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Division 3:  Premier and Cabinet - Service 1, Support for the Premier as Head of Government, 
$11 590 000; Service 2, Management of Matters of State, $70 072 000; Service 3, Management of Policy, 
$8 657 000; Service 4, Support for the Premier as Minister for Public Sector Management, $11 073 000; 
Service 5, Parliamentary, Statutory and Legislative Publishing Service, $362 000; Service 9, E-government 
Policy and Coordination, $5 223 000 -  
Hon Ken Travers, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon Kim Chance, Leader of the House representing the Premier. 

Mr M. Wauchope, Director General.  

Ms J. Sales, Acting Assistant Director General, State Administration and Corporate Support.  
Ms V. Bryson, Executive Director, Office of e-Government.  

Ms M. Reynolds, Acting Assistant Director General, Public Sector Management.  

Mr S. Jaffar, Management Accountant.  

Ms M. Vincent, Executive Officer, Policy Division. 
THE DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the Legislative Council Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations, I welcome you to today’s hearing.  This hearing is being held in public, although there is 
discretion available to the committee to hear evidence in private, either of its own motion or at the witnesses’ 
request.  If for some reason you wish to make a confidential statement during today’s proceedings, you should 
request that the evidence be taken in closed session before answering the question.  Government agencies and 
departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of 
the people of Western Australia.  The committee values that assistance. 

For the information of members, these proceedings will be reported by Hansard.  The daily Hansard will be 
available tomorrow morning.  Hansard will distribute documents for correction, which must be returned on the 
A4 documents sent to members.  The cut-off date for corrections will be indicated on the bottom of each page. 

Members are asked to sit towards the front of the chamber - I thank them for doing that - over to my left, where 
practicable, so that witnesses will not have to turn their heads to the back of the chamber when answering 
questions.  It will greatly assist Hansard if, when referring to the Budget Statements volumes or the consolidated 
fund estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount, and so on in preface to their questions.  
If supplementary information is to be provided, I ask for your cooperation in ensuring that it is delivered to the 
committee clerk within five working days of receipt of the questions.  An example of the required Hansard style 
for the documents has been provided to your advisers. 

The committee reminds agency representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the 
extent of personal observations.  For the benefit of members and Hansard, I ask that the minister introduce his 
advisers to the committee.  At this time, I ask each of the witnesses whether they have read, understood and 
completed the “Information for Witnesses” form.   

The Witnesses:  Yes. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Do all the witnesses fully understand the meaning and effect of the provisions of 
that document? 

The Witnesses:  Yes.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  It is nice to see an agency with so many women.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  My first question relates to a budget presentation issue that I raised last year.  I note 
that it has not changed.  Page 102 of the 2005-06 budget - the Leader of the House might not have it with him - 
shows that the total cost of services for the department is $217 million.  This year’s budget, under the heading 
2005-06, shows that the total cost of services is $124 million.  I raised this issue last year because it amounts to 
retrospective changing of the previous year’s budget.  In response to a question, the Treasurer agreed that it 
should not happen.  It has happened with the total cost of services.  It is also reflected in the total capital works 
program in which the 2005-06 budget shows an estimate of $57 million, and this year’s budget shows for that 
year it is $51 million.  Can the minister explain why that keeps happening, bearing in mind that the Treasurer 
said last year that it was not the appropriate way to do business?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is a requirement of Treasury to do that.  It is necessary to net out retrospectively 
changes made in a department’s functions such as the shift of a function from the Department of the Premier and 
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Cabinet to another department.  That provides the capacity to compare apples with apples from one year to 
another.  This is not a new practice; it is a Treasury requirement.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is a very good way of enabling the government to change last year’s budget 
retrospectively.  That is what is happening and there is no way of comparing apples with apples at all.  The 
figure shown last year for 2005-06 is different from the figure shown this year for 2005-06.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The way to make that year-by-year comparison is to ask us how those factors have 
changed and what elements in the budget have changed to reflect that alteration.  We can answer that question in 
detail.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Leader of the House should talk to the Treasurer.  I will show him a copy of the 
answer I received from him last year about that matter.  It is a fundamental issue that must be addressed so that 
people know what to compare with what.  If the figures budgeted for 2005-06 differ from the figures for that 
year in the following year’s budget, it must be explained much more clearly than it is currently so that people 
know what comparisons to make.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is a fair point.  It might be a question the Leader of the Opposition found left behind 
in the drawer of the desk he is sitting at, because I can remember asking the same question when I sat there.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I do not remember it ever being raised while Hon Kim Chance was sitting in this 
seat. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  It highlights something to be considered by the committee.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I think the committee should consider it, if I may be so bold as to suggest that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I look forward to providing clarification on particular items and the dollars attached to 
those items that account for the change in the figures.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is all over the place.  I discovered a difference in one area last year, but they are 
everywhere this year.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We can clarify the figures.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I refer to service 3, “Management of Policy”, on page 88.  The total cost of the 
service has increased from an estimated actual of $6.3 million in 2005-06 to a budget estimate of $8.8 million, 
and the net cost of $5.6 million has increased to $8.4 million.  That represents an increase in the first instance of 
38.8 per cent and an increase of 5.4 per cent in the net cost.  Why is there such a significant increase in the cost 
of management of policy and why was it not mentioned as a significant variation when the increase is of the 
magnitude of 38 per cent?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The movement between the estimated actual and the 2006-07 budget amounts to a 
$2.468 million increase in total cost for policy in the budget year.  It is primarily due to four factors: firstly a 
draw down of $1.4 million appropriation, which has been repositioned from 2005-06; new funding for additional 
resources of $1.199 million to meet the cost of the realigned functions; funding of $335 000 for the community 
liaison unit, which was transferred from service 1 to policy; and new funding for the commonwealth-state 
territory disability agreement of $65 000.  They were all increases, and those increases were partially offset by 
the following decreases: the removal of carryover from 2004-05 of $734 000; decreased expenditure for the 
family violence and child abuse implementation by $270 000; reduction in base funding as a result of the 
functional review savings; including procurement harvesting of $30 000; and reduction of $196 000 in 
superannuation capital-user charges and accrual costs that are consequent on those changes.  

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Why is it not considered a significant variation when the increase is over 30 per 
cent?  What does the minister regard as a significant variation?   
Hon KIM CHANCE:  It comprises a number of different factors.  A significant component of that 
$1.199 million, which is new funding for additional resources to meet the cost of the realigned functions -   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What are the realigned functions?  That is a lovely term to use on this occasion.  

[4.20 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I can go through all of them if the member would like.  A number of functions that were 
in DPC are now carried out by other agencies.  Perhaps the director general might give more detail. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is fine.  We do not have a lot of time today, so one answer is probably as much 
as we can handle on each question.  I will accept the minister’s answer and we will try to understand it when we 
read it. 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  That figure of $1.199 million is shown on page 78. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will go to that now because that is where my next question lies with these “Major 
Policy Decisions”.  I refer to the additional leasing costs of the ministerial air charter, which is $400 000 in this 
coming budget and $800 000 in the out years.  Why is it necessary for that policy decision to increase the cost by 
so much?  How much is the government already spending on ministerial air charter per annum? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The cost of the contract has increased as a result of the projected expenses for six months 
of increased flying hours required to meet demand, an increased contract standing fee and the increased cost of 
aviation fuel over the past 12 months.  Funding of $400 000 in 2006-07 has been provided to address the 
increased cost.  Similarly, cabinet has approved the replacement of the current air charter contract by a tender for 
the lease of two aircraft, a Hawker 850XP and a Beechcraft King Air B200, and a tender to contract the 
management, operation and maintenance of both aircraft.  Funding of $800 000 for 2007-08 and the out years 
has been provided to address the projected expenses associated with the replacement contract.  Current 
indications are that $4.4 million per annum - the base appropriation of $3.6 million plus $0.8 million of new 
funding - is likely to be well short of the amount required to meet the annual expense of the two contracts.  
However, those costs will not be clear until the contracts are finalised.  Those two tenders are currently in 
progress to access appropriately qualified organisations. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  How many passengers does the jet aircraft seat? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  Seven, I believe. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  What is wrong with the one the government has now?  That is a rhetorical question. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I believe there are limitations on the strips that can be accessed by the Citation. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I think a former minister just wore it out.  I refer now to additional resources for 
ministerial offices of $1.9 million this financial year, increasing to over $2 million in the out years.  Can the 
minister tell me the reasons the extra money is needed and how much has already been spent on ministerial 
offices? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  A review of the budgetary requirements of the Premier’s office, the ministerial offices 
and the Leader of the Opposition’s office was conducted in conjunction with the Premier’s office to determine 
the level of funding required for the budget year.  The salary expense for the Premier’s office and the ministerial 
offices was based on the current classification, or the step, for all offices, with projections for the leaders of the 
first and second parties in opposition, based on the maximum classification step in each position.  Some 
ministerial offices received additional staffing in recognition of the increase in portfolio responsibilities.  
Contingencies expenditure was reviewed to ensure sufficient funding was available to meet accommodation and 
other fixed and overhead costs.  Similarly, travel requirements were reviewed to ensure that ministers had 
appropriate budgets to meet their anticipated interstate and overseas travel requirements.  That led to increases 
for some ministerial offices.  The adjustments that have been made and approved by the expenditure review 
committee amount to $1.926 million in 2006-07; $2.144 million in 2007-08; $2.364 million in 2008-09; and 
$2.584 million in 2009-10.  The total cost for all ministerial office budgets, excluding the Leader of the 
Opposition’s office and the Premier’s office, is $23.101 million for the 2006-07 budget year. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I have one last question.  On page 86, under “Key Efficiency Indicators”, one sees 
“Post-election end of contract payments excluded from efficiency indicators”, which makes a lot of sense to 
people like me!  The actual amount spent was $2.1 million and the estimated amount for 2005-06 was 
$1.1 million.  What is that item and what was the money spent on? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am informed they were term-of-government office payments that were deferred from 
after the 2005 election and were ultimately paid in the 2005-06 budget year. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is the minister saying the $1.197 million was estimated to be spent in 2005-06 in 
paying out term-of-government contracts? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Can I have a list of the names of the persons involved and how much was paid in 
each case? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, not a problem. 

[Supplementary Information No F1.] 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  My question relates to an item on page 95 under “Key Efficiency Indicators”.  The 
budget papers indicate that in 2006-07 there will be 28 FTEs.  Please indicate what those 28 FTEs will do. 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is in the Office of Citizens and Civics? 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, that is right. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We understood that was not one of the items.  We would be happy to take that on notice. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  My other questions also relate to that section of the budget so I think I will provide those 
to the clerk. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sorry if there has been a misunderstanding. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  No, I think the minister is probably correct. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  Has that responsibility been moved since the budget was prepared? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  The first question will be supplementary information and the others will be taken 
on notice. 

[Supplementary Information No F2.] 
Hon HELEN MORTON:  I may be asking a question about a similar area.  I refer to page 82 and note (h) about 
the indicator relating to the citizens and civics unit.  Is the minister saying that is not covered in this hearing? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That was our understanding.  The department sought advice from the clerk about which 
advisers we needed to bring with us. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Is that still part of Premier and Cabinet? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  It is quite reasonable for the member to ask the question.  I have no problem with 
that.  Whether we can answer it today may be debatable.  Let us have the question. 

[4.30 pm] 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  I will place the question on notice.  Footnote (h) on page 82 states -  

This indicator reports ratings derived from survey instruments completed by participants on completion 
of major consultation/facilitation projects.   

Which projects are they? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I will take that on notice. 

[Supplementary Information No F3.] 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Does that mean that questions about the Office of Shared Services will not be 
answered? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is in a different division of the budget.  It is a stand-alone division. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  I refer to the “Appropriation and Forward Estimates” table on page 77.  I am 
interested to understand this a bit better.  The 2005-06 budget and the 2005-06 estimated actual shows a 
significant variation of $70 million under the grand total.  An amount of $44 million is appropriated for capital 
contribution.  What does that comprise and why is there no allocation for it in the 2005-06 actual column? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It relates to the Office of Shared Services.  The costs associated with administrative 
functions are for set-up costs of the shared service centres and in the procurement reform.  On 1 July 2005 that 
cost was transferred to the separate stand-alone agency, which is called the Office of Shared Services.  That is 
what the $44 million is for that the member referred to.  Perhaps there should have been a footnote in the budget 
papers to that effect. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  The budget shows an allocation in 2005-06 of $14 million for administered grants, 
subsidies and other transfer payments, but no provision for expenditure is made after that year. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That also relates to the shared services.  All the costs associated with the administered 
transactions are for the set-up costs of the shared service centres and procurement reform.  That is a result of the 
transfer to the Office of Shared Services.  Effectively, it is the same answer.  One figure is for capital 
contribution and the other is for administrative costs. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Moneys are allocated under “Item 124 Capital Contribution”.  Of the allocations of 
$14.5 million, $2.6 million and $44.6 million, which is which? 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  The heading “Item 124 Capital Contribution” for which a sum of $2.6 million is 
provided for in the 2005-06 budget related to the fit-out of four ministerial offices.  The allocation was for three 
new offices for Ministers D’Orazio, Ford and McGowan.  The other issue was the relocation of the office of Hon 
Jim McGinty.  The cost per office was estimated at $650 000.  The 2005-06 estimated actual of $500 000 is the 
result of repositioning $2.1 million of the budget for ministerial fit-outs, which are expected to be completed in 
2006-07.  The 2006-07 budget estimate of $2.855 million comprises $2.1 million for the repositioning of funding 
for ministerial offices and $755 000 for miscellaneous works in progress. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  On page 78, under “Major Policy Decisions”, public sector improvement initiatives 
for 2006-07 are estimated to be $2 million. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The government has given a commitment to spend $10.695 million over five years to 
improve and develop the public sector.  The proposed public sector improvement initiative and expenditures 
include a number of separate items, including structural and functional reviews to ensure that the public sector 
agents can continue to operate efficiently and effectively, the payment of external reviewers, and administrative 
charges.  Those three expenses total roughly $36 500.  Other initiatives and expenditures include attracting and 
retaining strategies that will ensure the public sector is able to recruit and retain skilled workers in a very 
competitive labour market, the development of partnerships with universities and graduate development 
initiatives and recruitment practices.  Those initiatives total around $220 000.  Further initiatives and 
expenditures include work force planning to ensure that the public sector manages the ageing work force 
phenomenon effectively and maintains its capacity to continue to deliver services during a period of generational 
transition.  The total cost of that is $500 000.  Work force development will ensure that the public sector work 
force develops and maintains its skills, with a special emphasis on developing and maintaining skills in regional 
areas, at a cost of $550 000.  Some four or five full-time equivalents will be employed at a cost of $420 000 to 
administer that.  In short, the public sector improvement initiatives are about going into a highly competitive 
labour market and trying to maintain the attractiveness of the public sector as an employer. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Is it possible to say what some of those initiatives might be? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Certainly.  The range of initiatives include a regional skills strategy on which we are 
spending about $150 000; performance management and development, $250 000; awareness training, $150 000; 
strategic human relations capacity building, $200 000; management of succession and mobility of the work 
force, $250 000; and special issues for transition in outplacement and career management, $50 000. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I refer to “Policy Management - additional resources” under “Major Policy 
Decisions”, for which the government has allocated $1.199 million, increasing to $1.8 million in the out years.  
What is that for?  What additional resources are being provided for policy management?  How much will have 
already been expended on policy management before the additional money is allocated? 

[4.40 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  This is the same $1.99 million that I referred to previously in answer to the Leader of the 
Opposition’s earlier question.  We did not go into the detail of it then, and so I am happy to do that now.  A 
review of the budgetary requirements of the policy division was undertaken in 2006-07 and the forward 
estimates indicate the following functional movements: the environmental policy unit, greenhouse unit and 
sustainability policy unit were transferred to the Department of Environment in April 2006, which accounts for 
$1.738 million in 2006-07 and just under $1.5 million in the 2007-09 forward estimates; also in April 2006, the 
regional policy unit was transferred to the Department of Local Government and Regional Development, which 
accounts for $450 000 in the budget year and the forward estimates; the community liaison function, involving 
four FTEs, was transferred in from the Government Media Office, which is $334 000 per annum; and the federal 
affairs function, involving four FTEs, was transferred in from elsewhere within the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet, which is $618 000.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  How much does policy management cost?  We have been talking about the 
additional resources.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The estimated actual for 2005-06 is $6.353 million.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister outlined an additional $1.19 million on top of that.  

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  The table on page 88 of the Budget Statements indicates that the 2006-07 budget 
estimate for the “Total Cost of Service” is $8.821 million; the appropriation for that service is $8.657 million.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Therefore, the rearrangement of those different policy groups within government 
has led to a net increase for the Department of the Premier and Cabinet’s budget? 
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Hon KIM CHANCE:  I do not know whether that is the case.  It involves internal shifts that would take some 
disaggregating.  As I indicated, some of the people who came into the policy unit came from elsewhere within 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet; for example, the federal affairs function.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I refer to the fifth last dot point under “Major Achievements For 2005-06” on page 
96, which states - 

The Department provided media training and follow up support for community organisations to enable 
them to address misrepresentation of multicultural and related issues in mainstream media.  

Which organisations received money?  Which mainstream media are misrepresenting multicultural and related 
issues to the extent that the government needs to fund the defence of those multicultural organisations? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I would love to have an open hand.  Of course, I will not answer the second part of the 
question.  I will be happy to take it on notice.  It is an operational question.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am asking an operational question. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is an operational matter, but I cannot answer that question. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Are any of the advisers with the Leader of the House able to answer it? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  We do not have an adviser with us who can answer that question.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I remind members that surveys are sent to members asking them to indicate 
whether there are particular areas within a department about which they intend to ask detailed questions, and the 
departments are requested to bring the relevant officers to this committee.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  My question is on division 3.  Is this not part of division 3?   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  That is correct.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I refer to the second dot point under “Major Initiatives For 2006-07” on page 97, 
which reads - 

In partnership with Main Roads Western Australia, the Department will develop a validation standard 
and procedure for use on consultative processes on major projects.  

What does that mean?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Again, we do not have the appropriate adviser.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  I will take those questions as F4 and F5.   

[Supplementary Information Nos F4 and F5.] 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The fifth dot point on the same page reads - 

In partnership with the Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs, the Department will 
provide funding to the University of Western Australia’s Centre for Muslim States and Societies to 
identify factors that attract young people to extremist causes.  

What is likely to be the outcome of that exercise?  It is to try to encourage people to know about extremist causes 
or to stop them from being involved in extremist causes?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is fairly obvious.  The issue of extremism amongst a range of young people in our 
society is a matter of concern.  It is necessary before we can work out how to deal with issues like that to 
determine what it is that leads people to extreme views - sociology 101.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Will the Leader of the House also advise how much money will be allocated to that 
centre? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes, we will provide that information.   

[Supplementary Information No F6.]   

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Some of the questions I will raise have been dealt with.  I refer to “Management 
of Policy” on page 88.  I note that the budget statements indicate that in 2006-07, 58 FTEs within the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet will deliver the service of management of policy.  Will the minister 
indicate what those FTEs will be doing?  What policy units will be set up?  How many FTEs will be allocated to 
each of those policy areas?  I know that we have gone through some of them.  I was looking for the sustainability 
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policy unit, which has gone missing in action.  I believe it has gone to the Department of Environment.  I 
understand that one person from that unit has remained in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and is 
dealing with sustainability issues.  Will the Leader of the House clarify that?  What amount of funding will be 
directed to that position?   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I believe that that is correct.  That person has taken on a broader policy role but he 
remains with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Several units are involved.  Will the Leader of the House provide the names of the 
units and the number of FTEs allocated to each of those units?  I will have another question about those FTEs 
and the National Water Initiative.   

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The functional areas by name are the community cabinet liaison unit, with 11 FTEs; 
intergovernmental relations unit, six FTEs; policy support, 23 FTEs; regional investment tours, two FTEs; and 
the social policy unit, seven FTEs.  That totals 49, and the remainder of the 58 FTEs are in corporate and 
executive support.   

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  In relation to that, where is the National Water Initiative dealt with?  I am 
referring to the fourth dot point under “Major Initiatives For 2006-07” on page 90, which reads - 

The Department will co-ordinate the Government’s response to the National Water Initiative. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The simple answer is that the Office of Water Strategy has gone over to the Department 
of Water.   

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Does that mean the Department of the Premier and Cabinet will no longer deal 
with that initiative?  

[4.50 pm] 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  No, it does not mean that.  The Department of the Premier and Cabinet will still have an 
important coordination role in the government’s response to the National Water Initiative.  When the Premier 
signed the initiative on 6 April this year, he created a situation in which Western Australia is now eligible to 
apply for commonwealth funding under the Water Smart Australia program.  The Premier and the Department of 
the Premier and Cabinet will maintain a close policy role in this regard, even if only because of the Premier’s 
signing of the National Water Initiative. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I have two quick questions.  I refer to the fourth dot point under “Major Initiatives 
For 2006-07” on page 97, which states - 

In partnership with the South West Development Commission, the Department will initiate a project to 
increase the connection between people and government in the South West ensuring that policy 
development and service delivery are well informed and aligned with community needs and 
expectations. 

That is one development commission.  Why is the situation not the same with all the other development 
commissions, or are the people in the south west behind the times? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Again, we will have to take that question on notice, because it revolves around the 
citizens and civics unit. 

[Supplementary Information No F7.] 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  There are 11 dot points on page 97.  I would like to know what is the cost of all 
that gobbledegook. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Again, that relates to the citizens and civics unit, but we can provide an answer.  It is the 
first figure on page 95.  The total cost of service is $4.679 million. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I ask for a breakdown of the cost of each of the initiatives listed in those 11 dot 
points. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Sure.  I think that is what the member meant anyway. 

[Supplementary Information No F8.] 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I refer to the third dot point under “Major Achievements For 2005-06” on page 98, 
which states - 
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A child car restraint-fitting program was introduced throughout Western Australia to advise on fitting 
and use of child car restraints. 

Which organisations were allocated funding; how much funding did they get; does that include any allocation to 
Kidsafe WA; and, if so, how much? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  That is a matter concerning the Office of Road Safety.  We do not have an adviser here 
from the Office of Road Safety.  We will take that on notice. 

[Supplementary Information No F9.] 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  I refer to “Major Initiatives For 2006-07” on page 90, and I also refer to the first item 
in the table under “Major Policy Decisions” on page 78, which is the establishment of a Canberra office for the 
WA government.  I am interested in knowing why that is necessary.  How many staff will be there, and what will 
be the actual cost?  I can see what the cost will be from the table on page 78, but why does it span only three 
years, with nothing in the out years?  Is it a term-of-government initiative, and is it specific to this government?  
Also, have any staff been appointed to date? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The Canberra office - the Western Australian embassy, if one likes - was really formed 
because of the reality that interaction between Western Australian government officials and commonwealth 
officials just does not happen.  I know that from my experience in my own area of agriculture.  Considering that 
we provide some 30 per cent of the nation’s exports of agricultural goods, one would expect Canberra to pay 
some attention to Western Australia.  In fact, when I asked for the provision of a commonwealth officer on a 
committee within my portfolio, that was agreed to by the federal minister of the day, but never delivered.  When 
I asked him why he did not deliver it, he said that he did not have anyone senior enough in the state. 

Hon HELEN MORTON:  Is that what our federal members of Parliament are meant to do for us? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I actually wanted a departmental official, and that was agreed to.  However, in the end, 
the federal minister told me that the most senior official he had in agriculture in Western Australia was a level 6 
Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service officer.  I think that is a very stark illustration of the poor degree of 
interaction, at a senior officer level, that Western Australian and Australian government officers have.  We are 
totally ignored by the commonwealth in every department, it seems to me, other than taxation.  We are 
establishing the WA government office in Canberra to promote the state’s interests and the priority that we think 
Western Australians are entitled to in Canberra.  It is also to enhance understanding between state agencies and 
the key stakeholders in Western Australia of commonwealth policies and initiatives. 

The principal functions of the office will be advocacy, advice and facilitation.  The facilitation, in particular, will 
be to assist our ministers and our agencies through attending meetings at our request, assisting with visits, 
providing an office base for ministers and officials visiting Canberra, and, where appropriate, offering advice 
and assistance to Western Australian businesses and industry organisations that are visiting Canberra on matters 
of mutual interest. 
In terms of staffing, two officers will be placed in Canberra.  Invitations to register interest in these positions 
were advertised nationally in March, and they closed on 22 March.  We had more than 20 registrations of 
interest.  An executive recruitment and search agency is now assessing those for feedback to the department.  It 
is expected that appointments will be made in time for the office to commence operation in July this year.  
Therefore, in direct answer to the member’s question, no appointment has been made.  We have actually sourced 
accommodation.  The budget for the office is currently $500 000 per annum.  That includes salaries, 
accommodation, travel, consumables, operational expenses and corporate support costs. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This question will be on notice, because I do not expect the Leader of the House to 
have the information to answer the question with him.  The minister mentioned that the policy unit has 58 full-
time equivalents. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Can the minister provide me with a list setting out the name, the level and the tenure 
of each of those 58 officers? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes. 
[Supplementary Information No F10.] 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  On page 96, there are 16 dot points under “Major Achievements For 2005-06” for 
service 7.  The budget is on page 95.  From looking at the figures, I take it that there is a blow-out in the budget 
of about $1 million overall.  I understand that the Leader of the House will have to take this question on notice.  
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However, can he give me an indication of where the money has been spent on the major achievements set out in 
each of the dot points on page 96, and where it has gone over budget? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes.  That is a very detailed question, but we believe we can provide that answer on 
notice. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  It has blown out quite considerably. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Yes. 
[Supplementary Information No F11.] 
Hon HELEN MORTON:  The first dot point under “Major Initiatives For 2006-07” on page 97 states - 

The Department will develop guidelines to strengthen the efficiency and effectiveness of community 
representation on government boards and committees. 

Has the department done a review or does it have an indication that community representation on government 
boards and committees is currently inadequate, or is the department seeking to increase the amount of 
community representation on existing boards?  Can the Leader of the House talk about that initiative a little to 
give us an understanding of why it is necessary and what is actually happening? 
Hon KIM CHANCE:  It is more about making sure that we have people on government boards and committees 
who are most able to reflect community attitudes effectively.  A range of programs are already in place.  One of 
the issues that I am sure the member will be interested in is that we are attempting to lift the gender balance on 
committees so that women have a higher level of representation on those key decision-making and advisory 
boards.  An analysis of the effectiveness of that part of the program indicates that we are making progress at a 
somewhat slower rate than some of our members would like; however, it is progress nonetheless.  It is an 
important program and it should be ongoing.  I am sure that the previous government also worked hard to ensure 
that the people in the community to whom we look for advice do not become esoteric and that it did not pick too 
much representation from single-interest groups.  Indeed, we should not become too focused on a narrow group 
of people.  It is very important that we avoid a situation in which a small range of people are continually asked to 
represent community interests on a range of boards.  I have seen that happen.  In part it occurs because 
governments have not been sufficiently proactive in asking the community for its advice and help.  We get 
comfortable - this applies to all governments - with the advice we receive from a range of people and we tend to 
stick with those people because we trust them.  We must be much more active in getting out and asking people 
what they think.   
[5.00 pm] 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  In light of the time, I thank the minister and his advisers for attending the 
estimates hearing this afternoon.  I note that a number of questions relating to service 7 were taken on notice.  If 
members want to ask further questions, I encourage them to write to the committee.  The committee is always 
looking for suggestions from members about the areas they would like the committee to include as part of its 
ongoing hearings.  For example, the committee has previously heard from the Office of Road Safety.  If 
members are not satisfied with the answers they receive to questions on notice, they are welcome to write to the 
committee and suggest that a certain agency appear before the committee.   
 


