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PUBLIC SECTOR EXPENDITURE — NEW GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

Motion 
HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [2.49 pm]: I move — 

(1) That this house condemns the Premier as the minister for public sector management for 
wasting taxpayers’ money in creating new government agencies, boards, committees and task 
forces at the same time as asking agencies to find savings of three per cent, resulting in the cuts 
to front-line services in health, education, and law and order. 

(2) That this house calls on the Premier to explain why a three per cent savings target is not a “big 
ask” for government agencies, as he stated to the recent Committee for Economic 
Development of Australia conference, given that the 2009–10 midyear review projected no 
savings and an expense growth of 13 per cent. 

I have looked at this motion very closely in recent times, given that it has been on the notice paper since 
18 March 2009. I wondered whether the second part of the motion was now obsolete. I came to the conclusion 
that it is not, because while there may be some change to the expense growth figure, at the time I gave notice of 
this motion it was 13 per cent and, even though it has dropped back to 11.8 per cent, it is worthwhile exploring 
the second part of that motion.  

This motion is about yet another election commitment. It is about the government doing something after having 
promised something quite different. I have no doubt that one of the key drivers for expense growth is public 
sector spending. I am very concerned about the level of public sector spending that has occurred since this 
government was elected.  

I am concerned about a number of areas. My first area of concern is the creation of new government 
departments, which happened so quickly, without any analysis and without due consideration of cost benefit. 
Each time I have sought information about the cost of creating these new agencies to the Western Australian 
taxpayer, I have not been able to access the information that I am after. I find that of particular concern. While 
on the one hand the Economic Audit Committee is calling on government agencies to find savings and determine 
how they can become more efficient, on the other hand, the Premier and his ministers are making decisions that 
lead to greater costs and really undermine a lot of the work of the Economic Audit Committee. That is my first 
area of concern.  

The second area that I have concerns with is the Premier’s promise about boards and committees. It was a 
promise that the Premier was gung-ho about. He looked at the issue and found that there were approximately 
1 400 boards and committees. He went out like a bull in a china shop and made a commitment to halve the 
number of boards and committees. I recall that he ruffled a lot of feathers when he made that commitment 
because many of the boards and committees, particularly the committees, were independent of government, were 
not funded in any way, shape or form by government, were formed to perform a specific function for the 
community good or, indeed, for the purpose of supporting an industry or organisation and so on and so forth. For 
the Premier to take a shot at those committees, which were providing an excellent community service, by 
announcing that they should be counted as being under consideration for abolition simply did not make sense to 
me.  

My third concern is in the area of task forces. There are three key areas to this motion. On top of this, agencies 
were being asked to find three per cent savings. Even though we were advised that many of these savings would 
not impact on front-line services, the evidence that has been collected clearly shows that many of the three per 
cent efficiency dividend savings did impact on front-line services. It is very important to put on the record 
information about government departments that are created. It would give a person trying to get a perspective on 
what has happened with the restructure of government agencies some idea of what has occurred.  

The opposition sought information through the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations 
about the cost of creating the six new departments that the government has created since taking office. Before I 
go through that, I would like to put on the record my concern that some of these departments were perhaps 
created for the wrong reasons. Consideration of the personalities of ministers who perhaps do not have a good 
working relationship tends to override good, commonsense decision making. I guess that was evident in the 
relationship between the Minister for Education and the Minister for Training and Workforce Development. 
While I am on this subject, I ask the Minister for Training and Workforce Development, through you, Mr 
President, whether the separation of the former Department of Education and Training into the Department of 
Education and the new Department of Training and Workforce Development has finally occurred. I raised this 
issue in the Parliament about three or four months ago and I was advised that the two agencies were squabbling 
over an outstanding amount of $5 million . As a result of that and even broader issues, such as who has 
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responsibility for school-based traineeships and school-based apprentices, the formal separation between the 
Department of Education and the Department of Training and Workforce Development had not occurred. I 
wonder whether the Minister for Training and Workforce Development can give an assurance that that 
separation has formally been finalised.  

Hon Peter Collier: You will accept an interjection from me!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes.  

Hon Peter Collier: You beauty. Where do I start? What do you want to know? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Has it been finalised? 

Hon Peter Collier: It has. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If that is the case, can the minister give the house an indication of when that 
happened? 

Hon Peter Collier: No. If the member has any questions, I suggest that she put them on notice.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We can conclude from that answer that it has been a fairly recent event. It is a 
separation that has taken a long time to achieve.  

Hon Peter Collier: With all due respect, one of the biggest issues we had to face was with the federal funding. 
The federal funding transcended both departments, and that was the issue. The biggest issue was trying to dissect 
what funding belonged to which department. That was the fundamental issue. There was no issue about 
territorial problems; it was a simple funding issue. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I accept that and perhaps it would have been wiser for the government to have 
worked out how commonwealth funding would be divided between the two new agencies as opposed to the 
commonwealth funding having, in the past, been given to the one agency performing the two separate roles. The 
point I make is: it would have been wiser to have done that work prior to the formal splitting of the department. I 
know for a fact that many people in both the education area and the training and workforce development area 
were very, very concerned at the length of time it was taking to split those two agencies and the lack of clarity, if 
we like, about who was responsible for what. Although these departmental restructures may sound as though 
they are not a huge deal, at the end of the day, they can be very, very inconvenient for the people who work in an 
environment with that lack of certainty. According to the information I have before me, the establishment of new 
departments also involves the appointment of new chief executive officers or directors general. Sometimes an 
existing CEO or DG actually stays in one organisation; however, a new one needs to be appointed for the new 
organisation. For example, with the split-up of the Department of Education and Training into the new 
Department of Education and Department of Training and Workforce Development, the remuneration package 
paid to the director general, who was on a half-million-dollar-plus package and who lost a lot of functions and a 
lot of staff—who were transferred across to the new Department of Training and Workforce Development—was 
not scaled back. 

Hon Helen Morton: Were they reviewed? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not know whether they were reviewed, but what went wrong there? How 
was it that the director general could lose one-third or, let us say, one-quarter of her functions together with 
perhaps 20 per cent of her staff—that is, all the training people—and still end up earning as much as she was 
before? 

Hon Helen Morton: Because it’s done in bands—that’s why. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hang on! I half suspect that there was no initiative by the relevant minister to 
have that reviewed. I would think that the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards probably made a 
determination that it was not in the public interest to downgrade the role of the Director General of the 
Department of Education. Interestingly, although there was no reduction in the salary and allowances for the 
Director General of the Department of Education, when the government created the new Department of Training 
and Workforce Development—guess what? The new director general there is on band 3 or something that is 
probably around the $350 000 mark plus the car and superannuation. The director general of the new training 
department had been the Commissioner for Public Sector Standards so probably nobody wanted to demote that 
position to take anything away from her. Guess what? She is on a half-million-dollar package or thereabouts—
anywhere probably from $400 000 to $500 000. Therefore, this claim that no additional costs are associated with 
the creation of these new government agencies simply does not bear up. It is not true when we look at salaries 
and CEO remuneration, together with on-costs alone, never mind the cost of moving into and occupying a new 
building or the cost of setting up a duplicate administrative structure—never mind any of that. What really 
amazes me is that time and again I have called for a cost–benefit analysis of the split-up of all these departments. 
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I find it absolutely appalling that no cost–benefit analysis has ever been undertaken. In other words, no-one 
actually did the sums of how much it would cost to split up each of these agencies and work out what would be 
the short-term costs and long-term benefits.  

With the changes that have occurred in tourism, in which a major restructure is going on and there are some 
85 job losses, for the past 18 months people in the tourism sector have felt as though nothing was happening in 
tourism because everybody was waiting for the outcome of a review of the organisation and its operations and so 
nothing was moved on. That happened for 18 months. Of course after the announcement, people in the tourism 
sector are of the view that nothing will happen for the next 18 months because they know that an organisational 
restructure means a lot of people shifting positions, a lot of people—everyone in this case—having to apply to 
get their jobs back, people moving into new roles and a loss of corporate knowledge. All those things create 
instability in the organisation, there is a lack of strategic direction and the work that should be being done by the 
department, in fact, is not done because the department is focusing in on itself, rather than focusing outward on 
how it can best service its clients. 

Hon Helen Morton: Did you want us to leave it how you had it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am just saying that the government has to weigh up the costs and benefits. I 
did not say that the government should have the department the way that we had it. I am not saying that the 
government cannot make its own decisions about what should happen. I am saying that some planning should be 
put in place and that there should be some measures of the economic costs and benefits of going down that path. 
In fact, all the analysis that has been done on the cost of restructuring organisations shows that it takes two to 
three years to return productivity to where it was prior to the major reorganisation. Government departments are 
no different from large corporations. There is no doubt in my own mind because I know from when I was in the 
education department that every time there was a major reorganisation or a restructure, it really took time for the 
organisation to get back to where it was. These issues have simply not been given the sort of attention that they 
should be given prior to these decisions being made.  

Therefore, this notion that the cost of creating these new departments is negligible simply does not ring true. I 
must say that the government has been less than forthcoming in providing any detailed analysis of the cost and 
benefits. I also have to say that if I thought for a minute that the work had been done and the costings had been 
properly put together, I would not doubt that perhaps the government would be forthcoming in the information 
that it has made public. The government has already put on the public record that no cost–benefit analysis was 
undertaken for any of these restructures. Therefore, I have to say that is very, very concerning.  

When the Public Sector Commissioner came before the estimates committee we asked a question for which 
supplementary information A13 was provided. The question was — 

The Hon L Ravlich asked for information in relation to the cost of the six new departments that the 
government has created since coming into office.  

That question was responded to in part as follows — 

It is noted that the establishment of the Major Regional Projects Division … is to facilitate the Royalties 
for Regions program. 

It makes sense in terms of the royalties for regions program that a departmental infrastructure be wrapped around 
that.  

The answer then lists the other machinery of government changes that were completed through reallocations of 
existing funding. There is an amount of $289.3 million for phase 1 of the transfer from the former Department of 
Education and Training to the newly created Department of Training and Workforce Development effective 
from 30 October 2009. The answer states that a further transfer will be completed once all unresolved issues 
regarding this split have been concluded. There is an amount of $99.7 million from the former Department of 
Housing and Works to the Department of Treasury and Finance following the transfer of all works functions 
from 1 February 2009. There is an amount of $49.4 million from the former Department of Industry and 
Resources to the Department of Commerce for costs associated with the delivery of the science and innovation 
business division’s functions. These functions were transferred to commerce following the abolition of the 
Department of Industry and Resources and the creation of the Department of Commerce on 1 January 2009.   

We had a hearing the other day of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. Officers from 
the Department of Commerce attended that hearing. With all these departmental reorganisations, it seems that 
the Department of Commerce is the place where all the things that nobody else wants have been put, because 
that department has picked up responsibility for one area after the other. I do not know how the Department of 
Commerce is going to manage the diversity of functions that it will be performing as a result of these 
reorganisations. 
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Gee whiz! Look at the minister! 

Hon Liz Behjat: There is another princess in the house! 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I have been to a seniors’ ball. Are members satisfied? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. The minister looks lovely. 

There are other flow-on consequences as a result of the creation of these new departments and agencies. There is 
an amount of $48.6 million from the Department of Planning to the Department of Transport associated with the 
transfer of responsibility for coastal infrastructure, transport planning and support of the National Transport 
Commission. I wonder, as I go through this list, about the basis on which these decisions were made. It sits very, 
very uneasily with me. There is no cost benefit. There is no evidence that any real thought has been put into 
these processes. We have seen people transferred, functions transferred and money transferred in a very ad-hoc 
manner. That is very concerning.  

There is an amount of $15.7 million from the former Department of Industry and Resources to the Department of 
State Development for general operational functions and expenses following the establishment of the State 
Development Commission on 1 January 2009. There is an amount of $10.9 million from the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet to the Public Sector Commission to reflect the transfer of the Public Sector Management 
Office and e-government policy and coordination functions following the creation of the Public Sector 
Commissioner’s position from 1 November 2008. 

I will not go through all these reallocations of funding, but I believe that the public has the right to know the true 
cost of transferring functions and resources as part of this reorganisation of government. I believe the 
government was deficient in not having done the planning prior to making those decisions. I believe the 
government acted in haste. I say that because the decision to create these new agencies was made very, very 
quickly. I do not think there has been any accountability from the government in respect of the creation of these 
new departments. Time and time again when I have sought information from the government on these matters, I 
have come up against brick walls. That indicates to me that something has occurred that the government does not 
want us to know about. The government has been less than forthright in providing answers to a series of 
questions on this matter. Given that so many months have passed since the government embarked upon this 
process, the public has the right to know the total cost of the creation of each of these departments. I am talking 
about not just the cost of additional salaries, but the cost of new letterheads, new advertising and new branding. I 
am also talking about the cost of additional full-time equivalents. We know that the number of FTEs is not 
declining. It is actually growing. The number of FTEs must be growing for some good reason. The government 
should also make public its cost–benefit analysis so that it can demonstrate that it is in the public interest to 
create these new agencies. I do not see why the government should not be able to do that. The public has a right 
to know about that.   

We also need to know how many full-time equivalents were transferred to the new departments initially, and by 
how much those figures have blown out since the initial transfer. When I look at the figures for the split of the 
Department of Education and Training into the Department of Education and the Department of Training and 
Workforce Development, there is no doubt that there has been a growth in the workforce development and 
training side. I do not doubt that the number of FTEs on the education side has also increased. I am also seeking 
information on whether the transferred staff will be located in their present offices after the establishment of the 
new department; and, if not, where they will be relocated to; and about how many staff there are in total. There 
are a number of questions on this issue that require some interrogation.  

I now want to quickly touch on the issue of government boards and committees. The Premier raised this issue 
fairly early in the piece. On 10 March 2009, the Premier put out a media statement that outlined the 
government’s agenda for the forthcoming year. In that statement, the Premier canvassed a number of things, 
including that the government’s advertising had been reduced by 15 per cent and that the government media and 
marketing functions had been cut by 25 per cent. I wonder whether that is still holding true in June 2010. If I 
were a betting person, I would say, more than likely, not. What we have seen over time is that the cost of 
government advertising is on the increase and government media and marketing functions, whilst they may have 
initially been cut by 25 per cent, are also probably on the incline.  

The Premier in his statement also announced that there would be a ceiling on the number of full-time equivalent 
positions in the public service and that the public service had grown by 22 000 people over the past eight years. 
He made it very clear that a part of his agenda was that the Liberal–National government was going to place a 
ceiling on the size of the public sector at around 99 000 full-time equivalents. At the same time, the Premier took 
an axe to boards and committees and made it very clear that he aimed to reduce the number of boards and 
committees to around 500. Interestingly, the Premier said — 
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…we do not know exactly how many boards and committees currently exist—that is an issue in itself 
but there are at least 1000. Boards and committees play an important role in providing advice to 
government but we must examine how many of them have outlived their relevancy and usefulness. 

That is interesting, because in a public hearing of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations 
the Department of Commerce commented that some boards were being brought in-house. That will be an 
interesting area to explore. I do not know how that will work, but this is something on which the committee 
needs to get some additional information. I imagine that those boards that remain will be brought in-house and 
will be funded through some consolidated account process. Hon Simon O’Brien might raise his eyebrows, 
because when it was told to the committee, I must admit that I also had some concerns about that.  

Hon Simon O’Brien: I raised my eyebrows because your motion condemns the Premier for wasting taxpayers’ 
money and creating new government agencies.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is right, and we will get there. We know that the Premier has created six 
new government agencies and there has been no accountability around that. I have already referred to the lack of 
any financial rigour in making the decision, and so on and so forth.  

I want to turn my attention to this whole question of the boards and committees, because following the statement 
that the Premier made on 10 March 2009, on 1 June 2009 he put out a press release saying that the government 
was going to act on 1 276 boards and committees that cost almost $21 million. The Premier said — 

The Liberal-National Government will systematically assess more than 1,270 boards and committees to 
find financial and efficiency savings in Government processes.  

Premier Colin Barnett said that 1,276 boards and committees had been identified, 518 of which 
comprised paid members at a total cost of $20.96 million—not counting administration costs.  

Members might remember one of the boards identified for abolition was the Fishing Industry Women’s 
Association of Western Australia comprising wives of the rock lobster fishermen, and the Premier made a big 
song and dance about that group. In that case, he clearly picked the wrong group because, apart from anything 
else, the wives of rock lobster fishermen were a group of women who had come together to support their 
husbands and partners in their endeavours and received no government funding. They were providing a very 
good community service in supporting the rock lobster industry, and when it was found that they were not the 
recipients of any government funding, the Premier had to back down from his statements about that group. To 
this day, I do not know what has happened to that particular group of women or that particular committee, but it 
would be interesting to follow that up. The Premier said that 1 276 boards and committees had been identified, 
518 of which comprised paid members at a total cost of $20.96 million, not counting administration costs. The 
Premier then drew a comparison between Western Australia and Queensland and made the point that the number 
of WA boards more than doubled that in Queensland, which has 600, and tripled the number in South Australia, 
which has only 375. The Premier said —  

“We have discovered that while the previous government claimed there were only about 440 boards and 
committees, in reality there were more than 1,270,”  

The Premier probably got that figure because he included those unpaid community boards supporting 
community services. The Premier went on to say that boards and committees had a legitimate role and that the 
Liberal-National government has established some new boards and committees since winning the election to 
work through how to fix the mess left by the previous government. The Premier started creating new boards and 
committees, even prior to getting rid of any of the old boards and committees. Once again, apart from the 
rhetoric and creating a perception that he was doing something about boards and committees, to all intents and 
purposes, the Premier was doing nothing of the sort and at the same time was out there creating new boards and 
committees! I have to say that the Premier really has been a disappointment in meeting that particular election 
commitment.  

The Premier is setting up new committees, reviews and task forces on a daily basis! Over 45 committees or 
reviews were established between September 2008 and April 2009. The Premier has also created six new 
agencies, each with their new level of bureaucracy: the Department of Commerce, the Department of Housing, 
the Department of State Development, the Department of Mines and Petroleum, the Department of Transport and 
the Department of Regional Development and Lands. The Premier had said at the time that the government 
would reduce the number of committees, and instead he has put in place initiatives like the administrative review 
of the cross-jurisdictional data linkage program and the Environmental Data Systems Taskforce and many, many 
others. It makes a nonsense of what the Premier was leading people to believe that, in fact, he was cutting boards 
and committees and that he was going to streamline the public service when, in fact, he was creating all these 
new departments. In fact, over a period of seven months the Premier created 45 new committees.  
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Hon Simon O’Brien: How many have we got rid of? Have you done your homework on that? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not know, because there is no indication that any have been gotten rid of. 
Has Hon Simon O’Brien seen a press release from the Premier that indicates how many he has gotten rid of and 
which ones they are? Has he? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I don’t communicate with other members of government by press release, for heaven’s 
sake. Perhaps if you got your face out of the paper and started doing a bit of work for a change—a bit of proper 
research—you might find out where you are coming from. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister would surely get it through media monitoring. Does the minister 
not pay any attention at all? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I do not monitor the Premier’s press releases. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am just asking. The minister asked me — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’ve been wasting the house’s time for 40 minutes on a motion, and you have not 
presented one scrap of relevant information in support of it. When are you going to do it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister may not like hearing what I have to say — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You’re not saying anything. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It has certainly got the minister fired up. Do not get fired up. I do not know 
what he is getting angry about. All I asked the minister was — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: It’s your stupidity. That’s what I’m getting fired up about. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Order, members! The member should direct future 
comments to the Chair. She has only three and half minutes remaining. I can see the debate degenerating at this 
stage, so if the member would direct her comments to the Chair, I am sure we could — 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We were going really well until then. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You haven’t even spoken to your own motion. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, I have asked — 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I welcome other members getting to their feet and making a contribution to the 
debate on this motion. If the minister, who has a lot to say about this, wants to get to his feet, he can take the 
opportunity to do so. 

It really makes a mockery of the claim by the Premier that he was going to address these matters, because there 
has been no crackdown on the number of advisory boards or government reviews. In fact, we are seeing more of 
them. The reality simply does not match the rhetoric—we see that time and again—and there have not been, to 
the best of my knowledge, any announcements about how many boards, committees and task forces the Premier 
has in fact gotten rid of. I cannot remember seeing a press release—I go through the press releases fairly 
thoroughly—about what the number of board reductions to date have been or, indeed, what number of 
committee reductions there have been to date. 

However, we know that lots of new boards, reviews and committees have been created. I want to go through and 
put some on the public record. We have the Southern Rangelands Pastoral Advisory Group; we have the review 
of finfish species; we have the mining approvals working group, which is chaired by Peter Jones; we have 
consultants to undertake a review of Wheatbelt health services; we have a nine-member Indigenous 
implementation committee; we have the Fremantle Ports Optimum Planning Group; we have the Graffiti 
Taskforce; and so on and so forth. We have a review of tourism accommodation development in Western 
Australia; we had a review of Indigenous tourism; and we had a review of regional tourism organisations. People 
may not like it, but just those three in the area of tourism were at a cost of more than a quarter of a million 
dollars to Western Australia taxpayers. From memory, I do not think that one of the recommendations of those 
reviews has been implemented to date. Those reviews were completed and put on the minister’s desk more than 
12 months ago. Although members opposite may well believe that that is satisfactory, I for one do not. I know 
that the people in the tourism sector are very aggrieved that a major review was conducted into tourism 
accommodation, that some 100-plus recommendations were made and that to date not one of those has been 
implemented. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [3.35 pm]: I guess the good thing 
about getting to this motion today is that we are now moving our way down the list of all those motions 
condemning someone or other; so one of the good things about today is that we are reducing that list, and 
eventually we will stop condemning people, which is probably a good thing. Maybe we will get on to some other 
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motions that other people want to talk about, including Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s colleagues, who really have had 
to put up with her for a very long time hogging the — 

Hon Kate Doust: We are very happy to listen to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: The enthusiasm I notice of all the members who are here listening to the debate 
demonstrates just how keen they are to listen to the words of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 

Hon Kate Doust: You stay here to listen to her. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I sit here because that is what I do for a living, and that is what my job requires me 
to do from time to time, however painful it might be at various stages. 

Let us have a look at this motion. It is another condemnation of someone—in this case the Premier for creating 
new government agencies, boards, committees and task forces. Then it goes on to refer to the three per cent 
savings target. I guess with the new temporary orders we did not get on to the three per cent in this debate—for 
about the seventeenth time since it actually happened—which is probably a good reason why the temporary 
order should remain in place. 

The issue of government agencies being created has more to do with getting efficient and positive outcomes than 
anything else. The honourable member goes on about cost–benefit analysis. If we had a cost–benefit analysis of 
the whole government, it would probably come back and say that if we had one department for the whole of 
government, it would be cheaper, but it would not actually deliver anything. Therefore, we made a decision prior 
to the election to split up a number of very big government agencies to get a better outcome, and a more 
appropriate and more efficient outcome, for the taxpayers of Western Australia. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: How do you know? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: I am about to tell the member, if she will let me get beyond the first two minutes of 
my speech before she starts interjecting. 

The one that I have most to do with, of course, is the agency that was split up to create agencies for which I now 
have responsibility. That was the old Department of Industry and Resources, which had responsibility for 
everything from state agreement acts and major projects right down to information technology and all sorts of 
other issues in respect of secondary industry and tertiary activities. It was an agency that really had no purpose. It 
had no sense of direction. It had two or three ministers at the same time, and it had a bureaucratic administration 
that had difficulty in bringing together all the disparate activities of that particular department. It was simply too 
big and lacked any focus. That is one of the reasons why it got into so much trouble, and that is one of the 
reasons why the various ministers who were responsible for it from time to time did not generally know what 
they were doing. Therefore, we split up that department into the Department of Mines and Petroleum and the 
Department of State Development, and part of it went to the new Department of Commerce. 

I have responsibility for the Department of Mines and Petroleum, and I can say to the member that the benefits 
that have been achieved by creating that department have been quite significant indeed. If she was vaguely 
interested in the mining industry, she would know that there is a strong level of support in the mining industry 
for the way in which this agency is doing its job. The reason for that is simply this: it is focused on its job of 
managing the state’s mining and petroleum sectors. Its fundamental job involves the regulation of those 
industries, the management of tenements, the collection of royalties and the management of environmental issues 
surrounding mining and petroleum activities. It has a clear, defined role; it knows what it is doing; the people in 
it know what they are doing; they have good leadership and they are quite excited about the way in which their 
agency is going forward. That is in sharp contrast to the situation under the old Department of Industry and 
Resources, where the people involved in the mining sector felt that they were second-class citizens and that their 
role was seriously undervalued. The new department has led to a dramatic improvement in the performance of 
government in its capacity to deal with the approvals system for mining and petroleum and all the other 
approvals processes that relate to these two industries.  

If the member is vaguely interested, I direct her to the Department of Mines and Petroleum’s website, which 
shows, for the first time probably ever in a public sense, the department’s success rate with the various approvals 
processes in the system. Indeed, individual mining companies can now log onto that website and find out where 
their application is in the system, whether there are any problems and what progress is being made through the 
bureaucratic processes. That website is quite magnificent. We are working with other agencies such as the 
Department of Environment and Conservation and the Department of Indigenous Affairs to create similar 
websites for them so that when an application comes through the Department of Mines and Petroleum and has to 
be referred to, say, the Department of Environment and Conservation, the proponent can link onto that 
department’s web site to see the progress of an application within that agency. The main benefit of this is that it 
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takes away the worries that some mining companies have had in the past that their application has simply been 
lost in the system. Because there was no capacity to get feedback, mining companies were quite legitimately 
concerned that their applications for approval were not being dealt with. We are moving down the path of giving 
our clients—that is what they are—good service. That is because it is the clients of the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum who create the wealth of this country, which pays for the public servants who do the job.  

Anyone who has any doubt about the importance of the resources industry to the economy of Western Australia 
should look at some of the figures. It is worth some $72 billion a year to this state’s economy. It is so far in front 
of any other industry that it is lonely. I have the fundamental view, as does our government, that our job is to 
encourage people to become involved in the resources industry to create wealth, employment and opportunities 
for people in our community. If a government goes out of its way to assist proponents to get their projects up and 
running, it is doing something good for the state’s economy.   

When I became the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, I found the number one agitation of the industry was that 
it was getting no service at all. In fact, it was the opinion not just of mining companies who were in the system 
but also, indeed, of commentators such as ResourceStocks magazine, which every year lists jurisdictions around 
the world and compares their attractiveness to investment. Western Australia used to be always at the top of the 
list. However, when we became the government, Western Australia was at the bottom of the list for Australian 
jurisdictions. We ranked lower than Tasmania and South Australia, which I have to say I was embarrassed about 
because nothing ever happens in Tasmania. The suggestion that it was a more attractive destination for 
investment than Western Australia defied belief. I think we have moved up two or three places now because of 
the work we have been doing over the past 18 months. The point I am trying to make about the member’s motion 
is that, by splitting that very big monolithic organisation that had no focus or direction, we have created one 
agency that I manage, which is doing its job properly. There are still significant improvements to be made, but 
we are focused on our job and on the outcomes we are seeking to obtain.  

Recently we advertised for the position of deputy director general, approvals, so that a person at that level in the 
department will be responsible for continuing the approvals process. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich mentioned—this is 
an aside—that one of the committees we established was the industry task force to look at the approvals system, 
headed by Peter Jones, a former Minister for Resources Development in the Charles Court government. That 
committee, for the member’s benefit, did not cost anything. All the members gave of their time pro bono. Peter 
Jones was paid some expenses of about $2 000 to cover his fundamental travel expenses. That committee does 
not exist any longer. It was put in place to do a job; it provided a report to government and the government is 
responding to that report. Those are the sorts of committees that are needed to give government direction 
concerning issues such as this. The Premier has been seeking to do something about the vast number of 
committees that are usually set up by statute and stay in place because no-one ever gets rid of them. Over time 
bureaucracies create more and more of these statutory authorities and various statutory committees and never get 
rid of any of the others. As the Premier said, when we came into government, we discovered 1 000 or so 
committees operating within the government of Western Australia. Many of those are, of course, necessary; they 
do a proper and appropriate job—but many are not. I will come to what I have done about getting rid of a range 
of committees that exist under the fisheries legislation. 

Coming back to the Department of Industry and Resources, we set up the Department of Mines and Petroleum, 
and it has done the job I have described today. The other agency is the Department of State Development, which 
has a specific task of dealing with major projects in Western Australia. We now have an agency tasked with the 
job of implementing state agreement acts and major projects such as Oakajee—all these big developments we 
want in Western Australia to take our economy further. Because that agency can concentrate on those issues, 
rather than being sidetracked with mining tenement issues and getting involved in other commerce-type issues, it 
is dedicated to getting the big projects in Western Australia up and running. If anyone does not understand the 
need for that, they do not understand the Western Australian economy. We are very fortunate that we have an 
agency that is working very well under the direction of the Premier as Minister for State Development, and is 
working on a significant number of very big projects for the state. A couple of examples of infrastructure are the 
Oakajee Port and Rail project, which is very much part of the jurisdiction of the Department of State 
Development; the James Price Point LNG precinct, which is again a very significant project for the Kimberley 
and the Western Australian economy, and indeed those people who will be employed there in the future; and 
other big projects around the state that operate under state agreement acts. Just yesterday we saw agreement 
reached on some amendments to state agreement acts covering BHP and Rio Tinto to allow them to better 
coordinate their activities to save money. As a result, the state has been able to benefit financially in two ways: 
firstly, a consideration of $350 million for our decision to allow amendments to the state agreement act to 
facilitate the merging of those two companies, and, secondly, the decision by the companies to pay the Mining 
Act royalty rate for iron ore fines, both of which are of great benefit to the state of Western Australia. I might 
add that royalties are of great benefit to the people of Australia. It is generally accepted that between 60 per cent 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 23 June 2010] 

 p4397a-4407a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Norman Moore 

 [9] 

and 80 per cent of the state’s royalties are spread throughout the other states of Australia because of the activities 
of the Commonwealth Grants Commission when it reduces our GST payments to compensate for the revenue we 
earn from royalties. 

I will say something that is not related to this motion. It is an aside that relates to royalties. The Rudd 
government fails to understand that the state’s royalties are spread throughout the other states. His government 
seems to have the view that no money is generated for the Australian community by the resources sector. If 
members looked at the state budget figures, they would see that our royalty revenues have trebled in the past 10 
years. That trebling of royalties has increased from $1 billion to about $3 billion a year. That money goes to the 
community and is being paid for by mining companies in exchange for them being able to use our resources. 
That is why the royalties system in Western Australia is the best way to get a return for the taxpayers of Western 
Australia. Royalties are not a tax; miners pay royalties regardless of whether they make a profit. For some reason 
that escapes me, the Rudd government wants to tax mining companies only on the basis of the profits they make. 
There are companies in the Northern Territory, which has a profit-based royalty system, that have never paid 
royalties because they have never made a profit. Anyone who understands business knows that a business can 
manage to disguise its profits from time to time if it feels the need to do so. That is what happens when there is a 
profit-based royalty system in place. Under our ad valorem–based royalties system the money is paid up-front. 
That is the cost of doing business in Western Australia. Once a company has made a profit, it pays its taxes to 
the commonwealth government. That is the proper way to go about doing it. 

The other part of the Department of Industry and Resources went to the Department of Commerce. That part of 
DOIR is better placed to be dealt with by an agency that deals with information technology, the tertiary industry 
and things that relate to the commerce portfolio. A range of issues are better dealt with as a separate entity rather 
than by trying to mix them up with all the other industries that relate to the state’s resources economy. That 
three-way split has been an outstanding success, in my view. Although I cannot measure the cost–benefit 
analysis in terms of dollars, I guarantee that the outcome for the state is worth billions because we have focused 
government agencies that now know exactly what they are doing. They are enthusiastic and confident and they 
want to get on with their job, which is what they are doing. 

We have done a number of other things. We split the Department of Education and Training. My colleague the 
Minister for Training and Workforce Development might want to make some comments about that. It is 
interesting to look at the history of this. When Peter Dowding was the Minister for Employment and Training in 
the 1990s—I do not think he was the Minister for Education at the time—he set up the Department of Training. 
That was a significant success. As a result of that decision, training got a serious boost in the context of the 
financial support provided to it by the government and also because it had its own focus on training. Until then, 
the TAFE sector within the Department of Education was the poor cousin of education and might as well not 
have been there. TAFE was where people went if they could not do anything else. It had no focus whatsoever. 
Peter Dowding, to give him his due, made a very good decision. When we formed government in 1993, we 
retained both agencies. I was fortunate enough to be the minister for both those agencies for a while and for the 
training department for a while longer. I believe that was a very successful way to manage education and training 
in Western Australia. The most important aspect of it, however, was to give serious focus to the needs of training 
and to get rid of the notion that TAFE was somehow a second-class activity. It was subservient to education at 
that time. The head of the Department of Education and Training had always been an educator and was never 
someone from the training sector. We found that the training aspect always got second-class treatment. There 
were two separate agencies and the Department of Training under the leadership of Ian Hill when I was the 
minister. The Department of Education and the Department of Training provided an excellent service to Western 
Australia. At that time we brought in the new vocational education training legislation and created statutory 
authorities for the various state colleges. Under the very astute leadership of Hon Peter Collier, the TAFE 
colleges are grabbing hold of the opportunities that that legislation provides for them and getting out in the 
marketplace to make sure that people know what they have to offer. Most importantly, they are convincing the 
community that training in the TAFE sector is a first-class way to go about getting an occupation. For reasons 
that escape me, when Labor was last in office, it brought the two departments back together again. That created 
the problems that Hon Peter Collier has had to deal with since we formed government. The minister can 
probably tell members that splitting them this time has been even more difficult than it was last time because of 
the different funding arrangements. 

The Department for Planning and Infrastructure was Alannah’s huge empire. It was virtually a government 
within a government. It was clearly set up to make sure that that minister, who wanted to be Premier but could 
not be, could manage as much of the government’s activities as she could. She brought into the agency and under 
her sphere of control all the transport, planning, land and fundamental development issues. That had the same 
consequence as the Department of Industry and Resources; the agency was doing so many things that were not 
related to each other that it lost its focus and did not quite know what its job was. The problem with that was the 
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minister seemed to think that she knew more than anyone else. She believed that it all had to stay in her head and 
that she could run her mini-government as she wished. We have allocated some of the functions of DPI to the 
Department of Transport. The Department of Transport knows that it is about transport; it is about airlines, road 
transport, roads, railways and other transport issues. It is focused on doing the job of administering transport. 
Similarly with planning, there is a separate Department of Planning under a Minister for Planning, and it is going 
about doing its job. Of course it has discussions with other agencies that are involved in the sorts of things that 
planning must do. It cannot just be one big agency in which everyone gets lost in one department to achieve the 
outcomes that we want to achieve. The responsibilities for the regional development and lands have been given 
to the Department of Regional Development and Lands, which is a very sensible place for it to be because it 
gives that agency a chance to make decisions about land requirements, particularly in regional Western 
Australia, and the needs of regional development at the same time. 

In my judgement, agencies have a far better capacity to deliver outcomes. I have always had the view, which was 
not always supported by my colleagues, that smaller agencies produce better outcomes than bigger ones. Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich might be able to argue that if a cost–benefit analysis is done based upon just the basic 
premises, it could be argued that having more departments costs more. I do not necessarily agree with that. In 
some cases it does because there are more CEOs and overheads. On the other hand, what is really important for 
government is to get the sort of outcomes that are needed. Having focused, dedicated agencies can ultimately 
achieve a far better outcome. 

I am always amused when Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich talks about cost–benefit analyses because I remember when in 
about the first week of her ministerial appointment as the Minister for Education and Training she decided to 
replace the private sector cleaners in government schools with public sector employees. I know about this 
because when I was the Minister for Education, I decided to employ private sector cleaners at schools. The 
assessment at the time, which would have been about 1993 or 1994, was that we would save about $10 million a 
year by employing private sector cleaners to clean Western Australian schools. We made the decision to go to 
private contractors. We also made the decision that the savings would go into the education system. It was 
decided that it would not be a saving to government, but an additional $10 million to the education system. We 
believe that education money should be spent on education. If we can get the schools cleaned for $10 million 
less, that is what we should do. It was a $10 million saving in 1993. When Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich became the 
minister in about 2004 or 2005, she made the decision, contrary to the decision of her predecessor Alan 
Carpenter, that all government schools would be cleaned by day-labour government employees. I asked her 
whether she had worked out how much extra that would cost and she looked at me as if to ask, “Why are you 
asking such a stupid question?” The bottom line is that she had not done any analysis. It was a decision she made 
because the miscellaneous workers’ union wanted it to be done. It was a reaction to a union directive to fix that 
problem no matter what it cost. I would love to know to this day how much extra that cost the education 
department’s budget simply because of a philosophical view held by the Labor Party and some of its union 
colleagues. That is my response to that part of the motion relating to new government agencies.  

The Premier made some announcements in the lower house about the boards and committees that have been 
abolished. The latest figure I can find is that about 219, or thereabouts, boards and committees have been 
abolished. We have identified some 1 300 of them.  

I want to give the house a simple example of the sort of things that this government has chosen to do. I use as an 
example the Department of Fisheries. I should up-front apologise to the crayfishermen’s wives committee for 
being inadvertently referred to by the Premier as a government agency. Quite clearly it is not. It was part of a 
conversation that was held about who was complaining about things at the time. An assumption was made that it 
was a government agency or a government committee. It is not; it is a private committee.  

Under the Fish Resources Management Act there are legislated committees. For recreational fishing there was 
the Recreational Fishing Advisory Council—RFAC—which was the main overriding body looking at 
recreational fishing, and it was legislated for. In addition there were regional RFACs from all the regions around 
the state. All these committees were part of the legislation. All these committees were consuming taxpayers’ 
money to provide advice to the minister on recreational fishing. At the same time, the fishing industry had set up 
Recfishwest, which also was given some funding from the government to provide advice to it on recreational 
fishing. There were other fishing associations around the state that also represented the interests of various 
recreational fishers. We had not only industry associations and committees giving advice to the government, but 
also legislated advisory committees giving advice to the government, and invariably they were giving different 
advice. The Minister for Fisheries then became a bit like Pontius Pilate or Solomon because he had to weigh up 
the advice of the government committees alongside the advice of the non-government committees and make a 
decision. Having done that, he knew that he would upset half the argument.  
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This government made the decision to amend the Fish Resources Management Act to get rid of the half a dozen 
or so recreational fisheries advisory committees and their regional associates. The government has gone to the 
recreational fishing sector and said that it would like one body to represent the interests of recreational fishers. It 
suggested that it should be Recfishwest and that the government would assist it financially to carry out the role 
that the RFACs used to carry out. The government said that it wanted Recfishwest to become the distiller of the 
different views of the recreational fishing industry and come to government with one voice. Instead of the 
minister being Pontius Pilate, Recfishwest becomes Pontius Pilate. Hopefully it knows far more about 
recreational fishing than the minister ever will and it can provide the advice which is the consensus view of the 
industry.  

Similarly, there were several legislated committees for commercial fisheries—one looking after rock lobster, one 
looking after aquaculture and one for pearling. Again, these were government-funded advisory committees 
operating alongside private sector–operated associations. With respect to rock lobster, there is the Rock Lobster 
Industry Advisory Committee, which was funded by the government to meet and give advice on the rock lobster 
industry; the Western Rock Lobster Council, which is the organisation that looks after the interests of rock 
lobster industry from the fishermen’s point of view; and, in addition, there is the Western Australian Fishing 
Industry Council, which is the peak body representing all fisheries as well as all the different industry 
associations up and down the coast.  

Similarly, with aquaculture, the aquaculture advisory council as well as a private sector aquaculture association 
were providing advice. When I walked in the door as Minister for Fisheries, I had so many sources of advice that 
I could not keep track of all of them. I am still having trouble with that. We got rid of the legislated committees. 
I told the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council that it is now the peak body representing commercial 
fisheries and its voice is the only one the government will listen to. I suggested that it sort out the different issues 
between the various sectors of the commercial sector and come back to government with the considered 
consensus view of commercial fisheries.  

We have gone from about 10 or 12 organisations to about three. The outcome will be far better, because the 
emphasis is now on those two peak bodies—WAFIC and Recfishwest—to get out among their constituents and 
find out what they want and deliver the goods on their behalf. Instead of sitting down and saying it has a 
different view from the rock lobster industry and, therefore, it will agree to differ, the minister or the department 
can make a judgement about that.  

The government’s strategy since it came to office has been to have a good, hard look, as I did in that agency, to 
see whether we need these committees. There is a need always to have some statutory committees and statutory 
authorities. They are necessary to provide advice, to do things independently of ministers from time to time and 
they are set up by statute and given certain roles and responsibilities. That is the nature of the Westminster 
system. We set up committees and authorities under statute, give them a role and it is done deliberately so that 
there is an arm’s length between those committees or authorities and the government. Indeed, it is very difficult 
for ministers to direct these sorts of organisations because they do not have that capacity; or, if they do, it is a 
very public situation.  

The situation with government agencies is quite different. Ministers work with government agencies and those 
agencies carry out the government’s policies. That relationship is quite different from the one I just described of 
statutory authorities and committees. We need a lot of those to do the business of government. Over time a lot of 
these boards and committees have remained in place and nobody has ever had much to do with whether they are 
required. In the past there has not been a serious review of whether we need to keep them or whether they are 
doing a worthwhile job. At every cabinet meeting appointments are made to committees. I wonder how much 
people are being paid to go on to those committees, how important those committees are and how much they are 
costing government. They are very expensive. I think it is a very sensible approach by the Premier to require us 
to have a good, hard, detailed look at these committees to see whether we still need them. If we need them, we 
will keep them and ensure that they run efficiently and effectively; if we do not need them, we will get rid of 
them. I would regard that as good government.  

The rest of the motion refers to the three per cent savings. I do not know whether I will waste the house’s time 
by going into that. We have had about four debates on the three per cent cuts. The bottom line is that it was 
brought in by this government in response to a decision by the former Treasurer, Eric Ripper, to go to the last 
election promising a three per cent efficiency dividend generating $1.5 billion worth of savings. He went to the 
election with all these promises that would cost $1.5 billion that the three per cent efficiency dividend would pay 
for. Therefore, the then opposition had no choice but to think that if the Treasurer reckoned he could find 
three per cent savings in the system through an efficiency dividend—obviously, he knew better than we did 
because he was the Treasurer—we must be able to do so too. Generally we are better at that than the Labor 
Party, so we made a similar commitment, which gave us the capacity to make commitments within that 
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expenditure framework and gave us a chance to be competitive at the election. That is the reason that we did it. 
Over the past 18 months since we have been in office, there has been a significant saving; I think about 
$1.7 billion has been saved through the efficiency dividend over that period. In fact, in the four and a half years 
from January 2009 to June 2013 the total budget adjustment for the three per cent efficiency dividend totalled 
$1.737 billion. That money has been saved through the introduction of efficiencies within the public sector, 
which is a good thing because that money is now being used to provide other services and to look after the 
priorities of this government, which are in some cases different from the priorities of others. 

I do not think there is much need for any more debate about the three per cent efficiency dividend and I indicate 
that the government will not support this motion. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


