the 
government face are no longer available.  It is hands off now and the government is struggling.  What has been 
the financial performance of some major projects around the state?  Three months after taking office in 2001, 
this government decided to reroute the south metropolitan railway, and I think I said at the time that it would 
increase costs by up to $300 million or thereabouts.  People in industry said they would increase by 
$500 million.  My estimate was shown to be conservative.  This government and the former Premier said that it 
would be delayed for one year but, apart from that, it would be on time and on budget.  He knew and this 
Treasurer knew that that was not the case.  They were not being truthful to the people of Western Australia.  Step 
by step it has unfolded that the final cost blow-out will be probably $500 million.  The government knew that 
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and every consulting engineer in Perth knew it.  In no way could the route of the southern railway be altered, a 
tunnel built under Perth and a below-ground station built without having an impact on cost. 

The government spent $100 million deepening the Geraldton port by a few metres, and that has undoubtedly 
helped the wheat export industry.  However, within 12 months of spending that $100 million on the project, the 
cost of which predictably blew out, producers of mineral products - prospective miners - said the Geraldton port 
was not a good option for them; they needed a deep-sea port; namely, Oakajee.  During its first four years in 
office this government criticised the coalition government�s involvement in Oakajee and ridiculed its 
development, but it is now grappling with the issue.  Why spend $100 million on Geraldton port when Oakajee 
could have been used and been a genuine deep-sea port option that would have assisted value adding?  How 
many major projects has the state lost?  The state is experiencing a resources boom but almost all the projects are 
expansions of existing projects.  Where are the new projects that could set this state�s agenda for the next 20 or 
30 years and set it apart?  One after one they have left, particularly the high value adding projects.  The 
government has not advanced the quality of the resources industry.  Certainly, it has become much bigger, but it 
has not advanced.  

When the government took office, it said it would cut back on consultants, but that has not happened.  We might 
hear more about that later in the day.  The government was also going to cut back on advertising expenditure.  In 
the last state election the amount of money spent on advertising by bodies such as Western Power, the Water 
Corporation, WA Police and so on was outrageous.  Former Premier Dr Gallop went directly against something 
he campaigned on.  I thought that some of the coalition government advertising campaigns during the last 
election were equally outrageous.  The Treasurer campaigned against that sort of expense, yet it has blown out.  
He should, therefore, not come into this chamber as a braggart Treasurer and tell the house how great a financial 
manager he is.  Based on increases in taxes, the AAA credit rating, public sector outcomes referred to by the 
member for Avon, major projects and cost control and expenditure on consulting and advertising, I do not find 
much to applaud.   

I refer also to something that, to my frustration I suppose, the Western Australian media has never reported on.  
In the 1980s the Labor Government was corrupt, as everyone knew.  It raided Treasury and the State 
Government Insurance Commission; it poured money into Rothwells Ltd and the Petrochemical Industries 
Company Ltd project, which was not developed, and into city property developments.  As a rotten government 
and a rotten Labor Party, it practised corruption at the highest level.  Some of the players of that time are 
involved with the Labor Party in this state today.  That legacy still hurts Western Australian small to medium 
businesses because they suffer penalties on finances they raise.  What has this government done since then?  It 
needed to deal with an issue in the gas industry, so it handed over $88 million to a partnership between Alinta 
and others.  The member for Yokine referred to a memorandum relating to me and the education system.  I am 
happy to debate that.  Where was the public analysis of that $88 million?  Where, for example, was the Western 
Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry?  In 1988 I think, when the then Labor Government allocated 
hundreds of millions of dollars to the failed petrochemical plant, The West Australian, I think, ran a story on the 
front page.  I was the only person who questioned that deal.  The major industry groups at the time went along 
with it.  What happened with that $88 million handout?  I questioned it and the major industry groups in this 
state went along with it.  That gave me a sense of deja vu.   

The Treasurer has had a good run; he has had an easy time.  However, he should not be a smart alec, blowing 
and blustering in this place about how good he is.  His test as a good Treasurer will come - if his government is 
still in office - when this state faces an external economic shock.  That has not occurred since 1997.  That will be 
the test.  Terrorism has threatened that but it has not had the impact we thought it would.  In light of this 
government�s taxes, its AAA credit rating, the machinery of government reforms, the quality of the public 
service, grants to industry, cost blow-outs on major projects and expenditure on consulting and advertising and 
the like, I do not think this Treasurer�s record is flash.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [12.05 pm]:  The opposition has used the opportunity of a debate on 
financial management legislation to range far and wide over a variety of financial management issues, most 
recently in the speech just delivered by the member for Cottesloe.  I urge the member for Cottesloe to look 
forward rather than backward in his analysis of these issues.  The member for Cottesloe appeared to use the 
debate to rekindle many arguments that were had during his time as Leader of the Opposition and on which, by 
the verdict of the people, he was comprehensively defeated.   

The member for Hillarys raised some issues that I intend to become engaged in.  He referred to consultancies, 
allegedly awarded by the Department of Corrective Services without the benefit of a formal contract.  After 
listening to his speech, I have consulted with the Minister for Corrective Services, and I will refer those matters 
to the State Supply Commission.  The State Supply Commission is the body charged with ensuring that 
procurement law and policy are followed properly by all government agencies.  I will ask the State Supply 
Commission to investigate whether irregularities have occurred with these consultancies, and it will provide a 
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publicly available answer on those issues raised by the member for Hillarys.  Both the Minister for Corrective 
Services and I are determined to get to the bottom of the allegations he made.  

Apart from that, I do not really want to become engaged in the overall debate on the government�s financial 
record, except to say that I am proud of it and that the government has retained the state�s AAA credit rating.  
We have had a good approach to the management of the finances in this state.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.  

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am faced with interjections from two members at once.  I will make a few more remarks 
and then respond to each interjector.   

Yes; there have been very good economic times in Western Australia.  However, neither the government nor the 
community should be complacent, despite these very good economic times.  We cannot be complacent about 
public expenditure.  Although it is appropriate in a time of prosperity to increase spending on education, 
community development, mental health, disability services and other priority areas, the government and the 
community must be careful that they do not produce unsustainable levels of public expenditure.  We cannot be 
complacent about public sector wages because public sector wage outcomes that are over and above what is 
realistic and fair produce an ongoing burden on the public purse that may become difficult for either this 
government or the government of the day should economic circumstances deteriorate.  That is why we have 
engaged in public debate with the Western Australian Police Union, and why it is so disappointing that the 
opposition has simply accepted, in essence, the Police Union�s claim without thinking about the financial 
consequences.   

We cannot be complacent about infrastructure.  The government must provide the infrastructure to support the 
future economic development of the state at a time when the development we are currently experiencing is 
exposing the limitations of currently available infrastructure and at a time when it is more costly and takes longer 
to build each specific piece of infrastructure that is required.  

We cannot be complacent about tax competitiveness.  We must always look at whether our taxation regime is 
competitive compared with that of the other states and, indeed, alternative locations outside the country when 
investors are considering where to locate their investments.   

We cannot be complacent about public sector reform.  We must continue with a vigorous public sector reform 
program.  That is why we are proceeding with our Smarter Buyer reform program and our Shared Corporate 
Services program.  That is why we are investing in professionalism and leadership in the public sector.  We must 
proceed with even more comprehensive public sector reform.  The government is working on ways of taking that 
issue forward.  

We cannot be complacent about economic reform.  We must consolidate and further extend the program of 
electricity reform and we must proceed with the water reform and liquor reform agendas.  To a certain extent, I 
acknowledge the point made by the member for Cottesloe; that is, we cannot be assured that the strong economic 
circumstances we are experiencing at the moment will continue day in, day out and year in, year out.  We must 
take into consideration the fact that there might be different development, that commodity prices might fall away 
and that a global event over which the government of Western Australia has no control will impact on our 
economic circumstances.  Therefore, in all my speeches to businesspeople and the community generally, I 
preach against complacency in the current circumstances.  We must continue to act insofar as we can to sustain 
the high level of economic growth and to include all Western Australians in the prosperity that we are 
experiencing.  From this period of wonderful economic performance in Western Australia we must ensure that 
we leave a good legacy for the future.  

I turn directly to the legislation before the house.  I have tried to adopt a bipartisan approach to this legislation.  I 
am trying to work with everyone in Parliament to achieve the best financial management and Auditor General 
legislation, taking into account all the different perspectives.  That is why I referred the package of legislation to 
the Public Accounts Committee for examination.  I was pleased that the Public Accounts Committee reported 
positively on the package of legislation.  We have made some adjustments both to the legislation and to our 
proposed administrative practices in light of the Public Accounts Committee�s findings.  I am also prepared to 
examine members� remarks in this debate to determine whether we should make any changes to the legislation or 
adjustments to the administrative practices.  I do not want this to be an adversarial exercise.  The opposition 
played its role when it criticised the government�s financial management.  As we deal with the Financial 
Management Bill 2006, I am very happy to engage with the opposition and other members on the detail of the 
legislation.   
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I want to deal with a couple of specific issues raised by members.  The issue of the investment of the public bank 
account moneys was raised.  The regulations will prescribe allowable investment classes.  The regulations will 
be disallowable instruments of the Parliament.  The proposed regulations governing investments will only allow 
investment in debt securities, not equities of listed corporations with a credit rating of A or better.  Only a 
relatively small number of such corporations issue debt securities in Australia.  I give the Parliament an 
undertaking that the Department of Treasury and Finance will report on a quarterly basis which corporations� 
debt securities have been invested in during the preceding quarter.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition can 
take that as an advance in response to the remarks he made.   

The Deputy Leader of the Opposition also referred to the reporting of expenditure under the Treasurer�s advance.  
We intend, in response to the Public Accounts Committee�s report, to provide quarterly reporting on amounts 
drawn against the Treasurer�s advance account.  As is stated in the second reading speech -  

In response to this recommendation, the existing quarterly whole-of-government financial results 
reports, which are required to be tabled in Parliament within 60 days of the end of the quarter, will 
include a new appendix listing amounts drawn against the Treasurer�s advance account and transfers of 
appropriations during the quarter.  This will supplement the existing annual reporting framework.   

Mr T. Buswell:  Is the requirement of within 60 days of the end of the quarter something that Parliament 
determined last year? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Yes, that is a new requirement that came about as a result of legislation we dealt with last 
year.  We will include in those quarterly reports a statement about the amount of draw down from the 
Treasurer�s advance.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition asked questions about the level and detail of the 
information that will be provided.  I have talked to Department of Treasury and Finance officers.  Obviously, 
there will be a trade-off, because the more information that has to be provided, the more work they have to 
engage in and the more difficult it might be for them to meet the 60-day deadline.   
Mr T. Buswell:  The issue is the line item presentation of the information.  If we have issues when we are 
scrutinising that, we can always chase it up with you through questions in Parliament.  My issue with the 
information is that we debate appropriation bills 3 and 4 some three years after the expenditure.  Receiving a 
paragraph of information at that time makes the scrutiny somewhat more difficult.  I am sure that if it reports 
quarterly, it will be a lot more relevant - in other words, almost real time - and we will have a much better handle 
on where we are at.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It will not be possible in the 60-day time line to report each line item.  That is the issue I 
have been discussing with officers of the Department of Treasury and Finance.  However, they can provide us 
with the amount that each agency receives through the Treasurer�s advance for the preceding quarter.  The 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition can then follow that through with the respective minister.  With regard to the 
annual accountability framework, appropriation bills 3 and 4, we can look to provide a high level of detail in the 
information we give to Parliament to assist the debate.  One of the difficulties is that members want to ask 
detailed questions about what has happened in a particular agency and, although I am the Treasurer, I am not the 
minister responsible for each agency.   

Mr T. Buswell:  I have some ideas about that.  We might talk about that later, in a quiet moment together!   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am alarmed at the prospect of a quiet moment with the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, 
but I am happy to engage in informal discussions with him about these matters as we go through this debate.  It 
is possibly useful that the consideration in detail stage of this debate will not take place until next week, because 
that will give us some time to reflect on these issues.  I also take account of the member for Avon�s 
disappointment that under the current timetabling he will not be available for the debate on the Auditor General 
Bill.  I am happy to discuss that matter with the Leader of the House.   
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I would appreciate that. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Perhaps the member for Avon and I could do a deal about the amount of time that debate 
may take.  We will discuss that matter privately.  
Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Frankly, I am prepared to do that, as I did on Tuesday with the Betfair legislation, when 
the Leader of the House and I had a conversation and we made a little agreement, and I had plenty of time to say 
what I needed to say, and it did not go on forever.   
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition commented on two other issues that I should deal 
with.  He made some comments about special purpose accounts.  However, he also referred to the fact that we 
have had this debate on a previous occasion.  I hope we can each live with the outcome we have achieved from 
that debate.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition also made some interesting comments about the need for 
resource agreements to focus on outputs.  I think by that he means outcomes rather than outputs.  The member 
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for Avon also raised the question of outcomes-based performance auditing.  I have considerable sympathy with 
those types of remarks, because, after all, we are not in this place to say we have employed so many additional 
teachers and so many additional education assistants.  We are in this place to advance the education of Western 
Australian children.  We are interested in how well our children are educated; that is, what their skills, 
knowledge and values amount to at the end of that process.  Therefore, the argument can be put that we need to 
focus on outcomes rather than outputs.  Bureaucracies have always struggled to find the mechanisms that 
produce the best results.  I am prepared to engage in debate about how we might achieve a better focus on 
outcomes.  Certainly, as Treasurer, I am interested in agencies pursuing outcomes; that is, I am interested in 
agencies thinking not only about how much they might be able to extract from Treasury, but also about how 
efficiently and effectively they might be able to use the resources that are allocated, and to what ends they might 
be able to put those resources to achieve social, economic and environmental outcomes.   
This debate reminds me of the argument that we are having with the federal government.  About 45 per cent of 
this state�s funding comes from the federal government.  A bit less than half of that funding is in the form of tied 
grants.  The federal bureaucracy places a very unhealthy focus on micromanaging the inputs in joint programs 
that are funded by tied grants.  We have appealed to the federal government to by all means hold the states 
accountable for the outcomes of those programs, but to move away from the micromanagement of inputs, the 
matching conditions and the duplicated bureaucratic procedure that these tied grants programs currently produce, 
and focus on the outcomes.  Therefore, the argument the member for Avon was putting to me about how the 
state government operates is, in a sense, the same as the argument that I have put to the federal government 
about the way it should approach tied grants.  At the moment the federal government is placing a lot of the focus 
on the inputs.  As a consequence, a lot of the bureaucratic duplication that is occurring at the state level is being 
forced upon us because of the way the federal government is approaching its tied grants programs.   

I am happy to engage in further informal discussions with other members of Parliament on the detail of this bill.  
I look forward to the debate during the consideration in detail.  I do not want to approach this debate in an 
adversarial manner.  I am happy to cooperate with other members of Parliament to see whether we can secure 
improvements by working together.  I believe this is a good package of legislation.  I am not the only one who 
has reached that conclusion.  The Public Accounts Committee has also reached that conclusion, on a bipartisan 
basis.  I commend the bill to the house.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill (Financial Management Bill 2006) read a second time. 
 


