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SELECT COMMITTEE INTO PUBLIC SECTOR EXPENDITURE 
Establishment — Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 13 November on the following motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the Opposition) —  

That —  

(1) A select committee of five members is appointed, any three of whom constitute a quorum.  

(2) The committee and the proceedings of the committee are subject to chapter XXII of standing 
orders and it is to be regarded for all purposes as a committee appointed under that chapter.  

(3) The committee is to inquire into and report on government measures to audit the operational 
and financial performance of the Western Australian public sector and any other means by 
which efficiencies in public sector expenditure can be gained, and all the circumstances 
surrounding the implementation of the three per cent efficiency dividend, including —  

(a) the impacts of the three per cent efficiency dividend on the general level of service 
delivery across all agencies, in particular any impacts on service delivery to regional 
areas;  

(b) considering alternative methods for achieving a three per cent reduction in 
government expenditure;  

(c) whether the efficiency dividend has a disproportionate impact on smaller agencies, 
including whether or not smaller agencies are disadvantaged by poorer economies of 
scale or a relative inability to obtain funding for new policy proposals;  

(d) what measures agencies are taking to implement the efficiency dividend, and the 
effect on their functions, performance and staffing arrangements; and  

(e) alternatives to an across-the-board efficiency dividend to encourage efficiency in the 
public sector, including consideration of whether certain agencies or functions of 
agencies should be exempt from the efficiency dividend, or whether the rate of the 
dividend should vary according to agency size or function.  

(4) The committee may present interim reports without a requirement for leave and is to present its 
final report to the house not later than Tuesday, 12 May 2009. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Kim Chance — 

(1) Paragraph (1) — To delete “five” and insert instead — 
three 

(2) Paragraph (1) — To delete “three” and insert instead — 

two 

HON BARRY HOUSE (South West — Parliamentary Secretary) [4.07 pm]: We are debating the motion 
from the opposition to establish a select committee, initially with five but, if the amendment is passed, three 
members, to investigate the three per cent efficiency dividend and the processes surrounding it.  

Two weeks ago when this motion was being debated, I made a few preliminary remarks and had dealt with the 
history of the three per cent efficiency dividend, noting that the previous Treasurer, now the Leader of the 
Opposition, Hon Eric Ripper, proposed this three per cent efficiency dividend initially. As the opposition at the 
time, and as the current opposition will grow to understand, we knew that oppositions are starved of resources 
and information. At that stage the government had the information. We were entitled to assume that the 
Treasurer had all the information on the state’s finances at his fingertips and that he had the knowledge of where 
the money was available and where there was scope for efficiency. We were rightly led to believe during the 
election campaign that room existed for that three per cent efficiency dividend to create nearly $1.5 billion. The 
opposition was of course entitled to assume that those savings were achievable and existed in the system, so we 
adopted the policy too.  

I know that it has been stated before, but I believe that the motion is premature in that the process is ongoing and 
it has not yet been allowed to run its course. The nature of the motion means that the opposition attempts to be 
the government. Many members opposite have been used to being the government over the past seven and a half 
years, but as difficult as I understand it is, the fact is that they are not the government. The suggestion has been 
made in the house in recent days that this government is in some way short of a mandate and in some way is a 
minority government. However, the fact is that it is a government formed with the support of 30 000 more 
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Western Australians than voted for the opposition parties. That is a fact, so members opposite cannot deny that 
the government has a mandate to govern and occupy these benches.  

The role of this Council is primarily as a house of review; it is not the government. The Legislative Council is 
therefore better placed, in my view, to scrutinise the budget and/or the figures when they are presented. As we 
know, that can be done as part of the budgetary committee process when the budget is presented to the house in 
May next year. If the house so wishes, it can be done by the existing Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations, the real purpose of which is to talk to government agencies and analyse the state’s 
finances. I mentioned last week that that committee has already adopted its own motion to scrutinise the royalties 
for regions policy. If the committee were of such a mind, it could also take up the cause to inquire into the three 
per cent efficiency dividend. However, I think it is premature to refer this matter to a select committee. 

I also highlighted the time frame in which the government has to deal with this issue. We have been the 
government since 23 September—that is a couple of days over two months. We have had that responsibility for 
two months and three days. In comparison, the United States administration under President-elect Barack Obama 
will have a good two and a half months in which to establish itself as an administration and work on the 
proposals that it will implement from day one after 20 January next year. Our system is different; it is all in, all 
out. The fact is that two weeks after the last state election, members opposite were all out and we were all in. 
However, we were all in with empty offices and are virtually starting from a low base with resources and 
staffing. The process has unfolded pretty quickly. I can assure members that it is well and truly underway now. 
In fact, it is a requirement of government to table by 31 December this year the interim figures. Progressive 
figures on the three per cent efficiency dividend will be published in the Government Mid-year Financial 
Projections Statement by 31 December, and they will be shown in full for all Western Australians in the budget 
in May next year. I suggest that it would be more appropriate, if the Legislative Council is of a mind, to analyse 
and scrutinise the situation then. 

Before I finish my remarks, I want to note the condition of the state’s finances when we took over government 
on 23 September. When we took over government, yes, there was some concern about the government’s level of 
borrowing—the level of debt—of about $11 billion. However, it was obvious for everybody to see that very 
healthy receipts were coming in to government and the projections were very healthy. Following the election of 
the federal Labor government, there was some apprehension in Western Australia about a couple of federal 
Labor decisions. One decision was for a tax on North West Shelf condensate, which will be passed on to 
consumers. The other decision relates to the Medicare rebate, the impacts of which will filter down and increase 
the cost of our public health system as some people inevitably leave the private health system. Those decisions 
will have further implications for the state budget. Of course, the other bigger impact that the former Treasurer 
would have known was coming was that the goods and services tax receipts to the state would decline to some 
extent, because there is a five-year assessment process after the event in determining royalties. The Western 
Australian government and community will, in a sense, be penalised for our success—the more royalties that we 
pay into the national coffers, the smaller the return we get. All those issues will be argued very fiercely this 
weekend at the Council of Australian Governments Premiers Conference, at which the Prime Minister, federal 
ministers, Premiers and Treasurers of all states will be present. I am sure that the Premier and the Treasurer will 
come back from those talks this weekend with a clearer position on our payments and our share of GST funds. 

Since the election, some new factors have arisen in the scenario. The first is the royalties for regions program. 
This presents us with a unique situation in Western Australia. The royalties for regions program is central to the 
formation of the Liberal-National alliance and it has to be funded to the tune of something like $2.7 billion over 
four years. Added to that is the international financial situation that has unravelled at an alarmingly fast rate over 
the past two months. I suspect that not all but perhaps 90 per cent of that crisis would have been unforeseen by 
the previous Labor government and the Liberal Party at the election on 6 September. That will have implications 
for Western Australia. There have already been some cutbacks in developments. The Wagerup expansion 
proposal is one development that has been delayed at least by a couple of years. Falling iron ore prices will 
impact on royalties. However, there is a bit of a perverse situation there—we get slightly better value because of 
the declining dollar, so that is a counterbalance to some extent. Of course that will have an impact. The property 
market has declined rapidly, and our receipts from property taxes have declined markedly. In fact, I understand 
that the net figure is a loss to the state of about $6 billion over four years compared with the figure that we could 
have reasonably anticipated three months ago. That is a rapidly unfolding situation. That is my summation of the 
situation. This is a worthy motion, but it is premature and should not be supported at this stage. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [4.16 pm]: I also want to speak on the motion moved by the 
Leader of the Opposition on Wednesday, 12 November. The motion of the Leader of the Opposition seeks to 
appoint a select committee of five members to — 

… inquire into and report on government measures to audit the operational and financial performance 
of the Western Australian public sector and any other means by which efficiencies in public sector 
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expenditure can be gained, and all the circumstances surrounding the implementation of the three per 
cent efficiency dividend, …  

The Leader of the Opposition’s motion then details the various matters that form part of the terms of reference of 
the proposed select committee. 

I recognise that Hon Kim Chance has moved an amendment that the five members of the proposed select 
committee be reduced to three members. That is the amendment that we are considering at the moment. I also 
note that the select committee is to report by 12 May 2009. I am interested in the timing of the committee report. 
It seems to me that if the select committee is to report by 12 May 2009, and given that the government is 
currently considering its budget, a reporting date of 12 May will be well and truly about the time when the 
government will have finalised its budget. It will introduce its budget in the house at about that time so that it can 
be passed through both houses by 30 June 2009. I make that observation at this time because I want to make it 
very clear that I believe that the proposal to establish a select committee is premature.  
However, before I deal with that, I must say that there has been some discussion to date on the terms of reference 
of the select committee. I am very much a member of Parliament, not a member of the executive. As a member 
of Parliament, I see nothing improper about the terms of reference of the proposed select committee. My 
argument is that there is no need for the proposed select committee, given the standing committee structure of 
the Legislative Council, which I believe can adequately accommodate the substance of the proposed terms of 
reference at the appropriate time—I emphasise the words “at the appropriate time”. 
In some of the debate on this motion to date, it has been argued that the substance of the motion—by that I mean 
the terms of reference—would cause the select committee to assume the role of executive government and would 
involve the select committee in a decision-making role that is reserved for government or the responsible 
minister of the day. I want to make it clear, as a member of this Parliament, that I do not believe that this motion 
will have the effect of usurping the power of the executive through the minister. However, I say again that the 
establishment of a select committee at this time is premature; and, because it is premature, it will not achieve the 
objectives that are set out in the terms of reference.  
I think it is convenient at this time to remind ourselves of not only the role and functions of the three arms that 
make up responsible government, but also the need to have proper regard for the doctrine of the separation of 
powers. There is a need, when considering a motion such as this, to be ever mindful that the executive is entitled 
to be both confident in the approach being taken by Parliament, and concerned to ensure that Parliament does not 
transgress or attempt to usurp the proper role of the executive. In saying that, although it is proper for the 
executive to be vigilant and watchful over what Parliament is doing, it is absolutely critical that the executive 
does not frustrate the legitimate role of Parliament within our system of representative government. We do not 
need to go back in history a long way to see that the doctrine of the separation of powers is an important 
doctrine. I have spoken in this place previously about how, in about 1754, the French lawyer and philosopher 
Montesquieu raised the issue of the doctrine of the separation of powers. He saw that doctrine as being very 
necessary to ensure that the power of the state over its people is not exercised in an arbitrary or dictatorial 
manner. One of the problems in Australia, and in particular Western Australia, because we are a state Parliament, 
is the fact that we have never experienced the issues that may arise when a Parliament or a government attempts 
to use arbitrary or dictatorial power. Therefore, we sometimes do not pay enough credence to the doctrine of the 
separation of powers. Those new members who will be entering this place in due course, and certainly those 
members of the Legislative Assembly who have been elected recently, need to understand that if they do 
nothing, the executive will attempt to impinge upon some of the functions of Parliament. That is something that 
has been occurring in Australian political life—we will concentrate our efforts on the Australian scene—over the 
past 100 years.  

Hon Kim Chance: Arguably they have never been separated. The doctrine of the separation of powers in 
Australia is largely a nonsense. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: It is not a nonsense, but there is certainly an overlap between the executive and 
Parliament.  

Hon Kim Chance: Are you serious? 

Hon GEORGE CASH: It is because of our system of democracy or responsible government that we have that 
situation in Australia. In the United States, for example, ministers are separate from Congress, and there is a 
more defined separation of powers. However, that is not the way the Westminster system has been designed and 
has, indeed, evolved over a long period. We need to recognise that there is an overlap. I guess it is because of 
that overlap that the opportunity exists for ministers—that is, the executive—to try to discourage Parliament 
from questioning what the executive is doing. Regrettably, we have a situation in some cases in which the 
executive, because it has the power of the purse, is able to affect the funding of Parliament so that it is not in a 
position to inquire into what the executive is doing.  
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Hon Kim Chance: Individual ministers can also affect the rate of drafting of legislation, which properly belongs 
to the Parliament. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: Quite so, yes; I agree. It is good that in a discussion or debate on a motion such as this 
that a person with the experience of Hon Kim Chance—who was a minister for eight years and Leader of the 
House for that same period, and who is a former Leader of the Opposition, and certainly one of the most senior 
members in this place—is willing to acknowledge that these situations do occur. I have had the opportunity of 
being a minister, and I must say that there is no doubt that a situation may occur around the cabinet table in 
which Parliament is considered by the executive to be an inconvenience. If the executive is minded to think in 
that way, we as members of Parliament need to be vigilant to make sure that we do not allow any of the 
functions and roles of the Parliament to be usurped by the executive.  

The point I am making is that a member of the executive has indicated in this debate that he believes that this 
motion will usurp the role of the executive. I do not think it will at all. I think Parliament has been given absolute 
constitutional authority to do the various things that are set out in this motion. However, I do think that this 
motion is premature—very premature. 

Some years ago, when I was speaking on the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2003, I raised the issue of 
the power of the Parliament to call people before it and require them to produce papers and other documentation. 
I mention that because I want to emphasise again that that is the absolute lawful role of the Parliament, so long 
as we have regard for section 36 of the Constitution Act 1889. Of course that particular section makes provision 
for the legislature to define the privileges, immunities and powers to be held and exercised by the Legislative 
Council and Legislative Assembly and the members thereof. Members would be aware that a qualification has 
been placed upon that; namely, that no privileges, immunities or powers shall exceed those held and exercised by 
the Commons House of Parliament or the members thereof. I then went on to talk about the Parliamentary 
Privileges Act 1891. That act clearly provides the authority for any house of Parliament, and its committees, to 
require persons to attend and produce papers and documents. I concluded by saying that the only limiting factor 
to the requirement to produce documents is when that requirement is in excess of the state Parliament’s 
constitutional duties that arise when it is legislating for the peace, order and good government of Western 
Australia. I think that in that particular debate I may have raised the New South Wales case of Egan v Willis. 
The Parliament of New South Wales is, of course, a little bit different from the Parliament of Western Australia 
in respect of the privileges that it enjoys. However, in that case the court went out of its way to make it very clear 
that Parliament is the supreme elected body, and it can lawfully do whatever is within its powers, and it will be 
supported, obviously, by the courts, if required, in doing that. 

As I have said, this house has the lawful authority to carry out inquiries. As members of this house, we have a 
duty to ensure that the role of the house is not abrogated to the executive or any other body. We must not 
unwittingly allow any diminution in the role and functions of the Parliament, because it is the elected body of the 
people, and it must retain the authority that the people have vested in it. 

I am not straying from the motion; I am just making the very clear point that from time to time the executive will 
have a view and it will come into this house and express that view, and it is entitled to express that view. 
Equally, this house must never allow its authority to be diminished by failing to call the executive to account. I 
do not think I need to explain what will occur if it is diminished.  

I will return to my earlier point. I said that I did not think that this select committee was required at this stage. I 
said that for two reasons. Firstly, there is the question of timing. Secondly, the Legislative Council has put in 
place a number of standing committees over a period of years. In the main, these were initiated in 1989. I think 
they have been improved on in the past nearly 20 years in four-year parliamentary cycles. The Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, which has been established, consists of five members of this 
house. I would argue that within its terms of reference it has the power to do all the things that the Leader of the 
Opposition is proposing in her motion for the establishment of this select committee. For instance, paragraph 
2.3(b) of schedule 1 of our standing orders indicates that the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee is 
able to consider any matter relating to the financial administration of the state. That is how wide its authority is. 
Clearly, the terms of reference promoted by the Leader of the Opposition fit within the purview of that standing 
committee. 

Hon Barry House, as Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer, raised an important point. He acknowledged that 
oppositions do not have the resources of government. By moving this motion, the opposition is trying to usurp 
the hard-working Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations in its attempt to set up a separate 
and distinct select committee. I believe that might be an attempt to use the limited resources of the Legislative 
Council for political purposes. Why would one have a select committee when a standing committee can do 
exactly the same job that is proposed within the terms of reference? 
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The second issue that I raised related to timing. I mentioned that the select committee is to report no later than 
12 May 2009. I also note that the Treasurer, Hon Troy Buswell, has adopted a one-off three per cent efficiency 
dividend. This savings measure was announced by the previous government in August 2008. In fact, the former 
Labor government heralded this three per cent efficiency dividend as one of its election commitments. It was 
announced by the then Treasurer, Hon Eric Ripper, on 16 August 2008. The pre-election financial projections 
statement was released on that day. Hon Eric Ripper reaffirmed that the government would implement this 
dividend on 1 January 2009. Hon Troy Buswell has followed in the footsteps of the former Treasurer and agreed 
to do the same. I would argue that if the select committee is established now and the efficiency dividend does not 
come into effect until 1 January 2009—that is, it is not yet operational—how can we realistically audit the 
efficiencies that are talked about if they have not been implemented? How can we review, check or examine an 
efficiency dividend or measure it if it has not been in operation? No data will be available to audit or check prior 
to its agreement and implementation. One would expect that one would need some time after that so it was 
actually in effect.  

If the select committee is established, I trust that it will insist on calling the former Treasurer, Hon Eric Ripper, 
to appear as its first witness so he can explain to the committee how he intended to achieve the three per cent 
savings, which were very much part of his key election promise, recognising that he insisted on this on 
18 August 2008. He also made the point at the time that front-line services would not be harmed in the efficiency 
drive to pay for Labor’s election promises.  

I refer to an article on page 7 of The West Australian on 18 August headed “Ripper to demand public service cuts 
to cover Labor promises”. It states —  

Treasurer Eric Ripper has conceded that all WA Government agencies would be asked to cut spending 
by 3 per cent despite insisting that frontline services would not be harmed in the efficiency drive to pay 
for Labor’s election promises. 

Further on, the article states — 

Mr Ripper said yesterday that the police, education and health departments would be asked to trim 3 per 
cent from their projected costs.  

However, because frontline services were so important, the Government would look closely at how they 
proposed to deliver those savings. 

It goes on to state — 

“That means it won’t be 3 per cent uniformly in all agencies because there will be some agencies that 
will have good arguments that they can’t achieve 3 per cent and therefore we’d be looking at another 
agency to do better than 3 per cent.” 

Mr Ripper went on to say — 

“In a $20 billion budget, there will be low-priority programs and back-office operations where we can 
cut back and the whole purpose of the exercise is to focus our resources on frontline services.” 

Clearly, Mr Ripper had a plan. I would be very interested to know where the documentation for that plan is that 
sets out his grand scheme to save three per cent across government, recognising that he has said that in some 
areas, front-line services will not be cut.  

I refer to another article from The West Australian that appeared on page 1 on 19 August 2008 under the 
headline “ALP to leave voters in dark over cuts”. It generally talks about the same proposition that was discussed 
in the paper the day before. There is a comment by Community and Public Sector Union secretary Toni 
Walkington, who said that the government plan was a political stunt and a reaction to the populist view that the 
public service was a “bloated bureaucracy”. The article states — 

She accused Labor of using it as a cynical ploy to win more votes at the September election and said the 
State’s 100,000 public sector workers, including teachers and nurses, were already struggling with long 
hours and heavy workloads after an exodus to the better-paying public sector.  

I would have thought it should read “from the better paying public sector”. That is what the article states. Labor 
had a plan on 18 August. Mr Ripper said that it could be done. I would argue that Mr Ripper had very special 
knowledge as Treasurer of the state of the state’s finances as at 18 August 2008. If he believed that he could 
achieve the three per cent budget cut, it would not be unreasonable for an opposition with fewer resources to 
assume that because of Mr Ripper’s special knowledge of the state’s finances, the three per cent dividend could 
be achieved. As a consequence of the statement made by Mr Ripper, the Liberal Party agreed that it would also 
join in the three per cent efficiency dividend to try to effect those savings. 
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I am also very interested in what Hon Kim Chance said in his contribution to this debate on Thursday, 
13 November 2008. He said that he supported the principle of the three per cent efficiency dividend. I also 
support the general principle of it but, unlike Hon Kim Chance, I do not believe that the so-called efficiency 
dividends that we hear about from time to time by governments ever produce the savings that are firstly required 
and sometimes said to have occurred. That is my view, but I agree with Hon Kim Chance about — 

Hon Kim Chance: They don’t always achieve their targets. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: They certainly do not achieve their targets. In fact, I think there is some double 
accounting in some cases in that a department might be required to produce a certain reduction in its expenses 
and on paper it does, only for it to be found that it has received by way of another allocation an amount at least 
equal to or perhaps even more than the alleged reduction that it set out to achieve. 

Hon Kim Chance: You can say that, Hon George Cash, but I stopped poking sticks into the Treasury cage 
because I got bitten too often! 

Hon GEORGE CASH: I appreciate that it is very easy for Treasury to impose such cuts on agencies. Hon Kim 
Chance was minister for a number of high-powered departments such as the Department of Agriculture and 
Food—which was doing a job to generate revenue right across Western Australia—and for the fisheries and 
various other portfolios. I acknowledge how hard it is to get a three per cent cut without too deep a cut ultimately 
resulting in a cost to the agency.   

Hon Kim Chance: Happily, both those agencies are substantially funded from outside the consolidated revenue 
fund, which goes to a question that I asked the Minister for Fisheries. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: Yes. However, I agree with the general principle but I must say that I do not believe it is 
always achieved. 

Hon Kim Chance went on to say, and so that I am not said to be misquoting him, I will read from the Hansard 
record — 

As much as I support the principle of measures like the efficiency dividend, it is essential that these 
measures be very carefully designed to ensure that they are part of the design solution and do not 
become part of a whole new problem of its own creation. No efficiency dividend can be effective in any 
sustainable away if it undermines the core objectives of government—for example, by impeding the 
delivery of the core health, education, law and order, disability services or child protection objective. If 
the application of an efficiency dividend has the effect of reducing our front-line services and our core 
objectives, then apart from anything else—there are a lot of other things—the measure is unsustainable. 
It is unsustainable because the very absence of a necessary service will create an increased demand for 
those services generally to the extent that the demand will become irresistible. Because it is irresistible, 
that demand will express itself as a cost pressure in the next or in future budgets; thus consuming all the 
savings that were made in the first iteration of the dividend—ergo, unsustainable. 

I understand where Hon Kim Chance is coming from and I do not disagree in general with those statements; in 
fact, I agree with the sentiments that he has expressed. Equally, however, it is critical that the former Treasurer, 
Hon Eric Ripper, tell the people of Western Australia which departments or agencies were to effect the 
$1.5 billion of savings that he announced as a Labor election policy on 18 August 2008. 

I also note in the speech of Hon Kim Chance that he confirmed this in his speech on 18 November, when he 
said — 

The efficiency dividend expressed in the 2001-02 budget did not apply to those agencies that deliver the 
key front-line services of health, education and policing. Ultimately and as a result of a later decision, 
disability services and a large part of the then-named Department for Community Development were 
also exempted. The three per cent efficiency dividend now proposed seems to apply to those core 
services, making it very difficult for the public to accurately understand what is proposed by this 
efficiency dividend. 

That is a statement, and we all understand what the statement means. However, again I say that it is critical that 
the former Treasurer, Hon Eric Ripper, tell the people of Western Australia how he was going to implement 
efficiencies to generate the $1.5 billion in savings that he announced on 18 August 2008. 

I believe the former Treasurer will not appear before this or any other committee, as in my view the so-called 
three per cent efficiency dividend was no more than a hoax to justify Labor’s election promises. Of course, the 
then opposition Liberal Party, as I indicated earlier, was entitled to believe that the Treasurer, with his special 
and indeed privileged knowledge of the state’s financial position, was justified in promising the effect of the 
three per cent efficiency dividend, which he claimed could be done without affecting front-line services. It is 
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clear to me that the current government will find that the so-called efficiency dividend was a hoax that was 
perpetrated on the community by a Labor government desperate to hold on to office at any cost.  

Perhaps I can summarise some of my views on the motion in the following terms. Firstly, the terms of reference 
are within the power of the Legislative Council. The committees of this house must observe the rules applying to 
the doctrine of the separation of powers, and that same obligation applies to the executive government. The 
current terms of reference of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations provide the 
capacity and power to conduct the inquiry within the terms of reference that are currently proposed in this 
motion. The establishment of a select committee in the proposed terms as offered by the Leader of the 
Opposition would, in my view, usurp the powers of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations and waste limited Legislative Council resources. I should also say that in my view the proposed 
select committee terms of reference are contradictory because they require the committee to audit an operational 
and financial performance before such a performance comes into effect. I say, as a final point—not in my 
comments but just a final point on the issues I have raised to date—that the former Treasurer — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is not getting off that easily; I have not started on her! 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I can’t wait. It’s not Christmas! 

Hon GEORGE CASH: Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is dead right that it is not Christmas, and it is not going to be 
Christmas because, unfortunately — 

Hon Kim Chance: Ah, that’s how you’re going to get the three per cent efficiency dividend; you are cancelling 
Christmas! The cat’s out of the bag! 

Hon Ray Halligan: There are no presents. 

Hon GEORGE CASH: No. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Ban Christmas; that’s how miserable you are! 

Hon GEORGE CASH: Let me say to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich that I think the former Treasurer, with his special 
and indeed privileged knowledge of the state’s financial position, should produce the documentation to justify 
his election promise and show the Legislative Council and indeed the community how he intended to implement 
such a promise to effect a three per cent efficiency dividend, which he claimed could be done without affecting 
front-line services. It may be that the current government has to face up to reality and the very significant 
changes that have now been wrought upon the state’s financial position and the next budget as a result of the 
global financial crisis. The current government may find that, as much as it was keen to effect a three per cent 
efficiency saving dividend, it is now not possible because of the rapid decline in the state’s finances over a 
reasonably short period. That why it is so important for Hon Eric Ripper to tell us what special knowledge he 
used to justify his three per cent savings. 

Another matter that confuses me about this motion is it requires the committee and proceedings of the committee 
to be subject to chapter XXII of the standing orders and is to be regarded as a committee appointed under that 
chapter. Chapter XXII covers the area of standing committees. They are the rules that are to apply to this 
particular committee. Standing order 323 relates to evidence that may be disclosed or published. Standing order 
323(1) reads — 

The proceedings of a committee when taking oral evidence are open to accredited news media 
representatives and the public. 

Generally, standing order 323 deals with the fact that evidence can be disclosed. I wonder whether a political 
motive is the reason the select committee is to come under chapter XXII of the standing orders. I note also that 
under chapter XXII, standing order 331 is another provision that deals with the evidence of public servants. It 
reads — 

Where a committee examines a public servant, questions of policy shall not be asked of that person but 
shall be directed to the responsible Minister. A public servant is entitled to decline to answer any 
question on a matter of policy. 

I wonder what that will do to the inquiry if the various heads of departments who are invited to come forward 
say that they believe the question relates to policy and that that is a matter the member will have to discuss with 
the minister. Again, I think there is a contradiction. By requiring the select committee to come under the 
provisions of chapter XXII, all of chapter XXII is taken into account and standing order 331 deals with public 
servants, which may not have been considered at the time.  
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Chapter XXIII of the standing orders deals with select committees. Had the select committee been formed under 
chapter XXIII, standing order 361 would have come into play. That standing order deals with evidence that is 
not to be disclosed and reads — 

The evidence taken by any select committee of the Council, and documents presented to such 
committee which have not been reported to the Council, shall not be disclosed or published, except by 
leave of the Council, by any Member of such committee, or by any other person. 

Of course, that is an inhibiting factor to the media being involved with or getting information out of the 
committee before the committee has reported. The use of chapters XXII and XXIII for a committee is certainly 
not new. In politically inspired select committees, it has often been the case that members who are encouraging 
such a committee want the committee to be subject to the chapter XXII standing orders rather than the chapter 
XXIII standing orders because they are very keen to get publicity as the committee moves through its phases. 
Again, I argue that that is evidence of this motion being nothing more than an attempt to establish a political 
committee and that it is premature. There is no need for it at the moment. I will never argue that the Legislative 
Council is not entitled to the information that the terms of reference seek to gain, because it is; however, it must 
be provided at the correct stage during the proceedings. I have said a number of times that the establishment of a 
select committee is unnecessary because the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations can do 
exactly what is required under its terms of reference and has the ability to generate its own motions. It could 
adopt this proposal at its next meeting and get on with the job. My argument is certainly not that we should avoid 
questioning the executive; my argument is that the motion to establish a select committee is being done at the 
wrong time and that something must have been in play before an audit can be conducted. 

Having regard to the comments I have made and to the fact that Hon Kim Chance has already moved an 
amendment to the motion to delete five members and insert three members, I will move an additional 
amendment that reads — 

To delete paragraph 3(a) and insert instead — 
(a) the impact of the current financial crisis on the state’s economy and finances; 
(b) the sustainability of the rate of growth in general government expenditure 

detailed in the 2008-09 budget; 
(c) the sustainability of the forecast decrease in operating surplus detailed in the 

2008-09 budget; 
(d) the sustainability of the forecast increase in net debt detailed in the 2008-09 

budget; 
(e) the impacts of the three per cent efficiency dividend introduced by former 

Treasurer Hon Eric Ripper, MLA, and announced in the pre-election 
financial projection statement in August 2008 on the general level of service 
delivery across all agencies, in particular any impacts on service delivery to 
regional areas; 

(f) the impact of failing to fully implement the three per cent efficiency on the 
operating surplus and net debt. 

(4) In paragraph 3(e) — To insert after the word “function” — 
, and if so specific advice on which agencies or functions should contribute a 
disproportionate share of the $1.449 million in savings over the forward 
estimates identified by the former Treasurer Hon Eric Ripper, MLA, in 
August 2008 

This proposed amendment on the amendment to the motion takes into account the recent changes in the global 
financial scene. It also fairly recognises whether, with his special knowledge of the finances of the state of 
Western Australia, Hon Eric Ripper can produce documentation to justify what he said he intended to do in 
August 2008. Further, it will show whether the August 2008 announcement by Hon Eric Ripper, with his very 
special financial knowledge of the state’s finances, was in fact perpetrating a hoax on the people of Western 
Australia, knowing that the efficiency dividend of three per cent could never be achieved without affecting 
spending on the health, education, police and other very high-spending departments that provide massive front-
line services and support to the people of Western Australia. 

The PRESIDENT: Hon George Cash has foreshadowed an amendment that will no doubt be moved by the 
member in due course, pursuant to the provisions of standing order 182. The Leader of the House is entitled to 
speak on the amendment that is now before the house. 
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Point of Order 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I seek your advice, Mr President. Members would think that I should know this, 
having been here a while, but presumably it is necessary to deal with the previous amendment prior to dealing 
with Hon George Cash’s amendment. 

The PRESIDENT: Hon George Cash has foreshadowed his amendment. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: Having spoken on the motion to speak on this amendment and in the event that the 
next amendment is moved, am I entitled to speak on that as well? 

The PRESIDENT: Yes. 

Debate Resumed 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [5.00 pm]: The first amendment, 
moved by Hon Kim Chance if my memory serves me correctly, was to change from five to three the membership 
of the committee, and to change from three to two the quorum. My vague recollection of the explanation for that, 
which we have not heard in any great detail, was that somebody does not want to be a member of the committee 
or something. I just wonder whether I can be advised what the opposition, when it originally moved this motion, 
had in mind for five members. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 463.] 
 


