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MINISTERIAL OFFICES — STAFFING 

Motion 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [2.19 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Premier and his ministers for breaking the Premier’s promise on the 
staffing cap in ministerial offices, and calls on the Premier to explain how he can expect government 
agencies to cap their staff numbers whilst at the same time he condones the growth in staff numbers in 
ministerial offices, and calls on the Premier to — 

(a) reaffirm his commitment to the promise he made during the election campaign to cap the 
number of staff in ministerial offices at 150 full-time equivalent; and 

(b) explain why he is amongst the worst offenders, with his current staffing level of 17 employees 
and a driver, rather than the 8.8 FTEs that he is entitled to under his own election promise.  

Once again this is a very important issue. It demonstrates that the Premier is out of touch with community 
expectations. It also demonstrates that the Premier is setting a very poor example and is really thumbing his nose 
at the WA public. He has a “do as I say” attitude rather than a “do as I do” attitude.  

Not long after September 2008 the Premier issued an instruction to all 17 ministerial offices that there would be 
a staffing cap of 150 full-time equivalents across those ministerial offices to which they would all adhere. At the 
same time he issued this instruction, the Premier did not seem to have any reservations about cutting the number 
of FTEs in government departments. In doing so, the Premier clearly demonstrated that he expects the numbers 
of employees in education, police and health to be reduced. At the time he imposed a cap on ministerial offices 
and then allowed their numbers to grow—that is, allowed ministers not to have regard to that ministerial cap; the 
Premier being the worst offender—a cap was imposed on public service numbers. I will get back to that later. 
There was to be a reduction of 5 000 FTEs across public sector agencies.  

Another announcement was made about the same time—that is, September 2008—by the former Treasurer, 
Mr Troy Buswell, the member for Vasse. In fact both announcements were made about the same time. One 
related to the staffing cap in the Premier’s office and the second one related to the staffing cap as it applied to the 
public sector. One thing that is clear is that we need certainty from the Premier about whether the cap actually 
exists when it comes to ministerial offices. Once again Hon Robyn McSweeney asks under her breath, why, and 
once again — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Why, when I know the number of staff who were inside your office!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is irrelevant. I have heard this argument before. At the end of the day we 
did not impose a cap in the same way that this Premier has imposed a cap under this government. The 
government’s argument that the previous government had so many FTEs, therefore we do not have to adhere to 
our own policy decisions, does not wash.  

I want to go into some of the detail. It is quite some time since the Premier wrote to all ministers. On 
30 September 2008 he wrote a letter, which we obtained under the Freedom of Information Act, which states — 

ALL MINISTERS 
… 
As you will be aware the Government made a commitment during the election campaign to cap the 
number of staff in ministerial offices at 150 full time equivalent. In making submissions concerning the 
appointment of staff in your ministerial office I would ask you to be mindful of this commitment. 

It is signed Hon Colin Barnett, MLA, Premier.  

Since 30 September a lot of water has gone under the bridge. It was interesting because only about a month ago, 
on 16 July 2010, Mr David Smith, the deputy director general of coordination from the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet, appeared before a subcommittee of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations. We also heard from a number of senior DPC personnel. At that hearing the Minister for 
Environment represented the minister for public sector management. We wanted to obtain an update on where 
we are at in relation to the ministerial cap. I asked questions about the staffing cap to the minister, and, through 
the minister, to Mr David Smith. I asked about the staffing cap because I really wanted to know where we stand 
today in respect to that 150 FTE target. I thought that was a fair question to ask given that it had been quite some 
time since that commitment had been made.  

We know the cap was set at 150 and we know that there are 17 ministerial offices; when we divide 150 by 17 we 
get a figure of 8.8. If the cap was to be uniformly applied across all ministers’ offices using the cap arrangement, 
each minister’s office would have a ceiling of 8.8 FTEs. I asked the Minister for Environment if she knew 
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whether there had been some change in government policy in relation to the staffing cap of 150 given that there 
had been no adherence to the cap; in fact that target had never been reached since the Premier imposed the cap 
on 30 September 2008. One would think that within a time frame of nearly two years since that election 
commitment was made there may well have been some progress made. The minister advised the committee that 
in fact the promise was close to being achieved; however we were not quite there, as far as she was concerned. 
She asked Mr David Smith whether he had anything to add. He made the point that the snapshot estimate as of 
24 June showed that the FTEs in ministerial offices totalled 156.2. Although that is still not within the bounds of 
the target set, one would have to say it is not too far off the target. From memory, Hon Ken Travers asked 
Mr Smith about additional staff who may have been located in the minister’s office and paid for by other 
agencies. The response to that was very interesting. Surprise, surprise, Mr Smith informed the committee that in 
fact there were 43 of those. That brought the number to 199. But the amazing thing—it is not really amazing!—
is that these 43 “extras” provided by other agencies are staff who have been taken out of health, education, police 
and so on and so forth. They are being used by ministers across the board. If the cap had been applied uniformly, 
it would have meant an extra 2.2 full-time equivalents over and above the 8.8 full-time equivalent cap set by the 
Premier. But it has probably not been applied uniformly; it has probably been applied on the basis of seniority 
and status, and no doubt the Premier gets more than his fair share of that allocation. When the Premier said that 
there will be a staffing cap set at a maximum of 150 across the 17 ministerial offices, I think people would have 
taken the Premier at his word—that is, 8.8 real people. That is not 8.8, plus an additional 2.2 who have been 
taken out of key areas or key portfolios to deal with the political agenda of the government of the day. 

The Premier has broken a key election commitment, and, once again, that shows a lack of regard for the 
commitments that he put out there. When we started to ask questions about this issue, it became quite apparent 
that it was going to pose a problem for the government. It became quite apparent that, with all the best will in the 
world, the Premier probably could not achieve this election commitment. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Has the honourable member achieved it? How many has Hon Simon O’Brien 
got in his office? We will get to that.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: Do you promise? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do promise. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: And we’ll compare it with what you had in your office, shall we? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The bottom line is that the Liberal Party made a commitment; it cannot honour 
its commitment, and it does not intend to honour its commitment. It thinks it is a joke to put an election 
commitment out there, break it, and not even have the decency to come into this place and admit that it has 
broken it and at least explain to the people why it has chosen to break an election commitment. That is so just the 
way this government operates. 

As at 7 February 2009, there was a total of 195 FTEs, and we were fairly confident that that number was 
growing, keeping in mind that from September to February—five months—we were still 45 FTEs off the target 
mark. 

In February 2009, the Premier was, in fact, among the worst offenders for staffing levels; he had 17 employees—
rather than 8.8—and a driver. If the Premier had been really determined to adhere to his own policy decision and 
election commitment, he would have moved very quickly within his own office so as to lead by example to 
ensure that he was within his cap of  8.8 FTEs. I think what happened, in a practical sense, was that the Premier 
actually realised fairly quickly that it was not going to be possible for him to adhere to the 8.8 FTEs, he hoped 
that nobody would notice, and his staffing levels stayed fairly high.  

Hon Norman Moore: Where did the election commitment that he would have 8.8 staff appear? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have told members already—I wish members would listen at the appropriate 
time. 

Hon Norman Moore: You said it was an election commitment; I am just trying to find out which election and 
which commitment. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will probably get to that.  

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm: You have already explained that, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Here is the letter. Mr Moore remembers this letter—I think I might have picked 
it up from his file. 
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Hon Norman Moore: The commitment was for a total number of staff in ministerial offices; it did not talk about 
8.8 in the Premier’s office. You are making that up as you go along. You’ve just divided 17 into 150 and 
got 8.8—that is how you got it!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Where, in the government’s election commitment, did it state that that 
150 would not be applied uniformly across ministerial offices? Where? Can the Leader of the House tell me?  

Hon Norman Moore: You’re the one making the allegation.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What would the Leader of the House expect anybody with a modicum of 
commonsense to come up with?  

Hon Norman Moore: You’re making the assertion and you’re plainly wrong! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: How many ways can 150 divided by 17 be split? I do not know. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Any number of ways! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can the Leader of the House tell me what the arrangements are? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Any number of ways! 

Hon Norman Moore: You know that the Premier’s office has always had more staff than ministerial offices—it 
has always been the case. It was the same in your government and it is the same in ours. You have drawn a 
conclusion that you’re not entitled to draw; it is as simple as that. The commitment was 150 in total. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Other members will have a chance to contribute to this debate.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I hope so! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thanks, Mr President. 

I logically surmised that if 150 is the cap and there are 17 ministerial offices, there is, on average, 8.8. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That would be the average, mathematically, but it does not mean it is a cap for each 
individual office. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The answers that we received about ministerial office staffing certainly 
demonstrated that the Premier and the Deputy Premier probably have more, and, clearly, other ministers have 
fewer FTEs to assist them to get on with their jobs. But what is most important is the fact that the number, in real 
terms, has not come down at all. It does not matter which way the Leader of the House wants to dress up this 
issue, the simple fact is that this is yet another commitment that has not been honoured, and it is yet another 
commitment that this Premier is hoping will go away and nobody will pay any attention to. I do not think parties 
can go out and make election commitments willy-nilly; I think that if a party makes an election commitment, it 
should try to do everything in its power to honour that election commitment. In the event that it does not, it 
should report to the house that it has not. 

Hon Norman Moore: When did you ever do that in government?  

Hon Ed Dermer: Geoff Gallop did! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Absolutely! 

Hon Norman Moore: When did you ever do it? He spent half his life apologising, didn’t he? 

Hon Ed Dermer: On taxation. 

Hon Norman Moore: Yes, “We broke our promise on tax.” He couldn’t ignore it, could he? He’d just whacked 
the taxes up by about 100 per cent in the first week!  

Hon Ed Dermer: You asked the question; I’m giving you the answer! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: My point is that at the same time that the Premier imposed the cap and allowed 
the number to go beyond the cap in his own and other ministerial offices—he would have been aware that the 
number was growing—he imposed a three per cent efficiency dividend on government agencies. Whilst the 
efficiency dividend was initially clearly articulated and shown in the budget, in the 2008–09 and 2009–10 
budgets, the three per cent efficiency dividend—whilst it will still apply to agencies—was sort of buried within 
the budget papers and very, very hard to get information on. But we know that the three per cent efficiency 
dividend has been applied. Public sector unions and public sector agencies were rightly aggrieved that the 
Premier was so hypocritical about how the cap was to be applied to his and ministers’ offices, whilst at the same 
time he was more than happy to impose the cap on public sector agencies.  

The Premier was more than happy to see the staffing numbers in government agencies slashed. Irrespective of 
the assertions by the government that there would be no impact on front-line services, everybody is aware that 
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there is a direct impact, and we need only look in this place or in any workplace to see that effect. The simple 
fact is that if a number of people are taken out of the equation and a fixed number of employees are working 
within an organisation, everybody has to do that little bit extra to take up the load of the people who are not 
there. This notion of the government that an organisation can reduce the number of people within it, irrespective 
of what that business or organisation is or what it does, and still maintain the same output, is simply not correct. 
The simple fact is that it is not possible to reduce staff and to carry out the previous workload; the workload 
needs to be shared around. Everybody is impacted upon, but it mostly impacts upon the end user; namely, people 
who receive the services from the respective organisation.  

Although staffing numbers in ministerial offices were pretty bad in February 2009, by November 2009 the 
situation was even worse. Even though the cap was imposed in the very formal sense on 30 September 2008, it 
certainly was not 150 FTEs within a month of 30 September 2008. However, we might have expected that by 
February 2009 the application of that cap would have been under control, but, instead, it was 195 FTEs across all 
ministers’ offices. We might have expected some improvement in the situation by November 2009, but this key 
election promise to cap the staffing of ministerial offices to 150 FTEs continued not to be met and by November 
2009 the number blew out to more than 200 FTEs. Information that the opposition obtained clearly showed that 
as at 21 November 2009, there was a total of 212 ministerial staff, which had grown from 195 FTEs. In fact, the 
FTEs in the Premier’s own office had increased to 21, plus chauffeur. I mean, 21 is a long way from 8.8!  

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is good to see that the National Party is represented in this chamber today!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: How come your side can disappear and we have to listen?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is an appalling question by anybody’s standards.  

That was a very, very poor performance by the Premier, which set a very poor example indeed, and one which 
demonstrates that the Premier thumbs his nose at the WA public by saying one thing and doing another. When 
the opposition had a close look at the data that it had obtained through freedom of information requests, with the 
exception of Terry Waldron, every minister exceeded that average 8.8 FTE staffing cap. Part of what we are 
doing today in moving this motion is getting some explanation from the Premier on whether a staffing cap is still 
in place, whether it is still at 150 FTEs, and whether there has been any change to the staffing cap.  

I want to take members through the FTEs in ministerial offices at that time. Of the 212 total staff number, 201 
were full time and 11 were part time. The ministers who had the most number of FTEs within their offices were, 
firstly, the Premier, who had 21, plus his driver; second, Hon Simon O’Brien had 16 FTEs; Hon Troy Buswell, 
who was then Treasurer, Minister for Commerce and Minister for Science and Innovation, had 15 FTEs; the 
Minister for Education—albeit it is a large portfolio—had 15 FTEs. Mr Grylls, the Minister for Regional 
Development, had 15 FTEs; the Minister for Environment had 13 FTEs, and there were a number of other 
ministers. I have to say that virtually the only —  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I was correct weight; don’t worry about that!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have to say that Hon Robyn McSweeney is remarkable, because she at least 
tries to do the right thing, whereas we do not see this demonstrated in other ministerial offices. Hon Robyn 
McSweeney is starting to look very good in a very poor field.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Don’t do that to me, Ljil!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: But only on this issue!  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: She had her tongue in cheek.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. These staffing numbers are very concerning. If we put that to one side, we 
can look at the second part of this motion, which asks the Premier to explain how he can expect government 
agencies to cap their staff numbers while, at the same time, he condones the growth of staff numbers in 
ministerial offices. That is where the real problem lies: we have one set of rules for ministers and their offices, 
and another set of rules for the general public sector.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Very good ministers, they are, too!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is not a motion about whether they are good ministers or not good 
ministers. This is a motion about the hypocrisy, firstly, of putting a policy position in place and then not adhering 
to the policy position or the election commitment; and, secondly, expecting others to adhere to it. When I say 
“others”, I refer to government agencies. That is what this motion is about. It is about open, honest and 
transparent government and what happens when election commitments cannot be met, when the implementation 
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of policy decisions fails and how the government can do better; and, ultimately, what the government intends to 
do about this matter.  

I want to quickly go through what was happening in February 2009 with the cap on the public sector workforce, 
because that was when the then Treasurer and Minister for Commerce made a media statement and announced 
that this cap would be applied to the public service. I am quoting from a ministerial media statement dated 
Monday, 2 February 2009 — 

The Liberal-National Government has announced an across-government ceiling on employee numbers. 

The ceiling has been set at the number of full-time equivalent … positions identified last May in the 
2008-09 Budget, plus a factor to allow for the impact of implementing the Government’s September 
election commitments and other policy decisions to date. 

The all-up number for general government agencies is 99,155 FTEs, not including government trading 
enterprises. This tally is inclusive of extra staff resourcing promised in the election, such as the 500 
extra police and 800 more nurses over the term of Government. Also, established positions currently 
vacant and to be filled will not be affected. 
Treasurer Troy Buswell said the ceiling would apply immediately, requiring all agencies to audit staff 
numbers and to review any plans to create new positions. 

That media statement went out, and members can imagine the sort of message that sent to public sector agencies 
and the sort of message it sent to public sector unions. If, for example, this ceiling, or cap, on the public sector 
workforce had been announced in isolation of the cap on ministerial offices, I do not think public sector workers 
would have found it quite so offensive. However, what was happening was that they were witnessing two 
separate sets of standards—one for ministerial offices and one for government agencies—and I believe they were 
less than happy about that situation. In fact, the Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association 
of WA put out a press release on Wednesday, 4 February 2009, which states — 

Treasurer’s cap on Public Sector will massively disrupt services to community 

The latest statement from the Treasurer today on capping the Public Service will require the 
redeployment of over 5000 workers within Government and threaten services to the community, says 
the Union … 

The current FTE in Govt … is - 104,500 

The Treasurer wants to cap FTE at 99,155 

This effects of over 5345 FTE or 5.1% from the WA Public Sector workforce 

It stops there. Quite clearly, the cutting of some 5 000-plus positions will have to impact on front-line servicing. 
In fact, in this press statement, the CPSU gave an overview of how many staff would be directly affected by a 
five per cent redeployment in agencies. It gave the example of some 1 645 in education and training, 168 in 
corrective services, 86 in child protection, 80 in disability services, 90 in planning and infrastructure, and so on. 
The media release states — 

The CPSU/CSA calls upon Government to work together with it’s employees and their Unions to 
improve innovation and efficiency in the sector rather than simply applying ineffective cost-cutting 
measures. 

I certainly have sympathy for the CPSU in this respect, because it could clearly see the impact that these cuts 
were going to have on the people who work for the public sector and who were in most cases front-line operators 
who would bear the brunt of the criticism from the people to whom they provided support and services. 

I understand, just as everyone else understands, that the government has had its budgetary problems. We know 
that very early in the piece in 2007–08, for example, we had an actual expense growth of 13.5 per cent. We know 
that the government had to take some action to rein in that expense growth, and we know that the government 
had to take a number of measures. However, it is very, very concerning when we find that the measures the 
government took had a negative impact on the workings of the public sector and that there was little regard for 
the flow-through effect of the decisions it made. Certainly, I believe that we have here yet another example of 
the Premier breaking another promise and believing that he does not have to explain why he could not meet this 
particular election commitment. In holding that view, it demonstrates that he has an arrogance in his attitude 
towards his obligation — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: He does not. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No—towards his obligation to this place and, through this place, to the people 
of Western Australia. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: That’s rubbish. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hon Robyn McSweeney may well — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: You’re attacking the Premier. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will be happy to listen to Hon Robyn McSweeney speak. However, she may 
well think that it is okay to have a Premier go out there and make all sorts of statements to a range of people and 
not follow through on meeting those commitments. She may well think that people out there—our constituents—
take no notice of these things, but I can assure her that that is not the case. I can assure her that while the staffing 
levels in ministerial offices may seem to be a long way away from the interests of our constituents, our 
constituents are smart enough to know that in not meeting those commitments and in growing ministerial office 
staff numbers, that money has to be found from somewhere. Unfortunately, finding that money means they are 
not able to turn on their heaters to keep warm in winter. Unfortunately, they have to incur the pressures of the 
government’s cost-reflectivity policy, because, at the end of the day, the government is escalating staff numbers 
within ministerial offices that have to be funded; and when ministerial office FTEs are drawn from government 
departments, it means that those resources are not available to the agencies, and the result of that is that the 
service delivered to the end user will not be as good as it should be. It is as simple as that. If the government 
cannot make the connection between the extravagance of burgeoning, out-of-control staff numbers within its 
ministerial offices and in the Premier’s ministerial office while pensioners and those disadvantaged are going 
without — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: And yours was stacked with Burkie’s people; wasn’t it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Is Hon Robyn McSweeney telling me that pensioners can keep warm in winter? 
Is that what Hon Robyn McSweeney is telling me? 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: No. I said ministerial offices in your term were stacked with Burkie’s people; weren’t 
they? 

Hon Norman Moore: And Ljil’s friends. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: And Ljil’s friends. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hon Robyn McSweeney can get up and say whatever she likes; I will be most 
interested to hear what she has to say. But her attitude to this issue and to each and every other motion on this 
notice paper dealing with matters of accountability and election commitments that are important to the people 
that we represent is to sit here, interrupt, and carry on as though these matters are of no importance to the 
average person in our community. That is wrong. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Goodness me! You are putting words in my mouth that I never said. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is yet another demonstration of the arrogance of this government. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I never said any of what you have just said. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr President, there are very many members on the government side who are 
really keen to get up and contribute to this debate. Hon Robyn McSweeney clearly has a very strong view in 
respect of this matter. 

Hon Michael Mischin: We just want to take up your time! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hon Michael Mischin also seems to have a lot to say in respect of this matter. 
Perhaps Hon Michael Mischin can advise us on how many full-time equivalent staff are in the Attorney 
General’s office. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I haven’t counted them lately. Why don’t you ask him? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The parliamentary secretary and honourable member has no idea how many 
FTEs there are. Does Hon Michael Mischin know how many the Attorney General is supposed to have? 

Hon Michael Mischin: No. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Do you want to know? 

Hon Michael Mischin: You tell us! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Truly! 
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Hon Michael Mischin: I am not responsible for his office; he is. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr President, clearly this is a very arrogant and out-of-touch government. 

Hon Michael Mischin: How many did you have in your office? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I strongly support the motion presented to this place today: that this house 
condemns the Premier and his ministers for breaking the Premier’s promise on the staffing cap in ministerial — 

Hon Michael Mischin: How many did you have in your office? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am asking the questions here; I am delivering this speech. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They are like chihuahas at my heels, really; are they not? Ra, ra, ra, ra, ra, ra, ra! 

Hon Adele Farina: Yak, yak, yak! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I feel like saying, “Come here, Hunty, come with Aunty Ljil”, because that is 
the name of the little dog we have at home. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: Why don’t you call your own side back then? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I know Hon Robyn McSweeney is excited! 

Mr President, I just want to go back to fully supporting the motion that is before us: that this house condemns the 
Premier and his ministers for breaking the Premier’s promise on the staffing cap in ministerial offices and calls 
on the Premier to explain how he can expect government agencies to cap their staff numbers whilst at the same 
time condoning the growth in staff numbers in ministerial offices. And we call on the Premier to reaffirm his 
promise that he made during the election campaign to cap the number of staff in ministerial offices at 150 FTE 
or equivalent. That means 150 FTE without taking staff out of government agencies; without taking staff from 
where they are needed most. If the Premier can deliver that—that is, keep it at 150 FTE—without poaching from 
government departments, we will all be happy for that. I therefore support the motion standing in my name. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [3.04 pm]: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
has told us how significant this issue is and how the public is hanging out waiting to hear the Premier’s response 
to it. I simply ask: where are her colleagues and where have they been for the past 45 minutes, if this issue is of 
such great significance? 

Hon Ed Dermer interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I would have thought they would all be in this chamber with their tongues hanging 
out, waiting to get into the debate, really getting behind the member and showing all their support with the odd 
“Hear, hear!” and everything else. In fact her own colleagues are about as interested in this as I suspect the 
general public is. 

Hon Ed Dermer interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich made the point that somehow or other breaking the promise 
of capping staff at 150 FTEs in ministerial offices is a very significant broken promise and a matter that would 
resound among the community. I suspect if we did a survey of the community and asked how many people had 
actually heard of this so-called election commitment, we would not get more than one per cent. 

Hon Adele Farina: So, you are not a party of your word. You give commitments and you don’t honour them 
and that’s okay. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Here comes the lady from the South West again who wants to tell us how to run 
everything. Can she just wait a minute until I actually make my speech? Then she can get up and make her own 
speech. 

Hon Adele Farina: You invited the interjection. You said we were too quiet while Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich gave 
her address. I am just responding to your call. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: How would Hon Adele Farina know? 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us just have one speaker at a time. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The thing is that this is not a resounding election issue upon which the government 
was elected. Indeed, the government was elected on the basis of a range of issues. I want to go through this issue 
in some detail so that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich understands what the commitment was and what it means. The 
honourable member has made a fundamental assumption that is wrong. She has divided 150 staff by 17 ministers 
and said that everybody should have 8.8 FTEs; and that, therefore, the Premier’s commitment is that he will have 
8.8 staff in his office. That was not what the commitment was at all. The commitment was for 150 staff in 
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ministerial offices. As Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich knows and as I know, every Premier in history has had more staff 
than anybody else. That is the way it has been. Indeed, the previous Premier had around 20 or 21 staff in his 
office. 

I make this point: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich mentioned several times that the current Premier has X number of staff 
plus a driver, as if to say having a driver is somehow unusual or indulgent. The facts of the matter are that his 
predecessor and his predecessor and his predecessor and his predecessor all had drivers as well. It is not unusual 
for the Premier to have an allocated driver. There was a time when all ministers had an allocated driver all the 
time; it does not happen any more. I am not sure whether that was the case when the last government was in 
power. 

The commitment made by the Liberal Party at the last state election was fundamentally that we would limit the 
number of FTEs in ministerial offices to 150 to achieve a saving in the Premier’s budget. As members know, 
when a political party goes into an election campaign, it is required to identify the savings it will make to justify 
the commitments it makes in its promises. Therefore, the Liberal Party did—as the Labor Party will at the next 
election—put to Treasury a list of all the savings it intends to make to pay for the promises it also makes. 

The context of the particular commitment the subject of this motion was to save $4.1 million per annum; that is, 
$16.4 million over the four out years. That is the figure that is included in the summary of Liberal Party savings 
identified and collated by Treasury during the last state election. That is what we have achieved. We have in fact 
saved the $4.1 million—not in the first year because there was an overlap in terms of people having to come and 
go. We saved about half of that in the first financial year and in the second one we saved the $4.1 million.  

Built into the forward estimates for the Premier’s department is a reduction of $4.1 million per annum for 
ministerial staff. We have achieved the objective of the then opposition to account for the savings we expected to 
make to fund the promises we made. Even though there are currently 157.2 staff in ministerial offices, paid for 
out of the Premier’s budget—we are over by seven—the savings have been made. That is all that really matters 
in the long term. Members opposite can argue all they like about whether it should be 120, 150 or 157 staff. 
Okay, we are seven over, which is not bad compared with 192 staff when we became the government. I am 
talking about ministerial staff employed by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and funded by that 
agency, which is where the commitment to save funds is located in the Liberal Party’s commitment at the last 
election. I acknowledge that persons from government agencies who are not paid by the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet work in ministerial offices. Some of them come and go, depending on the circumstances. 
There are some 40 of those at the present time among the 17 ministerial offices. It is a good idea because it 
enables people in government agencies to spend some time in ministerial offices to understand the processes of 
government and of ministerial decision making and, indeed, to provide advice to ministers on behalf of agencies 
so that they get the right outcomes. I do not make any apologies for that. But I come back to the fact that, in the 
context of the election commitment, we are talking about the saving of $4.1 million, which translated into a 
target of 150 FTEs. The fact is it is 157.2 as at 24 June 2010, although that may have varied slightly over the past 
couple of months.  

Let us look at some of the facts that need to be contemplated in this respect. I acknowledge the comment made 
by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich that the previous government had a lot more staff in ministerial officers than we have 
but that it did not make a promise to reduce them. I can understand why her government did not do that; it would 
have meant going to the election promising to sack half Labor members’ friends. That would have gone down 
really well when they were asked to hand out how-to-vote cards at the local polling booth. They did not do that, 
and that is understandable. We made the commitment and we are seeking to achieve that. We are not far away 
from the commitment we made in terms of numbers, but we are spot on with the dollars saved.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You take them out of government departments so they are not on your budget.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s government did the same thing. As at 28 August 2008, the 
last lot of figures I have for her government show that 27 people from other agencies worked in ministerial 
offices.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You’ve got 50.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: We have 43. We also have 17 ministers and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s government 
had 15—a simple thing to take into account. Her government did have 17, but then it lost a couple. I am trying to 
remember which ones it lost.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Was it Norm?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: There were a number of them: Norm Marlborough, John Bowler and Tony McRae. 
They kept dropping off. There was a time when we thought that the Labor government would not have enough 
ministers to make up a cabinet. When it went out of office it had 15 ministers. The usual structure of a 
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ministerial office requires about five FTEs who run the administration of the office. They have nothing to do 
with policy development and the minister’s role as a minister representing an agency; they are, for example, the 
chief of staff, who manages the office; an executive officer, who does the book work, accounts, FOI requests and 
so on; an appointment secretary; a receptionist, who answers the phone; and someone who deals with 
correspondence. There are about five FTEs in a ministerial office who are fundamental to every ministerial 
office just to make sure it is administered properly. That is an extra 10 positions for our government by virtue of 
the fact we have 17 ministers rather than 15. That should be taken into account in light of the 157.2 FTE we have 
at the present time.  

Hon Adele Farina: Are you saying you didn’t take it into account when you made the commitment to have only 
150?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am saying that members opposite should compare like with like, which I am about 
to do, because I am about to reveal, for the benefit of members of this chamber, some of the numbers that existed 
in the Labor government’s offices and compare them with the number in the current government’s offices. Of 
the grand total of persons engaged in ministerial offices we have about 10 positions because we have 17 
ministers rather than 15. The Labor government probably had them. I do not have the figures for its 17 ministers, 
but I suspect we could have added probably another 10 to the Labor government’s 190-odd it had when it went 
out of office. However, as I said, it kept losing ministers on a regular basis; they kept getting sacked or had to 
resign. It was embarrassing. The cabinet was disappearing before our very eyes because ministers kept falling off 
the bottom! No wonder the former Premier called an early election; had he gone the full term, he might have 
finished up with no ministers left!  

Hon Adele Farina: Why don’t you address the issue before the house?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Why does the member not take a deep breath and relax and stop being so uptight.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Why don’t you do the prayer for relief for Noel Crichton-Browne? Why don’t you give 
us a few bars on that? Come on; make it interesting! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I suspect that we have struck a nerve somewhere along the line. I have been told to 
talk about the subject matter of the motion and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich wants to talk about Noel Crichton-
Browne.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Yes; your friend. Let’s talk about your friend for a while. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: To my knowledge, he is not in a ministerial office. I do not think he was in one of 
the Labor government’s ministerial offices either. I do not know about Mr Burke. Mr Burke might not have been 
in there but he certainly had a few ministers in his pocket. If members opposite want to talk about these things, I 
am happy to talk about them any time they like. Bring it on. Next time they should move a motion to say let us 
talk about Mr Burke’s involvement in the last Labor government. Let us talk about the evidence given by 
members of Parliament to the Corruption and Crime Commission about Mr Burke and where they stand in the 
Labor Party these days. If members opposite want to get into that, I am happy to do that any time they like.  

That is not what I was talking about. Let us make some of the comparisons. I think it is important to compare 
like with like. That is why I sought to make the point that with 17 ministerial offices, the Labor government 
probably had 10 positions by virtue of the fact that there were more ministerial offices. I do not have the figure, 
but I believe that when Labor had 17 ministers, as it did for most of its time in office, an extra 10 staff members 
would have been employed to do the administration in those offices.  

The member who raised this matter was a minister. I do not know how onerous her role was in her last job as 
minister. I think she was the Minister for Local Government; Racing and Gaming; Multicultural Interests and 
Citizenship; Government Enterprises; Minister Assisting the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure; 
Goldfields, Esperance; and Youth. Were they Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s last responsibilities?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Yes; I think so.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: They changed a bit. I am referring to June–July 2008. Obviously they are correct. 
With all those very onerous portfolios the member had only 16 staff to manage them. The current Minister for 
Mines and Petroleum; Fisheries and Electoral Affairs and the Leader of the House in the Legislative Council has 
7.6 FTEs, by way of comparison, if anyone wants to make comparisons. It is very interesting that one of the 
great critics of this government is the member for Rockingham. On 28 August 2008 he had only 18 staff! He is 
the one who keeps going on about wasting money and time. At 28 August 2008, the person who now wants to be 
a federal member of Parliament, Alannah MacTiernan, who was for some people the government inside the 
government, had only 21 staff! In fact, it was more staff than the Premier had, who had 20.6 staff. We have a 
rough idea of how the former government worked. The Premier had 20.6 staff. I do not begrudge him having 
20.6 staff and I do not begrudge Alannah MacTiernan having 21 staff if that is what she needed to do the job. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 18 August 2010] 

 p5663b-5679a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Norman Moore; President; Deputy President; Hon Norman Moore:; Hon Ed Dermer 

 [10] 

Clearly, she needed a lot of help, as did Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, with vast numbers of advisers. Let us look at the 
staff she had in her office. She had a principal policy adviser, government enterprises; a policy adviser, local 
government; a policy adviser, racing and gaming; a policy adviser, multicultural interests and citizenship; a 
policy adviser, planning and infrastructure; and a policy adviser, parliamentary business, MP liaison, Goldfields, 
Esperance and youth. She had six policy advisers, which is understandable because she would have needed a lot 
of help. That is six policy advisers to do the very onerous task that she had as a minister last time around. She 
also had a media adviser; a ministerial liaison officer, local government; and the normal appointments that we all 
have, plus a project officer who came in twice a week, a research officer who came in three days a week, and a 
chief of staff. I could go on and on. The project officer came in on Thursday and Friday and the research officer 
came in on Monday to Wednesday. I do not quite know how that works. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: That is an electorate office arrangement. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: This is the member’s ministerial office. I do not begrudge Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
having all those advisers as a minister because as we all know and as we all witnessed when she was Minister for 
Education, she was virtually incompetent. Therefore, when she went to these new portfolios, it made a lot of 
sense that she got a lot of advisers so they could assist her to get over the line. She got over the line to the extent 
that the Labor Party lost the election.  

Interestingly, some of the hardest working ministers such as Mr McGinty had only 12 staff. Indeed, I have an 
office that used to be Mr McGinty’s office. I have six offices within the office that are empty. It was built for 
him. I am giving some comparison of the way this government operates and the way the previous government 
operated. It filled up every room. I have six empty rooms in my office. People rattle around there because it is 
such a big office with so few people in it.  

Let us look at a couple of others. Hon Jon Ford had 16.6 staff members as Minister for Employment Protection; 
Regional Development; Fisheries; the Kimberley, Pilbara and Gascoyne. Again, I do not begrudge ministers 
having the support they need. We made a commitment to try to reduce the number of ministerial staff and we 
have in the context of reducing the cost to government of ministerial officers. I have already said that we met 
that commitment in terms of dollars. We have not quite met that commitment in terms of numbers. There are a 
number of reasons for that. I will explain a couple.  

With respect to the Premier’s office, I have already demonstrated that this notion contained in the motion that 
somehow or other the Premier promised to have 8.8 people in his office is not what the commitment was at all. 
Any fair assessment of what the commitment implied would not suggest that it would be the same for every 
minister. Indeed, if we look at our ministerial offices now, only six out of 17 have more than 8.8 staff. Eleven 
offices have below 8.8 staff, on average. Under the previous government, there was only one right on average, 
which was Margaret Quirk. The other 14 were above average, above 8.8 staff. That is an interesting comparison 
of the two governments.  

There is no question that the Premier’s ministerial office would have a lot more staff than any other minister. 
That is a fact of life. If members want to argue about that, they should go for their lives. Premiers need a 
significant number of people who can provide a wide range of advice on a wide range of issues. In June–July 
2008 the previous Premier, Alan Carpenter, was the Premier, Minister for Federal–State Relations; Trade; 
Innovation; Science; Public Sector Management. None of those could be considered to be a seriously 
overwhelming portfolio in terms of content and time and energy. He had 20.6 staff to be the Premier plus those 
portfolios. The current Premier is also the Minister for State Development, and the Treasurer, as well as being 
the minister responsible for federal–state relations. I would have thought that comparing the workload and the 
responsibilities of the previous Premier with this one is like comparing chalk and cheese. Our Premier has 
increased his staff in recent times for two reasons. Firstly, we have closed down the Government Media Office. 
A couple of people who were left over from that office are residing in the Premier’s office for the time being. 
They are counted as part of his staff. Secondly, having taken over the role of Treasurer, he has an additional staff 
member to assist on Treasury issues. Any fair comparison between the previous Premier and this Premier would 
demonstrate that there is not an issue; it is not something that can be sustained in any negative way as far as this 
government is concerned.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Why did the Premier put the 150 ceiling on?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I just want to tell the member again that we went to the election — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Get on with it. You are pathetic.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Will the member listen just for once?  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Will you calm down? 
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Hon NORMAN MOORE: Will the member just do me a favour and listen? I will say it once more and 
hopefully she will understand. We went to the election with a target of 150 staff for ministerial offices to achieve 
a $4.1 million a year reduction in the Premier’s department budget. We have achieved the reduction in the 
budget; we have not achieved the 150 staff ceiling. I also add that we have done something that the opposition 
would probably appreciate. Maybe we should not have done this. The Premier decided to exclude the Leader of 
the Opposition’s office from any reductions that had been contemplated at the time that commitment was made. 
The LOOP office now continues to do quite nicely compared with the previous LOOP office. This is something 
that I would argue about but I do not think I am going to win. During the last Parliament the Liberal Party was 
considered to be the main party in opposition and the National Party was the second party in opposition, so the 
money that was allocated for the LOOP office was divided 60–40 or 70–30 between the Liberal Party and the 
National Party. It was always my view that when we became the government again, the Labor Party should get 
exactly what the Liberal Party got for its LOOP office. Our Premier is more generous than I am so the Labor 
Party now gets the total amount of money that was provided to the Liberal Party and the National Party in the 
previous Parliament. The Premier has exempted the LOOP office from any cuts with respect to this. The 
opposition should be pleased about that but it never is. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You get no gratitude. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: We get absolutely no gratitude whatsoever. The opposition ought to be a bit grateful 
every now and again. 

The motion also talks about the government not adhering to its cap—I have acknowledged that we are 7.12 staff 
members over the limit—and somehow or other this is sending a very bad message to the public sector because 
we have said that there should be a cap on the public sector. It is fair to say—most commentators would agree 
with this; indeed, it was an issue at the last election—that the Labor government of Gallop and Carpenter wasted 
the boom by spending all the revenues on growing the public service. The public service grew like Topsy during 
the previous government’s term in office.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: We built everything with cash! We built the Mandurah rail line with cash.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Because there was a boom on!  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: There was no 13.5 per cent expenditure growth; there was no debt! Look at you—what 
a disastrous financial management record you have! You are a disgrace.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: How can you sit there with a straight face?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Mr Deputy President, any government with a modicum of capacity could not help 
but survive during the last boom because the revenues kept pouring in in bucketfuls —  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: They are not anymore, are they?  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: — to the point that the public service grew at the same rate. The public service grew 
and grew as the money kept rolling in. When this government came into office we actually had a thing called a 
global financial crisis. There was a significant problem with our economy, and indeed the national and 
international economies. We had no choice but to acknowledge that our revenues were going to dry up 
dramatically, particularly mining royalties and, as we saw consequently, our GST share and all the rest. We had 
a serious problem with revenues. The only place governments can make any serious difference to their budgets, 
if revenues are dropping, is to have a cap on the public service or indeed to have redundancies. A government 
cannot keep spending money when it is not coming in unless it wants to go broke. There is nothing simpler in the 
world than that. We had to take the sort of measures we did by putting a ceiling on the total public service. That 
was designed to try to avoid redundancies. Voluntary redundancies were offered, and quite a number of public 
servants took them, but we set a ceiling so that there was no more growth in the public service at a time when 
our revenues were going down.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich in fact said in her speech that it is understandable that when the government came into 
office and its revenues were declining, it needed to take some action. But then she said, “You shouldn’t have 
taken any action in respect to public servants.” There is no choice. About 70 per cent of the total state budget 
goes on salaries for the public service. If we want to make any meaningful reforms or changes or respond to bad 
circumstances, we cannot keep growing the public service, because it does not work. We took that decision in 
our first year because we had no choice. I think some parts of the public service had become quite bloated. There 
was a need for efficiencies in a number of areas of government activity. Every minister was required, under 
three per cent efficiency dividends and other budgetary measures, to try to rein in growth. I acknowledge in our 
first year we did not succeed as well as we wanted, but that growth has now diminished to a point where it is 
starting to roughly resemble CPI, which is about how it ought to be. Fortunately, the massive impact of the 
global financial crisis may be behind us, but it is still resonating in the Australian community. There are still 
issues that we have to work our way through.  
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Fortunately, the Premier has negotiated an increased royalty stream which will come from iron ore fines. We will 
discuss that in a bill to be debated shortly. It will give us additional revenues, which is a good thing for the state. 
The federal government’s proposed mining tax, even if it is mark 1 or mark 2, will be a serious blow to the 
Western Australian economy if it should ever come to pass. If we believe federal Treasury’s figures—and I think 
we have a bit of trouble believing them because they have gone from $12 billion for the mark 1 version to a 
leaked amount of about $22 billion coming out of the industry, to a new revised figure of about $12 billion for 
the new mark 2 model — 

Hon Adele Farina: $10 billion. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The member is quite right, sorry—$12 billion the first time, and I think $24 billion 
was the figure leaked; it is now $10 billion. If we look at the industries that will be taxed—coal, oil and gas, and 
iron ore—two of those largely come from Western Australia. It has been estimated that about 60 per cent of the 
tax going to the federal government, if it should come to pass, will come out of Western Australia. It will come 
out of our economy! Members of the state Labor Party are sitting back watching this go by, saying absolutely 
nothing; except Mr Ripper says, “We should go along with this tax because we’re going to get $2 billion back 
for some infrastructure.” The federal government proposes to take $6 billion out every year and we will get 
$2 billion back full stop. Some deal for Western Australia!  

Hon Adele Farina: How is the $6 billion coming out of our economy when most shareholders of those mining 
companies are overseas shareholders? The money is going overseas. What we are trying to do is capture some of 
the money in Australia.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Thank goodness the Labor Party is not in government! It simply does not understand 
a thing called incentive. We need to have incentive in order to attract investment. Investment creates jobs for the 
people the Labor Party purports to represent. The honourable member is frightening them off. I draw the 
honourable member’s attention to the Fraser Institute’s assessment of the attractiveness of the Australian 
economy for mining investment. We have gone from one of the most favourable locations in the world to about 
middle of the road; the other side of Botswana and a few others. The Labor federal government has sent shivers 
through the investing world. Do not ever forget that the money invested in our resource economy virtually all 
comes from overseas. If the honourable member is saying that overseas investors cannot take a profit from 
investing in Australia and they should not be investing here, she should say it! There would be no resource 
industry! There is $170 billion worth of potential projects in the pipeline. Where is that going to come from in 
the Australian capital markets? Nowhere. The member knows that and I know that. International investors have 
to expect a return. That is why some money actually goes overseas! 

Hon Adele Farina: A lot of it goes overseas.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: So what? The honourable member’s colleagues, first of all, said, “We will tell you 
what a fair and reasonable profit is. It will be the bond rate—six per cent.” If the honourable member’s bank said 
it would not give more than a three per cent return because it thinks that is fair, what would the member say? 
“I’ll put it somewhere else where I can get more money.” It is bizarre stuff. If the state Labor Party —  

Several members interjected.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Order, members! There is still ample time left in 
this debate for other members to have their say. I have been trying to listen to the Leader of the House for some 
time. Increasingly, it is becoming almost impossible to comprehend. If I find it difficult, likewise will Hansard. I 
seek the indulgence of members to please listen to the Leader of the House. I can assure the Leader of the House, 
as has been stated many times before, the Chair will certainly not interrupt him. With the remaining 12 minutes 
at his disposal, he can address the Chair and we will proceed accordingly.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I am really quite distressed you are having 
troubling comprehending what I am saying! I know that Hon Adele Farina is comprehending it very well!  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: I do not mean to question the knowledge, but I am certainly finding it difficult to 
follow the argument.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I have drifted off the motion a little, but only to point out that when it comes to 
managing money, and managing the state’s economy and managing the state’s finances, the federal Labor Party 
is not much better than the Labor Party in Western Australia. Any government that could actually dream up the 
mark 1 mining tax has got to be stupid. The great irony of that is the gang of four that thought it up, one is now 
the Prime Minister and the other is the Deputy Prime Minister —  

Point of Order 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I have a point of order.  
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Has the honourable member finished his comments?  

Hon Norman Moore: No; I am still talking. You’re taking a point of order.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point of order is relevance. Even the minister, in his debate, said, “I know I 
am sidetracking from the main issue.” We would like the minister to get back to the main issue and address the 
motion before him, rather than letting his mind wander. He can let his mind wander at home. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Member, you have made your point. I am sure the 
Leader of the House has taken that on board. We are one minute down the track, so we now have 11 minutes left, 
and I will ask the Leader of the House to continue with his relevant comments. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am in the home straight now.  

I am talking about these things because the motion implies—it is the same with all the opposition motions—that 
this government is incompetent and it should be condemned because it has not saved the money it said it was 
going to save or slashed all the agencies it said it was going to slash. I have tried to explain to the house why the 
state government of Western Australia made the decision to put a cap on the number of public sector employees; 
it was to try to manage the financial circumstances it had. My comments about the federal Labor Party were used 
to draw a parallel between it and the previous state Labor government, which had a boom period and just spent it 
all and never seemed to understand anything about managing the finances of the state.  

Hon Phil Edman: Where did that money go? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Hear, hear!  

Returning to the motion in detail, I will put on the record the comparisons between the last government and this 
one on the number of ministerial office staff. This is the number of staff in each ministerial office paid for by the 
Premier’s department, and excluding those who are brought in and paid for by other agencies, because both 
governments did that—albeit our government has more than the previous Labor government. The previous 
Premier had 20.6; the previous Deputy Premier had 13, Kim Chance had 11.8; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich had 12; 
John Kobelke had 13; Jim McGinty had 12; Michelle Roberts had 11.4; Alannah MacTiernan had 4; Sheila 
McHale had 10.9; Mark McGowan had 17; Fran Logan had 12; Hon Jon Ford had 13.6; and—here is the most 
successful of the whole lot—Margaret Quirk had 8.8. She was right on the button and had exactly the right 
number. David Templeman and Hon Sue Ellery had 11 each: Turning to the current government: the Premier has 
23.8; the Deputy Premier has 13; I have 7.6; Grylls has 7.8; Constable has 9.4; O’Brien has 10; Johnson has 
eight; Waldron has seven; Day has 7.8; Collier has seven; Porter has 10.8; McSweeney has nine; Jacobs has six; 
Castrilli has seven; Redman has seven; Faragher has eight; and Marmion has eight. Those figures demonstrate 
that whilst we perhaps have not quite achieved the target of 150, we have not done too badly at all. We should 
get a bit of credit for making a serious attempt to reduce the number of unnecessary staff in government.  

One other thing I wanted to mention is that the previous government, apart from having lots of people in 
ministerial offices, had a very large number of people working in the Premier’s department on term-of-
government contracts. Indeed, some people called it a sheltered workshop. I do not know whether that was what 
the department called it, or whether that was just a colloquial term.  

Hon Adele Farina: It’s a bit insulting to people with disabilities. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: There were some people who had problems not of a physical disability type at all. I 
am advised that the Premier’s department was a resting place for people who had done their work for the party.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Once again, you were advised wrongly. You always get it wrong! You were advised 
wrongly!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: When we came to government there were 22 term-of-government people in the 
Premier’s department, on top of the 192 in ministerial offices—that is, the ones paid for by the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. On top of that, there were 22 term-of-government people in the Premier’s department, all 
doing the bidding of the Labor Party. It was just a retirement village for former union officers, which this place 
sometimes resembles, and it was a place where all the friends of all the friends of all the friends were given a 
job. Those people had to go after the Labor Party lost the election. Now, 22 have decreased to one; 21 jobs have 
gone from the Premier’s department because they were term-of-government employees of the last government. 

I reckon we have done a pretty good job of getting people out of the Premier’s department and ministerial offices 
who were simply there to satisfy the political requirements of their ministers or their Premier. To come into this 
place and condemn the Premier and his ministers, as this motion seeks to do, is just grossly wrong.  
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Finally, I say that we acknowledge that we have not achieved the 150 persons, but we have achieved the 
financial savings we expected. That was fundamentally where the promise was made, and it was in the context of 
the state budget and the election. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: No excuses! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: We had a requirement to justify what we were seeking to do to save money. The 
opposition will have to do it for the next election; it will have to outline all of the savings it will make if it wants 
to spend any money. I suspect it will probably have an efficiency dividend of two or three per cent—a bit like 
the one it was going to have last time. Does the opposition remember the one it went to the election with? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: We honoured all our election commitments, unlike you!  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Does Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich know why the opposition will have one of those? It is 
because it will want to make election commitments of about $1 billion or $2 billion on top of what is already 
being spent, and it will not want to cut any expenditure. We made an effort to see where we could save money, 
and we said we would reduce the number of ministerial office staff, consultants, the amount of money being 
spent on advertising, and the size of the Premier’s department, and we have. Those reductions were included in 
the process conducted prior to the election when Treasury estimates all of this and documents the commitments, 
and they were incorporated in our budgets, so those savings are being made. They are part of the budget process, 
and members can go and look at them any time they like. We have done what we said we would do in terms of 
saving money. We are seven over when it comes to ministerial staff, but that is a significant improvement 
on 192. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: So if you did not make the staff number, where did you make the savings? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Right across the board. The previous government had 192 staff—did Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich not hear me say that?  

Several members interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Sometimes I wonder whether they actually listen! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: There were 192 staff in the ministerial offices when the previous government was in 
office; there are now 157. That is a significant saving.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: On top of that, there are 21 fewer term-of-government employees. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You are a fake! 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich can say what she likes to me, but I do not think that is 
necessarily appropriate. I am telling members the facts about saving money.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Do not call me a fake, okay! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You fudged the figures.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I have told Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, and I will tell her again in Parliament, where I am 
accountable, that 192 staff were working in ministerial offices under the previous government, paid for by the 
Premier’s department budget; now, there are 157. On top of that, there used to be 22 term-of-government 
persons employed by the Premier’s department; now there is one. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: You took out 46 from the department.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: And the previous government had 27. 

Hon Adele Farina: There’s a bit of a difference. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Okay. 

Hon Adele Farina: You’re comparing our numbers with yours—it goes both ways.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Look, the commitment was made in the context of our savings in the Premier’s 
department budget, just as we made commitments to savings and doing other things in other departmental 
budgets. Members can go and look at those if they like. But that is quite irrelevant to today’s debate. We saved 
the money and met the commitment to save dollars we made at the election, because that was the reason for 
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doing it. We did not get rid of 150 staff because that seemed like a good idea; it was because we believed that the 
ministerial staff levels in the previous government were excessive. But as I said, in respect of Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich that was not excessive; she should have had 40 staff and she might have then survived as the Minister 
for Education! 

HON ED DERMER (North Metropolitan) [3.49 pm]: I am very pleased to speak in support of the motion 
moved by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. I was very interested to listen to each and every word spoken by Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich, and I would recommend that exercise to all members of the house because a great deal can be learnt 
from listening to her. I am particularly impressed by the series of motions that she has taken the initiative to put 
before this house, because from each of those motions there is an opportunity to learn. They are skilfully crafted. 
From the response that we receive from the government side, which often, sadly, takes the form of a series of 
excuses, there is a degree of extraction of information. If all members of Parliament were as active as 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich in holding the government of the day to account, Western Australia would be a better-
informed state. I congratulate her on the work that she does.  

It is interesting to remember for a moment that in this house there is a serious malapportionment in the way that 
members are elected. On a proportional statewide election, without the malapportionment, the Labor Party would 
have two more members in the house. There is that flaw in our democratic system. I think it is interesting to 
watch our members act to fill the vacuum. There might be two fewer Labor members because of the 
malapportionment, but we are more energetic, and Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich stands out and leads, along with others. 
A number of members lead by fine example, and, of course, we are very well led with Hon Sue Ellery and Hon 
Kate Doust, but I think that the work that Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich does in this house is very commendable and she 
provides a very interesting, insightful and informative agenda for the motions debate section each week. Not 
only that, but we also see the excellent work she performs on the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations, along with Hon Ken Travers and other colleagues on the committee. The two I work with 
most closely are Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and Hon Ken Travers, who do a fine job in holding this government to 
account.  

There is a desperate need for this Barnett-led government to be held to account, because it routinely breaks its 
promises. I was interested to hear Hon Norman Moore say, if I understand the words correctly, that this was a 
very insignificant broken promise—the failure to live up to its pre-election commitment to have 150 ministerial 
staff in ministerial offices. The Leader of the House made it very clear, by his own measurement, that ministerial 
offices have 157.2 staff as of 24 June this year. Obviously, 157.2 is more than 150. It is a broken commitment by 
whichever standard it is measured. The Leader of the House seemed to describe that as a very insignificant 
broken election promise. I would like to learn from the Leader of the House and his colleagues across the 
chamber what are the more significant broken promises from the Barnett government, if this is one of the very 
insignificant ones.  

Hon Adele Farina: There should not be any broken promises. A promise is a promise.  

Hon ED DERMER: Absolutely. If there is any reason why people become cynical about politics, it is because 
of the broken promises. What we are looking at here is what is described by the Leader of the Government in 
this chamber, the senior chamber of the Parliament of Western Australia, as a very insignificant broken promise. 
It leaves that gaping question: how many broken promises are there? How many of them are more significant 
than this one? I fully expect that, through the hard work of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and her Australian Labor Party 
colleagues in this chamber, we will find out by way of the questions asked and the matters put on the agenda as 
motions. It is quite a comforting thought and a remarkable experience to reflect on the energy of members like 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich in this chamber.  

I think I could probably best summarise the Leader of the House’s speech as a series of excuses, and the one that 
was put forward most frequently was the idea that we had more ministerial staff in the period of the Gallop and 
Carpenter governments. That is true, but neither Geoff Gallop nor Alan Carpenter gave a commitment to have 
only 150 ministerial staff. One of those things that is done when someone is caught out breaking a promise is to 
put forward a straw argument based on a false assumption and then try to pretend they have not broken the 
promise. Hon Norman Moore has probably had some practice in that particular stratagem, but when we look at it 
plainly it can be seen that it is an excuse and one based on false assumption.  

It is very interesting to reflect on history, and I suspect that Australian members of Parliament would be more 
successful if they reflected on history more often, because, if we can learn from someone’s previous mistakes, 
and also if we can learn from our own mistakes—if we are around long enough—we will then learn how to 
enhance the service we provide to the people of the state or the nation that we represent.  

When the government is making life difficult for Western Australians, Western Australians most expect the 
government to be constrained in its own performance and not to be profligately wasting the taxpayers’ money. 
At a time when, even on the assumption of the Leader of the House, there are 7.2 ministerial staff more than the 
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government committed itself to prior to the last election, the people who are struggling to pay their water bills 
will look at the cost of those 7.2 staff and realise that although they are being asked to suffer and be constrained 
the government is happy to break its own promise, its own commitment, and spend money unnecessarily in this 
way and to step outside a confinement placed on it by no-one other than itself, which it is unable to live up to.  

I remember the interesting recent historical experience of the Kennett-led government in Victoria. The Kennett-
led government was elected after a lengthy Labor period during which time a number of people in Victoria had 
become unhappy with the previous Labor government. The Kennett government put a case to say that the 
previous Labor government had spent too much money, and it cut back on a wide range of important public 
services in Victoria. The Kennett-led government put the case to say that it was not its fault that the people were 
suffering from the cutbacks in those services, and that it was the fault of the Labor government that the Kennett 
government had replaced. The person in the street may have believed this to be the case but for one very serious 
mistake that the Kennett government made. At the same time it was cutting back on essential state-provided 
services, the government put legislation through Parliament to allow for a special allowance to be paid to 
parliamentary secretaries. It was not a large amount of money, but these two actions occurred at approximately 
the same time. The Kennett government was explaining how it had less money for schools and hospitals; 
however, it did have money to pay a special allowance to backbench members of the government who were 
parliamentary secretaries. It was not a large amount of money—I suppose the salaries of 7.2 extra ministerial 
staff may not be a large amount of money in that context—but it had a huge impact in Victoria. One of the 
fascinating things about politics is that it seems that the more Jeff Kennett disappointed the people of Victoria, 
the more they voted not against the Victorian state Liberals, but the federal Liberals. The previous Labor 
government had only recently been removed from office, and the disquiet continued in the Victorian electorate. 
The political leader who actually suffered from this was not Jeff Kennett but John Hewson. It was fascinating. 
Why was that very small amount of the budget spent on providing allowances to parliamentary secretaries so 
destructive to the Liberal Party as led by John Hewson? It is because it smacked of hypocrisy. If Kennett had just 
cut back the services and the expenditure and had not at the same time said he could find some money for these 
Liberal Party parliamentary secretaries, the hypocrisy would not have been apparent.  

The interesting theory is that if John Hewson had not suffered at the 1993 federal election in Victoria as a result 
of Kennett’s excessive cutbacks, coupled with some extra money he found for his parliamentary secretaries, John 
Hewson might have been Prime Minister; and if John Hewson had been Prime Minister, he would have locked 
the share of goods and services tax revenue to Victoria into a formula based on the economic productivity of 
Victoria for the three preceding years up to the time when the GST would have come in—they had not been 
three good years for Victoria—and Victoria would forevermore have been locked into a very small share of the 
GST. That would have been bad for Jeff Kennett, so he was quite happy to deliberately provoke his own 
population and see John Hewson suffer, because a Liberal Hewson government would have been bad for Jeff 
Kennett. It is a very interesting theory. I have no idea at all whether it was true. I was quite shocked when it was 
put to me, because at that stage I had been less exposed to cynical politics than I have since I have been in this 
place for 13 years watching the performance of members across the other side of the chamber. However, it is an 
interesting theory. What is definitely on the record is that he moved to provide an allowance to parliamentary 
secretaries at a time when he was cutting back on essential services, and that cost the Liberal Party enormous 
popular support in Victoria. 

I hope that the government across the way, the Barnett government, will learn from that historical experience and 
come to understand that if, at a time when it is administering essential services at such high cost that many 
Western Australians are suffering and doing without, it finds extra money for extra staff to make its life more 
comfortable, albeit 7.2 FTE in excess of the 150 it committed—sorry; I will just finish one thought before I 
move on to the next—it is important for the government to realise that if it is seen by the people of Western 
Australia to be breaking its promises and to be spending money on its own convenience while at the same time 
delivering services in such a manner that the cost is very seriously damaging to many Western Australians, it 
will suffer at the next election as a result. 

It was very late in the Leader of the House’s contribution to the debate today that he provided some figures, and 
he talked about the people taken out of government agencies to work in ministerial offices. The Leader of the 
House might wish to listen to what I have to say and perhaps correct me if I am wrong. 

Hon Norman Moore: I always listen to what you say, Hon Ed Dermer. You’re one of the people who make 
sense. 

Hon ED DERMER: I thank the Leader of the House. I always listen to what the honourable Leader of the 
House says too, and I listened to the particular point when he said that the number of people removed from their 
work in government agencies to work in ministerial offices under this government is 46, and 27 under the 
previous government, if I heard the Leader of the House correctly. That is obviously quite a significant increase. 
Therefore, if we are comparing like with like — 
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Hon Norman Moore: It was 43. 

Hon ED DERMER: It was 43, was it? Okay. 

Hon Norman Moore: It was 43.6. 

Hon ED DERMER: It was 43.6. That is what I had heard as 46. That is in comparison with 27. Therefore, the 
point made by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is quite valid. She said that many more public servants were moved from 
their duties in their agencies and transferred to ministerial offices. 

Hon Norman Moore: But it’s not costing any more. The point of the exercise was to save money. 

Hon ED DERMER: No; the point with those people is that the work they are doing in a ministerial office is 
work not being done in the agency. 

Hon Norman Moore: That’s 43 out of 100 000 public servants. It’s hardly going to have a dramatic impact on 
the public sector’s capacity to perform its job. 

Hon ED DERMER: I quoted the Leader of the House’s figure. The Premier’s commitment was to hold 
ministerial office appointments from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet at 150. That has been exceeded 
by 7.2. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich made the point that that was supplemented by large numbers of staff extracted 
from their work in the agencies and transferred to ministerial offices. The Leader of the House has now told us 
that the number of those currently is 43.6, and that is in comparison with 27 under, I presume, the Carpenter 
Labor government. The Leader of the House did not specify when the figure of 27 was fixed. 

We are looking at a Legislative Council in action. The work of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is an excellent example for 
all of us. The series of motions that she has put forward leads us to learn about the Barnett government and its 
performance. It exposes broken promises. I am still waiting to hear from the Leader of the House—perhaps on 
another occasion he might tell us—which other broken promises are seen to be more significant than this one, 
which he described as insignificant, whereby there was a cap promised of 150 Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet ministerial staff, which is now 157.2. I am looking forward to the debate on each of the motions that 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has taken the initiative to put on the notice paper. 

I am also very impressed by the work that she does in developing very insightful freedom of information 
requests, some of which were referred to in her contribution to the debate today, and the work that she does in 
the estimates. I believe that Western Australians will learn much from her work. This is another example. It is 
very important that this motion be carried. I understand that people, by way of party discipline, may feel 
intimidated and unable to support it. That is unfortunate. However, the motion is there, it is a motion of quality, 
and I am very pleased to commend it to the house. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


