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Division 5: Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner, $4 476 000 — 
Mr G. Woodhams, Chairman. 
Mr A.J. Carpenter, Minister for Public Sector Management.  
Dr R.E. Shean, Commissioner. 
Ms N.A. Taylor, Director, Equal Opportunity in Public Employment. 
The CHAIRMAN: The member for Avon. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I refer to the mission statement on page 118 of the Budget Statements. In the past 
couple of years, several documents have come out of the Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner. I 
am personally a great believer that I and others made an error in getting rid of the office of the public service 
commissioner. I am aware of two publications by the current commissioner’s predecessor. Has any action been 
taken to review the Public Sector Management Act 1994? 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member can ask that. I am more than happy with the way in which Dr Shean is 
conducting her function, and I have no intention at this time to launch into a review. The member might want to 
ask the commissioner, while she is here, whether any review is planned.  
[12.40 pm] 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I am not critical of the current operative, or even her predecessor, Premier, but over 
the past two years there has been some debate about perhaps reforming the process of the administration of the 
public service. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Yes.  
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Two reports have been published, which are before the public and Parliament, and 
several chapters in those reports referred to the implementation of a different process. Did that recommendation 
pass with the previous commissioner or is there an ongoing question about how the public service is operated? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Rest assured, I am not anticipating any written branch review of the way the public 
service performs its functions or is administered or oversighted. I think we have had a significant number of 
reviews and changes over the years, and I am not dissatisfied with the basic structure that exists at the moment. 
As the member has alluded, there are always ways of improving, and those regular reports are aimed at 
providing the government with pathways for improvement. The government does not necessarily always agree 
with the recommendations or the basis upon which they are generated, but all governments—Liberal, Labor—try 
to find ways of improving the efficacy of the public service and its responsiveness by the improvement of the 
structures and the oversighting. It would be fair to say that the activities of the Western Australian public service 
are under more microscopic scrutiny than comparable jurisdictions anywhere. Of itself, that has its own set of 
issues, but I am not anticipating any major changes to the current structure. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: This is my final question: this is not a direct criticism of the Premier, but I 
understand that there is currently a quirk whereby the Premier is the Minister for Public Sector Management, 
therefore Mr Wauchope is basically the major driver of the public service. If there were a different minister, 
there would be a different outcome. I suggest that there is a fair bit of pressure in the public service, which has 
some disquiet that the person who wears the hat in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet is also the premier 
person in the public service. I understand that is a quirk of the Premier being the minister, but it is a fact. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Yes, I am not disputing that, nor am I confirming it; I am accepting, on face value, 
what the member has said. Ultimately, is it not the case that the Premier is held responsible for the public sector 
anyway? Some variation of structure can be put in place, but in the end it is the Premier who is seen to be the 
person responsible for the function, operation etc, of the public service and, more broadly, the entire public 
sector. I do not think that would change under any other model. There is a bit of a failure to understand how the 
public service works and the separation of powers and so on, and I referred to that last week in Parliament whilst 
referring to the issue of police activity at the Sunday Times. There were preposterous assertions that that activity 
was directed by me or from my office; it just does not happen. Perhaps there is an educative function that needs 
to be fulfilled more thoroughly. However, I do not anticipate any major change of structure in the public service, 
although there might be some change in practice to try to improve; I am always open to those suggestions. 
Whilst the commissioner is in this place, perhaps it might be educational for members to have some commentary 
from her about some of these issues. 

Dr R.E. Shean: I thank the Premier. The member for Avon may not be aware that we have diligently gone 
through every one of my predecessor’s reviews—all the recommendations—and they are all on the website, 
along with the action that has or has not been taken. I have taken a position, which I think I have discussed with 
the member personally; that is, I will not comment on the office as I fill it and about whether it should or should 
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not exist, or exist in a different form, but we have followed up all the other recommendations. I refer the member 
to the website to see what action has been taken on them.  

In answer to the member’s second question, I do not think it is appropriate for me to give any detailed response 
other than to point out that all the people within the public sector—and that includes the Director General of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet—are subject to the requirements of the Public Sector Management Act 
1994, and we have oversight over some sections of that act. It falls to me to report to members on compliance or 
non-compliance with those sections of that act. The member will note that in recent times I have taken to 
reporting to members differently. Section 21(1)(i) has a requirement for annual reporting to Parliament. I have 
now decided to exercise section 21(1)(h), which means I will report to members more frequently. I will continue 
to do this for the time that I hold office. No-one covered by this act is exempt from that form of reporting, and I 
give members my word that I will report honestly on any issues that come through.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I have no doubt of that at all; that was not the purpose of my question. As a member 
of Parliament, I obviously have the opportunity to talk to the Premier about political issues, which are not the 
commissioner’s bailiwick.  

Premier, I have a genuine concern, having read about the inquiries into the activities of Mr Cox and Mr Smith, 
and the process of the review of the Corruption and Crime Commission inquiries, that they are conducted by 
somebody inside the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. Even though I have no doubt about the intent of all 
that, there is an image problem with it. I strongly put it to the Premier that what he is saying about himself being 
the final arbitrary resting place is correct, but it would be useful to all if that other person below him was 
semidetached from the process. I do not think that—for all the reasons that the Premier has talked about and the 
reasons I am concerned about, which is the image it gives to the public—those two inquiries, no doubt conducted 
by diligent people, are seen by the public as emanating from the Department of the Premier, with the Premier 
involved in the debate.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I take the point. Is the member talking about internal to the public sector but external to 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: Yes.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The effect would be the same. The assertion would still be made that somehow or other 
the Premier of day—it might be me—was trying to engineer or influence the outcome of inquiries because I was 
the employer. I reinforce that comment by pointing out that some of the assertions that have been made now—
and not just whilst I have been in office but that have been asserted about previous Premiers, both Liberal and 
Labor—about the way Premiers go about directing public sector inquiries or public service activities to 
manufacture particular outcomes, are absurd. However, sometimes they are made through the ignorance of the 
due process, because they provide political opportunism, or they are easy stories to write, irrespective of whether 
or not they even resemble the facts. I think the outcome would be the same. If the person who was, for example, 
required to conduct a review on the recommendations of the CCC into a public servant’s behaviour, produced a 
report that said that the public servant had done no wrong, there would be people who asserted that that report 
was because of the interference of the Premier of the day, no matter who that person — 
Mr T. BUSWELL: Steady on! 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER: It is real life and it has to be dealt with, and it must be accepted that people say these 
things — 
Mr T. BUSWELL: I have not heard anyone say that in relation to a CCC report. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER: No, but the member is talking about the resultant inquiries that came in. 
Mr T. BUSWELL: Oh. 
Mr A.J. CARPENTER: My point was, let us suppose someone from the Department of Local Government and 
Regional Development conducted those inquiries; the same criticisms would be made. 
Mr T. BUSWELL: Premier, I have a question about page 118 of the Budget Statements; namely “Item 7 Net 
amount appropriated to deliver services”. I know there has been a small increment this year compared with last 
year’s budget, but on further examination of the detail I understand that most of that increment is absorbed in 
increased rental accommodation.  
[12.50 pm] 

In other words, if accommodation is removed, funding for what I regard as a very important oversight role 
remains flat and, indeed, has gone backwards in real terms. Were requests made and not met for funding of the 
Office of the Public Sector Standards Commissioner as part of the budget preparation process, or is this the 
funding that the commissioner requested? 
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER: My memory is not 100 per cent perfect, although it is a lot better than the memory of 
some other people, apparently. On this issue, I honestly do not recall any submission seeking additional funding 
being knocked back. While the Leader of the Opposition was asking this question, I asked the commissioner 
whether that was the case. I will ask the commissioner to respond, but I do not believe that any submission was 
made and knocked back by the government for this area. 

Dr R.E. Shean: As the Leader of the Opposition will be aware, since coming to office I have consulted quite 
widely with many members and changed quite considerably the way the office works. I have had the full 
complement of staff, and the office accumulated unspent funds. Thus there has been no need for me to seek 
supplementary funding. The main variation, as the Leader of the Opposition has noted, is an increase in rent, 
which has been fully supplemented and which was approved by the Department of Housing and Works and 
supported by the Department of Treasury and Finance. There has been a minor drop in salaries. The Leader of 
the Opposition will be aware of the reason for that also—the position of commissioner was reclassified. We have 
been able to live within our budget this year despite the fact that we are now doing more than was done at the 
start of my time as commissioner. However, it means that I will more than likely ask for an increase some time 
during 2008-09. We are moving — 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: If the commissioner keeps talking like that, she will be in the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: This is what I meant about efficiency earlier. The model of it sits next to the Premier. 

Dr R.E. Shean: Am I allowed to speak a little further about that? As the Leader of the Opposition is aware, we 
have written to him about this matter and we are moving towards a quality improvement framework. One of the 
elements of this will be the auditing of agencies. It is something that has not been routinely done in the past. 
There will be a cost associated with this—not a heavy cost, but one that I believe is more than justified to give 
people trust and confidence in the public sector. I will more than likely approach the Department of Treasury and 
Finance to cover that additional cost. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Now what is the Leader of the Opposition going to say? 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I am going to ask a follow-up question. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: No; where did that efficiency get me? There is a big bill coming down. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I think this is a very serious matter. The commissioner alluded to the downgrading—I do 
not like to use the term—of the position. A couple of years ago the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal used an 
external consultant to undertake a work value survey; I cannot remember the exact name of the process. 
Effectively it found that a number of positions, all of which were these sorts of parliamentary and public service 
oversight commissions, had a lower value of work than some of the other executive positions. I did not accept 
the finding at the time because they are all very important roles, especially for the opposition. Is it the Premier’s 
view that the process should be revisited? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: To be honest, it is not something to which I have applied my mind. However, I would 
not rule it out. The Salaries and Allowances Tribunal is actually the next division. I have to be somewhat 
diplomatic about the way I couch this, but I think we, as parliamentarians, are extremely well served by the 
current commissioner. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: We are well served by those other positions as well. I support the view that we 
should watch the salary process. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: It has become a love-in. One of the roles of the commissioner is ensuring confidence in the 
integrity of the recruitment and selection of chief executive officers. Is it intended for the commissioner to report 
to Parliament when situations arise in which the government does not accept the recommendation of the 
commissioner about an appointment of a CEO? 

Dr R.E. Shean: We certainly would be able to do that. To date we have had a remarkably prolific year for the 
appointment of CEOs. We have managed the recruitment process for approximately 22 to 24 positions. Some are 
still being processed. At no time during my period as commissioner—it will be a year in two weeks’ time—has 
there been a case in which a recommendation has not been accepted. There was one case in which a 
recommendation was not successful because the recommended applicant subsequently accepted another role. I 
will take each of the cases on its merits. I am considering putting together a special parliamentary report on 
processes in cases in which concerns have been raised. I have one major concern about qualifications cited by 
applicants for chief executive officer positions. This is of extreme concern. I am not sure whether it warrants a 
separate parliamentary report; however, if I was of the view at any stage that a recommendation was not 
accepted without there being serious consideration given to it, of course I would be happy to, if not release a 
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report, talk directly with the Leader of the Opposition about it. My preference, as I have mentioned personally to 
the Leader of the Opposition, is to release all information to Parliament so that everyone has equal access to it. 

Mr T. BUSWELL: I think that is a good idea. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


