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Hearing commenced at 10.54 am 
 
FARAGHER, HON DONNA 
Minister for Environment representing the Premier; Minister for State Development, 
sworn and examined: 
 
SMITH, MR DAVID 
Deputy Director General, Co-ordination, Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 
sworn and examined: 
 
KENNEDY, MR ROBERT 
Acting Assistant Director General, State Administration and Corporate Support, Department 
of the Premier and Cabinet, 
sworn and examined: 
 
PRIDE, MR PETER 
Chief Finance Officer, Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 
sworn and examined: 
 
JONES, MR KEN 
Principal Project Officer, Department of the Premier and Cabinet, 
sworn and examined: 
 
 
The CHAIR: On the behalf of the committee I welcome you to the meeting. I am Hon Liz Behjat 
and I am in the chair today. Hon Giz Watson, the chair, is away, as is Hon Philip Gardiner. We have 
Hon Ken Travers, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich and Lisa Peterson, our advisory officer. On behalf of the 
committee I welcome you to the meeting. Before we begin, I must administer the oath or 
affirmation. 
[Witnesses took the oath or affirmation.]  
The CHAIR: You will have all signed a document titled “Information for Witnesses”. Have you 
read and understood that document? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The CHAIR: These proceedings are being recorded by Hansard, and a transcript of your evidence 
will be provided to you. To assist the committee and Hansard, please quote the full title of any 
document you may refer to during the course of this hearing for the record. Please be aware of the 
microphones and try to talk directly into them; ensure that you do not cover them with papers or 
make noise near them, and please try to speak in turn as it makes it difficult for Hansard if we all try 
to have a go at the same time. I remind you that your transcript will become a matter for the public 
record. If for some reason you wish to make a confidential statement during today’s proceedings, 
you should request that the evidence be taken in closed session. If the committee grants your 
request, any public and media in attendance will be excluded from the hearing. Please note that the 
uncorrected transcript should not be published or disclosed. This prohibition does not, however, 
prevent you from discussing your public evidence generally once you leave this hearing. 
Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament to 
scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia, and the committee values 
your assistance.  
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Members, it would assist Hansard if when referring to the budget statement volumes or the 
consolidated fund estimates you give the page number, item, program, amount and so on in preface 
to your questions. Members, who will lead us off?  
Mr Smith: If I can, by way of explanation, explain that Mr Conran unfortunately could not be here 
today. He is attending the inaugural meeting of the community partnership forum, an initiative of 
the government announced in the budget in relation to increasing the degree of interaction between 
the government and non-government sector. It is an event that involves a number of external 
agencies and has been organised well in advance of today. Unfortunately, when he received notice 
of the event today, he was not able to change those arrangements.  
The CHAIR: You are most welcome, Mr Smith, in his place, and I am sure you will do a sterling 
job.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Very well represented. 
Mr Smith: We will aim to do our best. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will direct my questions to you, Mr Smith. If you could refer to 
page 91 of budget paper No 3 “Expense Policy Decisions (by portfolio)”. I am referring here to 
table 1, the summary of expense policy decisions by agency since the 2009–10 midyear review. The 
amount listed under “Premier and Cabinet” allocated for policy decisions since the midyear review 
for 2010–11 is $5.4 million, for 2011–12 is $8.2 million and 2012–13 is $5.8 million, and over the 
forward estimates we have a sum totalling $25.2 million. Could you start off by informing us what 
the 2010–11 allocation of $5.4 million is for?  
Mr Smith: Certainly. Those numbers are replicated in budget paper No 2 on page 73 in relation to 
our portfolio, which indicates a table of major spending changes. For 2010–11 the components of 
those spending changes identify five items. The first is the part allocation of funding of $2.5 million 
for CHOGM, which will be in October 2011 here in Perth. Obviously that is a commonwealth —  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We will come back to CHOGM, if you do not mind, because that 
is my next question.  
Mr Smith: Certainly. On the other components of that amount, the second major element is the 
community development investment fund and the social innovation grants program, both of which 
relate to the initiative I referred to a moment ago in enhancing the interaction between the 
government and non-government sector.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can I get a clarification on that? Is this one of the 
recommendations that came out of Economic Audit Committee report?  
Mr Smith: Yes.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: And it may well be recommendation 10 or thereabouts, but we can 
get back to that because I really want to explore that.  
Mr Smith: Okay, we have that information somewhere.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is the second one. CHOGM is first and the community investment 
fund is second.  
Mr Smith: That fund and the grants program together; we have separate information. The next 
component is community support and donations of $1.4 million in 2010–11. The department has 
had the role, historically, of being the source of funding, if you like, for donations both regular and 
irregular that the government makes to a variety of recipients—Red Shield, Telethon and so on. In 
the past that has been met out of global appropriation of the department, but in this budget process 
we requested and received a special allocation of $1.4 million as an estimate of what it costs, as an 
average amount, every year.  
[11.00 am] 
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So that is that component. It has not been separately identified before but it is now. Then there are 
parliamentary electorate offices. This reflects increased costs I think which arose out of SAT 
determinations and other things. My colleagues can perhaps provide more information on that if 
that is required. And lastly there is $1.4 million in 2010–11 that has been allocated for support to 
executive government for increased support for ministers’ offices, the Leader of the Opposition and 
others, so it is a global amount. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr Smith, I wonder whether you could provide to the committee a 
further breakdown of those expenses for 2010–11, 2011–12, 2012–13 and 2013–14, and then we 
will have a comprehensive view over the forward estimates period of what that $25.4 million will 
buy. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: For the member’s benefit, on page 73 it does actually indicate the 
forward estimates for those for those ones that you have just stated. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I understand what the global figures are, honourable minister, but 
what I am wanting is a breakdown of in fact what those moneys in those forward estimates are in 
fact going to be spent on. What you have given in the forward estimates are global figures; for 
example, in 2011–12, we have got $8.2 million. I want an actual breakdown of what amounts are 
going where and what for. 
The CHAIR: Member, if you refer to page 73, budget paper No 2, which is where Mr Smith 
referred us to, you will see that there is a breakdown there. You want it broken down further than 
that, member? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I want it broken down further than that—exactly right. 
Mr Smith: We will have to take that on notice but, yes, where possible. In some cases there is no 
further breakdown that has been determined at this point; for example, support to executive 
government. 
[Supplementary Information No B1.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If we take support to executive government, which in 2010–11 
equates to $1.443 million, on what basis do you get such a precise figure if you do not know what it 
is going to be spent on and how much is going to be spent on what? It just seems unbelievable that 
you can come up with a figure for support to executive government — 
The CHAIR: Member, I do not think that Mr Smith actually said he did not know what that money 
was for. He said that he would provide that where the information is available. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: That was in respect of all of the ones that you have asked for. 
Mr Jones: The increase in the out years is purely indexation, so we have indexed the figure in the 
out years so that you do not have the situation where you are approving an amount of money in year 
one that is not adequate in year four, so it is indexed in the out years. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Where you have indexed you could indicate that, but, quite clearly, 
these final sums that appear in the figure, at least in some cases, must be based on specific projects, 
breakdowns and specific allocations to specific things. 
Mr Smith: We can certainly do that in some of those items. The community development 
investment fund and innovation grants, for example, we have separate components of those, which 
are not reflected in the table. 
The CHAIR: What you have got available would be appreciated, Mr Smith. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can I just ask a question before we move off those things? I am just 
interested in the community support for donations. You said you had previously done it. Is that 
$1.4 million approximately the amount of money you were spending in previous years on 
donations? 
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Mr Smith: I think from memory—Ken Jones may be up to assist here—what we put forward was 
an average over the last 10 years or thereabouts on donations. 
Mr Jones: What has taken place in past years is that from time to time the government has been 
approached for donations for a range of things, like Telethon and Appealathon et cetera. What we 
have done each year is to provide for supplementary funding at the end of the year to meet that cost. 
What we have tried to do now is put that on a firm budget basis for the future, so that instead of 
coming back each year looking for supplementary funding, we have actually got an appropriation to 
cover those. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So are you saying in previous years you have always received under the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill the amount of $1.4 million to cover donations? 
Mr Smith: No, it has varied from year to year. 
Mr Kennedy: Usually we would seek supplementary funding at the end of the financial year. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How much supplementary funding did you receive last year, for instance? 
Mr Pride: It was $691 000 at the end of the year, and there is an additional small amount midway 
through the year, so it is sitting around that $1.4 million. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I guess my question is: you can list it as $1.4 million of donations, but, 
effectively, if you have previously been finding that money out of your budget, what you are 
actually doing is giving the department $1.4 million extra to spend and you will then free up money 
elsewhere in your budget. So I am interested to know, that money you are freeing up elsewhere in 
your budget, what are you spending it on? 
Mr Smith: As Mr Jones said a moment ago, we do seek supplementary funding in some cases. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But not to the tune of $1.4 million. 
Mr Jones: In some years it has certainly exceeded that. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Just to be clear, that was for the last year, but I understand from Mr 
Smith, this is taken on an average in terms of the general amount, and that is what is put here. So it 
is based on an average rather than last year’s amount. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If that is the case, maybe what we can have provided as supplementary 
information how much you have received and for what purposes as supplementary funding over the 
last 10 years. 
[Supplementary Information No B2.] 
The CHAIR: That is funding over the last 10 years. 
Mr Kennedy: For donations? 
The CHAIR: For donations, yes. You will get notice of these questions formally to the department. 
It is just for Hansard that we give it a number today. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You can break it down to whatever you used to calculate the $1.4 million, 
whether it was donations or whatever it was you used to arrive at $1.4 million. 
Mr Smith: Perhaps we should also explain that this incorporates payments that the government 
may make from time to time for international disaster relief when the government is approached. 
Those obviously are one-off events, so I would not overstate the degree of precision that is involved 
in, say, the $1.4 million. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Interestingly, the sorts of things that you have mentioned probably fall 
within the actual definition of what the Treasurer’s advance is for, not the things that it is often used 
for by the government. They would come under the category of extraordinary and unforeseen 
expenditure. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I referred to, and you have already made comment in relation to, 
the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting and the royal visit. I understand that a total of 
$5.6 million will be spent over two years from 2010–11 on the preparation and the coordination of 
CHOGM and the concurrent royal visit, which is scheduled to occur in the late 2011. I wonder 
whether you can give us a breakdown of what that $5.6 million will be spent on and if you could 
also provide additional information on how much of that $5.6 million will be spent in 2010–11 and 
how much will be spent in 2011–12? 
Mr Smith: Yes, certainly. To take the latter part of your question first, in terms of the breakdown of 
the two years, the allocation is $2.5 million in 2010–11 and $3.075 million in 2011–12. As you 
have said, CHOGM is scheduled to be held in Perth at the end of October 2011 and the royal visit at 
the same time. The department has oversight and coordination responsibility, but the event is a 
commonwealth responsibility. The commonwealth are bearing their own costs and the majority of 
costs associated with what is a very significant event. The allocations which have been provided in 
the budget for the department for 2010–11, that $2.5 million includes an allocation of $700 000 for 
an additional 10 FTEs for the initial planning and organising that the state is required to do. There is 
the provision of $600 000 for grants. These include grants to local government for CHOGM 
programs and initiatives. There are government agency grants to be provided, including to schools 
for the development of CHOGM programs in schools, and events, and both government schools and 
non-government schools. It also includes provision for grants to NGOs and agencies for the 
development of business, youth and community programs associated with CHOGM. There is quite 
a range of programs, if you like, that are organised around the actual heads of government meeting 
itself. The final component of that $2.5 million for 2010–11 is $1.2 million for contracts and 
services. It includes, for example, cultural and artistic consultancy services for cultural events, royal 
visit consultancy services—as you can imagine, there are a whole range of dimensions that need to 
be addressed in relation to a royal visit — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Such as? 
Mr Smith: From security to protocol arrangements. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: So that is included in this remaining $1.2 million? 
Mr Smith: Yes, for 2010–11; that is right. There is also included in that provision for contract 
management consultancy services for sporting events, which again will be associated with the main 
event, and there is a range of other costs leading up to CHOGM. So that is the breakdown. We do 
not have a detailed breakdown of the $3 million for 2011–12 as yet. As you will appreciate, this 
money is allocated for the planning and, at this point, that has not yet been determined. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Has there been any analysis done that you are aware of on the 
likely economic impact of CHOGM and the royal visit? 
Mr Smith: I have not seen an analysis of the economic impact. I have seen an estimate of the 
additional number of visitors, other than direct participants, but I think there will be 4 000 
additional people associated with the events that go around it, so it is quite a significant impact, but 
that does not include any estimate of the direct or indirect benefit that the event will bring to the 
state.  
[11.15 am] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is it part of your role to coordinate the other agencies of government and 
the implications of CHOGM on their budgets and activities? 
Mr Smith: Certainly part of the role of the Office of State Security and Emergency Coordination, 
which is part of our department and is taking on the CHOGM role as an additional task, is there will 
be a range of—they are coordinating with agencies who are impacted on or contributing to the 
arrangements. These provisions do not cover, for example—this goes to your question—costs that 
may be associated with the extra services of those agencies. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is it the intention to try to identify those costs and recoup the additional 
costs of the commonwealth government for CHOGM? 
Mr Smith: I think the arrangements with the commonwealth are under discussion and 
consideration. If you take the Queensland example—that was the last jurisdiction that hosted the 
CHOGM event in Australia—there were detailed arrangements which were settled with the 
commonwealth. They have not been settled as yet, as far as I am aware, with us. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Which agencies are responsible for doing that? 
Mr Smith: That is us. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would have thought that if you were doing that negotiation, one of the 
things you would be doing is getting up an identified list of what the cost implications across 
government are. 
Mr Smith: That is a reasonable assumption, and I am sure that will happen. I am just saying that it 
has not got to that stage yet. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: When do you expect it will get to that stage? 
Mr Smith: When some of the planning about what events are occurring and the associated impact 
that that might have on — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Would not your security people already be working out how many extra 
rubber duckies, helicopters and police motor bikes they need? 
Mr Smith: Yes, and I am sure that they are doing that; they just have not got to the end point yet. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Surely you have a time line of when you need to have those decisions made 
so that you can seek that money from the commonwealth. 
Mr Smith: My understanding of the process is that those discussions are occurring. There is a 
framework and a process in place for discussing exactly those things with the commonwealth. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Right. Is it your agency that is doing those discussions? 
Mr Smith: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do we have any idea of the magnitude of the cost yet? 
Mr Smith: Not that I am aware of. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can we get that as supplementary information, and also a time line of 
where we are up to in terms of the time line that the department has for when things need to be 
determined to meet the requirements for CHOGM? I am assuming you would have a time line. 
The CHAIR: To clarify, are you looking for a time line — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: A time line and if they have already identified any additional costs for the 
state, what those costs are. 
The CHAIR: Are you able to take that on notice, Mr Smith? 
Mr Smith: Yes, we will provide what we can in relation to both of those. 
[Supplementary Information No B3.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is it the role of your agency to look at opportunities for the state with 
CHOGM coming here? 
Mr Smith: I am not exactly sure what you mean by “opportunities”. Certainly part of those 
associated programs that I referred to, whether they are business activities or sporting activities and 
so on—the department is involved in discussions with non-government organisations and parties 
that will be involved about what that means and what the opportunities might be in the business 
sector, for example. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would have thought that it was a perfect opportunity like when we had the 
Rugby World Cup to look at levering off investment attraction into the state using CHOGM. You 
might not have it at the exact same time, but just before or after, and using the publicity of CHOGM 
coming to Perth to lever off. I would have thought that you would be looking at a major investment 
in tourism promotion to lever off the free media that will come about as a result of CHOGM. I am 
just trying to work out which agency of government is actually responsible for looking at those 
opportunities and ensuring that we are taking advantage of them. If you are the lead agency, I am 
trying to work out if that is your role with this money or if it is someone else’s role or if it is just not 
happening. 
Mr Smith: It will be part of our role. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Are you able to give us an idea of the sorts of things you are looking at in 
the way of opportunities? 
Mr Smith: Part of our role is to liaise and work with Eventscorp and Tourism WA and so on about 
doing exactly those things that you are describing. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What are we doing? CHOGM is next year. If we do not get on to it, the 
opportunity—the things that I am talking about, you need a bit of lead time and you need them 
going into the budget and the rest of it. 
Mr Smith: Absolutely, and that work is happening now, but it has not got to the stage, as far as I 
am aware, where people have determined that these are the particular activities that are occurring at 
the event, or that we are best placed as a state to be able to leverage off them. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What processes have occurred using this money up till now to try to 
identify the opportunities? 
Mr Jones: Can I just answer the question? The money only flows from 1 July, and we are only two 
weeks into July now. In terms of contracts, we have identified here consultancy services and 
concept development et cetera, so contracts will be let for that, but those contracts have not been let 
yet. This is the first funding that we have got for CHOGM, starting this year. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Can I — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But we have known about it for almost 12 months now. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: By way of example, as Mr Smith has indicated, there is obviously the 
coordinating role from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, but within each agency, where it 
is relevant, obviously they are doing work. For example, if this helps, as the youth minister, one of 
the elements that is being considered is a youth forum. Therefore, work has been done through the 
Office for Youth in consultation with Premier and Cabinet on how that will be achieved. That is 
working through those processes now. Each agency that has relevance would obviously be doing 
that work in consultation with Premier and Cabinet. I think that is what Mr Smith is trying to 
indicate to you. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I understand that, but I am trying to get a sense of who is directing that and 
whether there is an active role of directing that or whether it is up to individual agencies to think of 
it and come up with it themselves. 
Mr Smith: Premier and Cabinet is directing that and there is an active role. The funding allocation 
that has been provided here reflects that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but I am still trying to get a sense of what it is you are doing to make 
sure that agencies are maximising their opportunities. We have been given a wonderful opportunity 
by the commonwealth to promote the state and what worries me is that it is almost 12 months since 
that was announced and you are telling me that you have only just received funding so you are 
starting to do the consultancy now. CHOGM will be over if we are not careful. 
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Mr Smith: The timing of it was only announced by the commonwealth a matter of months ago. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought it was last year. 
Mr Smith: I do not think so. The timing was still unknown until — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The timing was, but the fact we were getting it in 2011 was not. 
Mr Smith: Yes, but the timing — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The exact dates of it — 
Mr Smith: Even down to months, I understand. That obviously has an impact on the extent to 
which we are able to and the way in which we might do all the things you are describing. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The fact is that work is happening and it is being coordinated through 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, as Mr Smith has indicated. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And I am trying to get a sense of what that work is, minister. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I want to go to “major spending changes” on page 73 and 
parliamentary electorate offices. 
The CHAIR: Something we are all very interested in, I am sure, member. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Something that we are all very interested in, and entitlements and 
so forth. I am wondering whether you could provide—you might need to take this on notice—a list 
of all the members, which member’s office has had a fit-out and the total cost of those fit-outs. 
Mr Kennedy: Could I ask for a time frame? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Since September 2008—the change after the election. 
Mr Smith: We are happy to provide that information but that sort of expenditure is not covered by 
this item. This item is reflecting the operational costs of electorate offices. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In the budget here, clearly there would be moneys set aside for the 
purposes of office fit-outs—electorate office fit-outs. 
Mr Kennedy: There is some money into the future years, but we have largely finished our fit-out 
program now because most of our members are in their permanent location, so we would be doing 
the odd relocation where a member has requested moving out of an aged premises or there is 
another reason for a change. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: All right, but since September 2008 there have been a range of fit-
outs. What I am asking is that the department which is responsible for the administration of those 
fit-outs provide to the committee a schedule of each of the members who have had a fit-out and the 
cost of those fit-outs to their electorate offices. We will take that on notice. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I think the department is happy to provide what information it has, 
but it has been indicated that the major spending to which the member refers does not specifically 
relate to fit-outs, and so that as far as it relates to the budget papers, I am sure that the department 
would be very happy to provide that information. 
[Supplementary Information No B4.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In terms of the parliamentary electorate offices, the $2.1 million in 
2010–11, the $2.163 million 2011–12, the $1.48 million in 2012–13 and the $1.5 million in 2013–
14, Mr Smith, I wonder whether you could — 
The CHAIR: Member, I think you have read the wrong line. 
Mr Smith: For the last two numbers. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes; it is $2.2 million and $2.2 million. I wonder whether you 
could provide the committee with information in relation to what that funding is specifically for. 
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The CHAIR: I think we have already asked for that under supplementary B1 for the breakdown of 
allocations in your first question. You have already sought that breakdown, which I think will be 
provided in that supplementary information. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I did not know that you had picked that up, Madam Acting Chair, 
so that is fine. 
The CHAIR: What we have in supplementary B1, and the out years, as was indicated, is just 
indexation. That was my understanding. 
Mr Smith: That is correct. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Have we picked up the issue about the cost of the new electorate 
offices? 
The CHAIR: The electorate offices is supplementary B4. We have that as well. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Support to executive government. Could you explain to us the 
major spending changes since the publication of the 2009–10 budget? In terms of support to 
executive government, we see an increase of $1.44 million in 2010–11, $1.4 million in 2011–12, 
$1.5 million in 2012–13 and $1.57 million in 2013–14. I wonder whether you could provide us with 
information about what that expenditure is for. 
Mr Smith: The expenditure that has been allocated here identifies the government’s decision to 
allocate additional resources for ministers’ offices, the Leader of the Opposition and other support 
services. There has been no decision made yet about an allocation of that provision, if you like, and 
it will apply, as Mr Jones pointed out previously, from 1 July, so there is no provision provided 
before that. There has been no decision made about any further breakdown. That is the amount that 
has been specified or agreed to out of the budget process. It increases across the out years, reflecting 
standard CPI indexation. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In all due respect, you are saying that you do not know what 
$6 million, or thereabouts, is for. It has to be appropriated from 1 July and you do not know what it 
will be appropriated on. I just do not get it. On what basis did the department go to the Treasurer 
and say, “We need just over $6 million over the forward estimates for support to executive 
government?” 
Mr Smith: This, as in other elements of the budget, reflects the government’s policy decision about 
the allocation of funding in the budget process. The $1.4 million—these are new spending 
initiatives — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, but what are they going to be spent on? 
Mr Smith: Support for ministerial offices, the Leader of the Opposition and -  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In all due respect, the Leader of the Opposition has a very small 
office, so — 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is bigger than what it was when we were in opposition. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We will leave that aside. The point is there is $6 million in the 
forward estimates for support to ministers’ officers. I think it is a fair question to ask: what is that 
money going to be spent on? That is a very fair question. 
Mr Smith: The answer I can provide to that is essentially what is in the budget papers, which is 
support to ministers, to the Leader of the Opposition and support to minor parties.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Does this mean—this is interesting; minor parties, because we 
already know, for example, in terms of entitlements, that Dr Janet Woollard gets an additional 
entitlement and has a special arrangement in terms of her electorate office staffing. We know that 
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John Bowler gets an extra entitlement. We do not know whether Ms Adele Carles will get an extra 
entitlement, but is this money for — 
[11.30 am] 
Mr Smith: Sorry, can I just explain? This is not a provision for entitlements; this is a provision that 
the government is making a decision about additional resources that will be provided — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: To ministerial offices. 
Mr Smith: And others.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: And the Leader of the Opposition 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hang on, hang on: but you cannot tell me what $6 million will be 
spent on, apart from support to executive government. I think, at the heart of this, is the process by 
which the budget is formulated. Can you not tell me on what basis the Premier went to the Treasury 
to seek an appropriation of $6 million over a four-year period, apart from just saying, “I need 
$6 million for support to executive government”, and then he, as the Treasurer, says, “Not a 
problem; I’ll give it to myself”—mind you, this might have been framed during the previous 
Treasurer’s time? That is not the way that budgets are normally constructed, and you, yourself, 
would be aware of that, Mr Smith. I need a breakdown of what the money will be spent on.  
The CHAIR: Member, I again refer you back to B1. We have asked for that breakdown of 
allocations to be taken on notice for those five items under major spending changes. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, but hang on: with all due respect, Madam Chair, this is about 
process, because I find it hard to believe that if we do not know what $6 million is being spent on, 
apart from support to executive government, how can we have confidence about the $9 million for 
parliamentary electorate offices and the basis on which that allocation of $9 million was 
appropriated; or, indeed, how can we have confidence about any of the other line items under 
“Major Spending Changes” as listed in this part of the budget? 
The CHAIR: Minister, would you like to comment? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes; and Mr Smith might want to say something more in relation to 
this. I think Mr Smith has clearly identified that there has been an identified need, and that is why 
you see a major spending change. That identified need would also include requests from the Leader 
of the Opposition for additional resources. The final details are obviously being worked through at 
the moment with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, but there has been an identified need 
and it does not all go to ministers’ offices, which I think is what Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich is inferring.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Where is it going?   
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: This is now the fifth time, I think, that this has been said to ministers, 
to the Leader of the Opposition, and other parties. Mr Smith has said that, I think, on probably 
five occasions now.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Which other parties, minister, is some of this money going to? 
When we talk about “other parties”, what are we talking about? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: As I have said, the final details are being worked through at the 
moment, and that is what Mr Smith has indicated.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: So you do not actually know? 
The CHAIR: I think, member, we have exhausted that line of questioning. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: With all due respect, Madam Chair — 
The CHAIR: Not in all due respect. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  — no-one seems to know what $6 million worth of taxpayers’ 
money has been appropriated for, apart from the fact that it is going somewhere to some ministers, 
it is going to some parties, and it is going to support executive government. That is the only thing 
we know about how this $6 million is going to be appropriated. Beyond that, we have no idea 
because no-one has made the decision. Here we are, already more than two weeks into the new 
financial year, and I have to say that it beggars belief, but anyway. 
The CHAIR: If we could move on. Have you got any further questions?  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I have. I want to move now to page 75 of the budget papers, 
which clearly states — 

• In December 2009, the Government released the Economic Audit Committee’s Final 
Report, Putting the Public First: Partnering with the Community and Business to Deliver 
Outcomes. The report sets out a vision for the public sector that places the needs of 
citizens at the centre of the decision making and ensures that taxpayers’ money is spent 
in a way that maximises value for the community. Over the coming year, the Department 
will continue to work in partnership with other Government agencies, the community 
sector and private enterprise to progress a number of initiatives identified in the report. 

You might be able to help me out here—through you, minister—because in respect to this report, 
the Economic Audit Committee report made some 42 recommendations. I took those all 42  of 
those recommendations and asked a detailed question in relation to each and every one of those 
42 recommendations and was given a pro forma response 42 times in response to those 42 questions 
that I asked in respect to those recommendations of the Economic Audit Committee. Is there a 
reason as to why absolutely no detailed information could be provided to me in respect of those 
42 recommendations, and—through me—to the public who actually funded the economic audit 
report and the work that went into it and now will be impacted by the recommendations of it? 
The CHAIR: Member, I think it is a bit unfair for Mr Smith to comment on pro forma responses 
when he does not have the responses that you were given. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Somebody has to be accountable, and we do not have the director 
general here. I have got some responses right here; I have not got all 42, but here they are? 
Mr Smith: I have one. 
The CHAIR: You have one? 
Mr Jones: A similar question was asked in the Legislative Assembly estimates committee, and 
information was provided by way of supplementary to the Legislative Assembly estimates 
committee about the recommendations that are being acted on. 
Mr Smith: I am happy to make a few comments, if that will assist. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. 
Mr Smith: As you have indicated, the economic audit report was released; it is a large document 
that contains 40 plus recommendations. It was released after an extensive process of consultation 
that included the release of a number of discussion papers and issue papers. There is quite a lot of 
material that has been out in the public arena, if you like, including the report itself. The 
government has indicated that while it is broadly supportive of the EAC report and its reform 
directions, proposals to implement the recommendations will be individually considered on their 
merits by the government and in the context of its broader policy objectives and priorities. In a 
sense, the government has indicated that it is taking a staged approach to the recommendations. 
There have been a number of recommendations that have been acted on. The recommendations that 
come immediately to my mind are those that I referred to earlier in relation to engagement with the 
non-government sector. We have already referred to three initiatives that were identified in that 
area: the development fund; the community grants; and the partnership forum, which is occurring 
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today under the chairmanship of Professor Shergold, who was a member of the Economic Audit 
Committee.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr Smith, you made the comment that the government will not 
accept all the recommendations. Would you have a list of those that the government will not 
accept?   
Mr Smith: Sorry, I did not mean to say that if I did say that, because that is not a correct statement.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: He did not say that. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: He did not say that?  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: He did not say that. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I thought he said that, but I could be hearing wrong.  
Mr Smith: The government is considering the recommendations on their merits and in the context 
of the other policy decisions they make.  
[11.40 am] 
A large number of recommendations relate to activities and initiatives that the government is either 
undertaking or considering. No decision has been made by the government about accepting or not 
accepting specific recommendations other than those they have accepted to date in the context of 
the things they have announced.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: How many have been accepted to date?   
Mr Jones: We can provide as supplementary, information that has already been provided to the 
Legislative Assembly.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We are a separate house, with all due respect.  
Mr Jones: We will offer to provide that rather than me reading — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am happy to give you back my 42 questions and you actually 
answer them. I will give back my 42 questions and I ask, through you, minister, that the department 
provide me with responses that reflect some level of care and interest in terms of their own report 
and their own recommendations, as opposed to giving me 42 standard answers to detailed questions 
that took me weeks to prepare. I will give these back to you, minister.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Hang about. Have all the questions come to Premier and cabinet?   
The CHAIR: Perhaps, member, you can put them on notice at the end of the hearing. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will put them back on notice; thank you. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Put them on notice. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will do that through the committee, with the responses to be 
supplied back to the committee. With all due respect, it is a fair question.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: With all due respect and all that sort of language, the fact is that if 
you want to submit them through this process, the department and any other agencies to which you 
might have asked your 42 questions — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They are all to the — 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I do not know because you have not given me the courtesy of 
advising me of which department or departments you have asked those questions. If they relate to 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They all do. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: — and if they can provide any further information than what you 
have already been provided with, I am sure they will do. It may well be that the information you 
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have been provided is the information they can provide if you ask it again. Mr Jones has also 
indicated that he is very happy to provide the supplementary information that was provided to the 
Legislative Assembly—as you quite rightly say, the Legislative Council is different from the 
Legislative Assembly—and will provide that information now.  
[Supplementary Information No B5.]  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I understand I can refer to the annual report of the agency 2008–
09. These are ongoing estimates hearings; they are not strictly directly related to the budget papers. 
I refer to page 111, which deals with capital works expenditure summary where it goes back to the 
question I asked about office fit-outs. It states that during the 2008–09 financial year the department 
provided fit-outs to electorates and ministers’ offices as a result of changes following the state 
government. We have already put a question on notice. I want to make sure we have covered it 
properly. 
The CHAIR: You have asked on notice for cost of fit-outs of members’ electorate officers since 
September 2008. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. Currently, there are a number of contracts, I think, on the 
government tenders. Can you please provide me the information on whose ministerial offices they 
are for the fit-out of?  
Mr Kennedy: Any ministerial fit-out work we are currently undertaking. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. Can you provide me with the ministerial fit-out work and 
costs since September 2008, so that we have covered both the electorate offices and the ministerial 
offices? Can you include any current tenders being tendered for that have not been finalised yet? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The member indicated through the chair that we can discuss matters 
surrounding the annual reports, which is fine. If you are asking 2008–09, are you including the 
previous government?   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, for 2008–09, include the previous government. No problem.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: We want to make sure. 
[Supplementary Information No B6.]  
The CHAIR: That relates to ministerial office fit-outs and those contracts still out for tender in 
relation to ministerial offices. Is that right, member? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is right, and those contracts for office fit-outs, whether they 
be ministerial or electorate. 
The CHAIR: I think Mr Kennedy indicated that office fit-outs had all been done. 
Mr Kennedy: We may be currently finalising one or two. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I think there are one or two on the tender board. Can you provide 
the information on the total cost of those tenders; do you have that information with you?   
Mr Kennedy: No; we will have to seek it from Building Management and Works. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Fine. 
The CHAIR: Can you provide that on notice, Mr Kennedy?  
Mr Kennedy: Yes. 
The CHAIR: That will form part of supplementary information B6. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I have been advised that this information would need to be sourced 
from another agency. I seek Madam Acting Chair’s guidance in terms of whether it is appropriate 
for Premier and cabinet to provide that information or whether it should be sought by the committee 
from another agency.  
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is in your annual report.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is for clarification for the department, which I think is a sensible 
question. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Whose budget does it ultimately get paid out of? 
Mr Kennedy: It comes out of our budget. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You have got your answer, minister. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Tenders and the like fall within another agency.  
The CHAIR: If you can provide that without too much difficulty, Mr Kennedy, the committee 
would appreciate it. 
Mr Kennedy: The difficulty will be for building management and works rather than us, so I am 
very happy to ask. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do you have specific budget allocations for the personal offices of 
ministers and the Premier?   
Mr Kennedy: I am not sure what you are asking. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Each minister has his own ministerial office. Is there a separate budget 
allocation for that office? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: What specifically are you referring to—the day-to-day workings of 
the office? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. My understanding is that in the past there has been a specific budget 
allocation for each ministerial office and the office is required to comply with that budget 
allocation.  
Mr Kennedy: The answer is yes, there are.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What is the budget allocation? Is it a standard amount for each minister’s 
office? Do different ministers get different allocations?   
Mr Kennedy: Yes; it depends on staffing arrangements in their office, where the office is located 
and the rent they pay. Those factors will vary between offices. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can you provide us with the allocation for each minister, including the 
Premier? 
Mr Kennedy: We can do it on notice. 
The CHAIR: Are you talking about this financial year only?   
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am interested in this financial year and last financial year. 
[Supplementary Information No B7.]  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do you have a global figure with you today of the cost for the operation of 
all ministerial offices, if you do not have that broken down into individual ones? 
Mr Kennedy: No; it would include other things under the banner of “Support to Executive 
Government”, so we would have to disaggregate it. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What about the Premier’s office? 
Mr Kennedy: The same would apply.  
Mr Smith: Those questions relate to our internal budget management process. We do not publish 
that information in budget papers. As far as I am aware neither do other agencies.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: In terms of an examination of your budget, I think the Parliament would be 
interested to know. What about the number of FTEs. Is there a specific allocation of FTEs to each 
ministerial office and the Premier’s office? 
Mr Smith: The information is provided in the budget papers in relation to global FTEs for the 
department, which includes those offices.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes, but within your department is there a specific allocation of FTEs to 
each ministerial office?  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, 8.8. Well, the staff —  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No; I want them to answer the question.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: They might provide further information, but it depends obviously on 
the portfolio or portfolios of the minister so it would vary. Mr Kennedy might be able to confirm 
that for me.  
Mr Kennedy: It varies from office to office depending on changes in portfolio; for example, 
Minister Buswell had a larger number of staff in his office. Minister Marmion now has a smaller 
number because of the change in his portfolio allocations. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Does the Treasurer have a larger allocation because he picked up Treasury? 
Mr Kennedy: He would pick up the staff needed to advise him on Treasury matters, yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can you provide us with how many FTEs are allocated to each minister’s 
office, including the Premier’s office, for the 2010–11 financial year, and how many were allocated 
to each office in the 2009–10 year? I am happy for you to identify in that where there has been a 
change in portfolio. Start with how many were allocated at the start of the 2009–10 financial year 
and where there have been any variations throughout the year. 
Mr Jones: In terms of the number allocated, the FTE figures we have for the 2009–10 financial 
year are the average across the year. We can give you the average. For 2010–11 we have projected 
FTEs based on what has taken place over the past year, and we can give you those figures. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would like those averages, and whether there has been any significant 
variation through the year to that average. For instance, a minister is supposed have 8.8 FTE, but if 
for 10 months of the year he was operating with 12, I would like that identified.  
Mr Jones: It would be reflected in the average.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am looking for what was allocated at the beginning of the year and the 
result at the end of the year, if that makes sense. For instance, at the start of the year you may have 
had an allocation of 8.8. You are right, if you operated with an average at the end of the year it 
would be nine point something. I am looking for what the allocation was at the commencement of 
the financial year and the actual result at the end the financial year. 
Mr Jones: We can certainly work on what we estimated for the 2009–10 budget.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 
Mr Jones: That is a figure we had notionally estimated at the time of doing the budget. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How will we know whether that was complied with by a minister? 
Mr Smith: We can provide the average figure for the year. We are not able to provide a daily or 
hourly FTE, because they vary. If we were to take your question about significant variation, I 
caution that we cannot indicate on a particular day an FTE count; it might be lower or higher, by 
some definition, of a significant amount.  
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Mr Kennedy: I believe we have answered parliamentary questions in both houses on particular 
days that give you an idea of the FTE on the particular day in each ministerial office. I am very 
happy to give you that information again. 
Mr Jones: If your question was: do we impose FTE control over ministerial offices? No; not as a 
form of control that says here is your absolute limit and you cannot vary from it. Ministerial offices 
will identify changes that need additional resources from time to time. 
[Supplementary Information No B8.]  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can we get what is expected at the start of last financial year and the 
expected average at the start of this financial year? Are you saying it is up to the minister’s office to 
determine how many staff the minister has?   
Mr Kennedy: It is up to a minister to indicate perhaps what he would like to have in his office. 
Within an overall budget the department must make decisions on whether it is possible to meet 
those.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Would you not know whether there has been a change or variation to the 
number of staff throughout the year?   
Mr Kennedy: Yes. That is what Ken is saying. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am asking how many staff they had at the start of the financial year and 
any variations throughout the year, or are you saying on a daily basis you can have any variation? 
Mr Smith: That variation part is the part that worries me a little about our ability to deliver the 
information asked for.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: How often does a ministerial staffing component change?  
Mr Jones: Weekly. 
Mr Smith: People might be away. The FTE count varies for a variety of reasons. People leave. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: People might be on leave. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am talking about the allocation of the position. If a position is not 
filled — 
Mr Jones: If a position is not filled, there is no FTE. A vacant position is not an FTE. One FTE is 
one person working full time in one job for one year.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought you still had an allocation to ministers’ offices of up to 12 people 
and if they are not filled the figure falls below that, but they cannot go over that 12. They have to 
live within their budget. 
Mr Smith: They have to live within their budget, that is right. As Mr Jones explained, we do not 
impose an FTE. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Can you give us the figure at the start of the year for the budget and 
whether at the end of the year they came in on budget?  
Mr Smith: We can give a start and end of year figure.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes; what their allocation was at the beginning of the year and how much 
they actually spent—whether they were given any supplementary funding throughout the year. 
Mr Kennedy: We are talking dollars, not FTEs. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would still like the figures on the averages. I accept the argument that you 
cannot give us the variations throughout the year. But I think the other way of getting to that would 
be the budget amounts, so we want what was allocated at the start of the year in the budget and how 
much was actually spent. 
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Mr Kennedy: I am not sure whether we can meet the time frame because we are still finalising end 
of financial year figures. We will try to. 
The CHAIR: If you have difficulties in the time frame, come back to us and I am sure we will 
grant you an extension on that.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: They cannot have exceeded the budget without requesting supplementary 
funding can they?   
Mr Kennedy: No. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Minister for Health is pretty good at spending money he does not have, 
but I would have thought you would expect them to come to you throughout the year if they were 
going to exceed the budget, and got permission to exceed their budget, would you not? 
Mr Kennedy: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: On that basis, you should be able to tell us whether a minister has exceeded 
the budget allocation for the year. 
Mr Smith: They might not have told us if they had underspent. 
Mr Kennedy: If we had to provide the information today, I could not tell you what they spent for 
the past financial year because we have not finalised the figures. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If you cannot tell us that, can you at least tell us whether any approvals 
have been granted to overspend their budget, which I would have thought might be easier to do.  
Mr Smith: We are getting into the intricacies of our internal budget arrangements. We will do our 
best to answer that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is what estimates committees are all about, Mr Smith, I am afraid. 
Mr Smith: I am not aware of having previously been asked. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think you will find in many Parliaments around the country these 
questions are asked and answered by the bureaucracy. 
Mr Smith: We will do our best to answer the question. 
Mr Kennedy: In terms of seeking supplementary funding, we would not seek supplementary 
funding for just one ministerial office. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: When I say “supplementary”, I mean the minister’s office internally, not 
supplementary funding from the Treasury. Sorry, I mean whether a minister has been granted 
approval to exceed the budget and, if so, by how much.  
Mr Smith: You are extrapolating a process that applies to the departmental appropriation internally 
to individual cost centres. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think the role of estimates committees is to work out how government 
agencies are spending their money, and that is what I am trying to find out.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The department has indicated that it will provide you with the 
information that it can. 
[12.00 noon] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If a minister has an officer on secondment from the department, is that 
included in their budget allocation or is it over, that is surplus, to their budget allocation? 
Mr Pride: It is included. 
Mr Jones: If we — 
Mr Pride: Where an officer comes in on a secondment, we include the cost of that and — 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: So what about if the officer — 
Mr Jones: If we are paying for them. 
Mr Pride: If they come in as a replacement it is also recorded in the cost. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 
Mr Pride: A placement is a resource provided free of charge by another agency—and would 
reflect. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right. Do you have records of the number of staff based in ministerial 
offices that are employed by the department but physically located in the minister’s office? 
Mr Pride: I believe that we have — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If you have to record that, you would have that information—wouldn’t 
you? 
Mr Pride: All government agencies are required — 
Mr Kennedy: Sorry, you said “employed by the department and working physically in the 
minister’s office.” 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 
Mr Kennedy: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Not employed by your department, but employed by another department 
and physically located in the minister’s office. 
Mr Kennedy: Yes, we would have that. 
Mr Smith: We do have that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Are you able to provide us with a list of the ministerial offices that have 
staff employed by other departments that are based in the ministerial office? 
Mr Kennedy: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Thank you.  
Mr Pride: And that comes out as part of the annual report. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: In terms of any — 
The CHAIR: We need to give that a supplementary number. 
[Supplementary Information No B9.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: —consultancies that are taken out to provide additional support to a 
minister’s office or the Premier’s office by way of a consultancy: is that funded out of the 
ministerial or Premier’s office budget or is that funded directly by the department through some 
other internal funding source? 
Mr Kennedy: It can vary. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right. Say, for instance, the Bright Blue Communications strategic 
advice consultancy for the Premier’s office: is that funded out of the Premier’s office budget or out 
of the department budget? 
Mr Smith: I understand that that is—the Premier. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So it comes from his, the Premier’s, budget? 
Mr Smith: Yes. 
Mr Kennedy: Yes. 
Mr Pride: That is the Premier’s; that is what is being paid for. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right.  
How is it decided whether something is provided by way of consultancy or by way of direct 
employment? 
Mr Kennedy: Generally, that is a decision for the minister and the Premier—usually. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right.  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It would depend on the circumstances. 
Mr Smith: And services required. 
Mr Kennedy: Often it would depend on the individuals and whether they wish to be employed or 
wish to operate under a contract for service. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Going back to the Bright Blue Communications consultancy: are you able 
to provide us—and I am happy for this to be taken on notice—what advice or what services that 
consultancy is providing? What is the total cost of the consultancy? 
The CHAIR: That will be supplementary number — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If they have the information here, I am happy for us to get it now. 
The CHAIR: Do you have that information here? 
Mr Smith: I am just having a look to see. The detail is not here. We will have to take it on notice. 
[Supplementary Information No B10.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: All right; to be clear about what it is, I asked: what is the total package of 
that consultancy? Has there been any change between the original consultancy price and what is 
now being paid or is expected to be paid—that is, has it increased since the consultancy was 
originally tendered? What services is the consultancy providing? And, if you are able to provide any 
advice: why was it determined to use a consultancy rather than to provide those strategic advice 
services in-house—rather than by way of a consultancy? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I just quickly want to go back to the staff — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry; there is one other thing: whether or not, as a result of that 
consultancy, someone is actually physically located providing the services in the Premier’s office. 
The CHAIR: Have you finished? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I just want to go back to the staffing cap because there was a letter 
that went from the Premier to all ministerial offices to say that the cap of 150 should be across all 
ministerial offices, of which I understand there are 17; that is 8.8, as we calculated. I am just 
wondering, through you minister, and you might know, given that the staffing cap was never 
achieved—certainly it was never 150. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: What is your question? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: My question is: do you know if there has been a change in 
government policy in relation to the staffing cap of 150 ministerial staff across all ministerial 
offices? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: There has not. The member is right; that is, it was an election policy. 
As I understand it—I do not have the figure in front of me—whilst the figure of 150 is not the case 
right now, I understand it is very close to it. It is certainly less than what it was under the previous 
government. Obviously, you have to take into account variations. These things go up and down — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No; it was a flat—that was not the promise. 
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Well, no, if you just wait for me to finish! Issues surrounding 
staffing, as we have just discussed—I am not sure if you were in the room at the time—on the basis 
of the questions asked by Hon Ken Travers, there was always movement with respect to staff. As I 
understand, we still remain very close to that cap. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Okay; let me just say that you might provide that information on 
notice. 
Mr Smith: If I can just provide that number—if I may: the snapshot estimate that we have made 
because we thought this may come up at the hearing is that on 24 June the FTEs in ministerial 
offices totalled 156.2. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: So we are still very close. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Okay. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And is that directly employed by the department? 
Mr Smith: As paid by ministers’ offices—yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes; and what about additional staff located in ministers’ offices and paid 
for by other agencies? Do you have that in your snapshot? 
Mr Smith: Yes; it is 43. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can we get a list of each of the ministers’ offices and each of the 
FTEs in those offices? If you could also identify those that — 
The CHAIR: That has already been asked for under supplementary information B8. We already 
have that coming. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is fine. 
Mr Smith: And we are happy to provide that. Again, I add the caveat that these figures change, 
depending on the point in time that you take. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is 43 provided by other agencies—almost 2.5 per ministerial office. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. 
Mr Smith: That is an average, but it does not apply that way. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Well it means that there must be some getting a lot more than two and 
some a lot — 
Mr Smith: Well, I mean, portfolio responsibilities vary.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, no; I agree with you. 
Mr Smith: The agencies—some ministers are responsible for — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is not for us to judge government policy. This was a government 
policy. It was an election commitment. Therefore, it is not a frivolous thing and it is something that, 
you know — 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No-one has suggested that.  
The CHAIR: No-one has suggested that. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: All right. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: And Mr Smith has not suggested that it is a frivolous matter. We 
have already agreed to take the matter on — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I would hope not, minister. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No-one is suggesting that, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The idea that some have more and some have less is — 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: What we have said is that we will take a question on notice—and we 
have already done that some time ago. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Good. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: There is no suggestion of anything else. 
The CHAIR: Any further questions, members? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I have: electorate offices and the staffing of electorate offices. 
As I understand, electorate offices are staffed uniformly with the exception of two or three. I 
understand Dr Janet Woollard’s is one, Mr John Bowler’s is another and you might be able to fill 
me in on who else might get extra or who does get extra additional research resources? Can you 
provide that information and the exact nature of the additional resources that some members get? 
Can you provide under what provisions they actually acquire that actual “additionality”? 
Mr Kennedy: I am not sure what you mean by provisions, but I will try to answer. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Under what arrangements. 
Mr Kennedy: Yes; okay — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Was there a letter sent to the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet from the Premier? 
Mr Kennedy: I can answer that. As you are aware, every member is entitled to 2 FTEs in their 
electorate office. The member for Alfred Cove, the member for Kalgoorlie and, under an 
arrangement that pre-existed this government—it was entered into by the previous government—
the Greens receive additional allocation. Those three receive the services of an individual who was 
hired under a contract for service in the same way as the Bright Blue Communications contract for 
service; that is, between the department and the individual. They are hired to provide—I believe the 
terminology is—research and legislative services to the member. That was a decision made by 
cabinet not long after the commencement of this government. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: On what basis? 
Mr Kennedy: Well, cabinet made the decision that those individuals, owing to the nature of the 
legislative situation at the time, required additional research and legislative services to assist them 
to deal with parliamentary and legislative matters that come before them. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Is it limited to just one FTE? 
Mr Kennedy: One FTE. It is a contract for service. It is a sum of money for an annual period. How 
they arrange that—as they do in electorate offices where they may have five individuals making up 
one FTE—is up to them. Well, it is up to them and the department, in agreement.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I just want to be clear. Is the policy decision about providing services to 
individual members or is it about providing a service to any member who is not a member of a 
recognised political party in terms of the Parliament? 
Mr Kennedy: All I can say is that the cabinet decision refers to those three individuals and 
provides resources to those three individuals.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So it does refer to the individual members? 
Mr Kennedy: Yes; the members. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I want to now quickly turn to the annual report 2008–09. It is on 
page 112 and it deals with the question or the issue of governance disclosures and contracts with 
senior officers. I understand that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet has a policy of 
operational procedures in relation to conflicts of interest and that this requires all employees to 
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declare any perceived, potential or real conflicts of interest as they arise. I am wondering whether 
you can provide for the committee, for the period 2008–09 and 2009–10 financial years, the number 
of employees who have declared a perceived conflict of interest; the number of employees who 
have declared a potential conflict of interest; and the number of employees who have declared a real 
conflict of interest; and, who those employees were and what the nature of the conflict of interest 
was? 
The CHAIR: I am assuming you will want to take that on notice. 
Mr Smith: Yes. 
[Supplementary Information No B11.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I want to go on—yes, Mr Smith? 
Mr Smith: Two aspects of that—again, we will provide what information we can. Certainly, I think 
that the number is not difficult. The question of the breakdown between perceived, potential and 
real may not be something that we can provide because it is not an assessment that is made on those 
categories. Someone might say that they have a perceived conflict of interest and others who look at 
it might assess it as real. But we look at those three things in their totality. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Well, anyway, I mean, it does actually say that this requires all 
employees to declare any perceived, potential or real — 
Mr Smith: Yes, and as a totality we do do that. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: As a totality; fine. 
Mr Smith: And then the second aspect of that is the—I am sorry, you have asked for details of 
individuals. We need to take on notice whether we can provide that. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: And whether that can be provided. 
Mr Kennedy: Whether we can identify the individuals. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Okay. And what the actual conflict of interest is. 
Mr Jones: That is not too difficult to do. The issue is that many of the people who identify such 
conflicts are not ministerial officers; they are not people working in ministers’ offices and — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not expect them to be. 
Mr Jones: Well, I guess the question is: to what extent should we be identifying a whole range of 
employees in the agencies, some of whom may be quite junior employees—for example, level ones. 
Is that appropriate? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Well, I would say — 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Well, you know, the department has indicated that it is happy to 
provide information that it can. There are matters here in terms of the personal information of 
others—some who, I would think, over that period of time have actually left. There are those 
aspects that I would hope that the committee would take into consideration as the department seeks 
further advice as to what information it can provide to the committee.  
[12.15 pm] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: On the issue of the government’s disclosures, it is also a 
requirement under the Public Sector Management Act that government employees seeking outside 
employment seek permission to engage in either paid or unpaid activities and to report any conflict 
of interest relating to their duties. I wonder whether you could provide, on notice, the number of 
these declarations that have been received in the financial years of 2008–09 and 2009–10. 
Mr Kennedy: Are you seeking only the number there?  
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Mr Smith: Again, we have the aggregate information on that and we can provide it. If I can also 
say that we are talking here within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes.  
[Supplementary Information No B12.] 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Again, there is the same caveat that I put on the previous question.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, we understand.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: While we are on conflicts of interest, does the department maintain the 
register for ministers who declare conflicts of interest? 
Mr Kennedy: I believe that, under the Ministerial Code of Conduct, it is the cabinet secretary’s 
responsibility. The director general is the cabinet secretary at the moment.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Is that a public register?  
Mr Smith: No.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I know that the director general is not here, which makes it a bit difficult, 
but are you able to advise us whether ministers have declared such a conflict of interest? I 
understand the issue of confidentiality, so I am happy for it to be only for those decisions of cabinet 
that have been made public and whether any ministers have declared a conflict of interest over the 
last 12 months 
Mr Kennedy: In the course of a cabinet meeting?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: What is recorded on the register  
Mr Smith: With those sorts of terms and conditions.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is, for those decisions that have been made public, as at today’s date, 
over the past 12 months, which decisions have had a minister declare a conflict of interest. 
[Supplementary Information No B13.] 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: And we will determine the appropriateness of the information, 
obviously given those cabinet processes and the like. It is unfortunate that the cabinet secretary is 
not here, for reasons that have already been outlined. We will obviously take some advice on what 
information we can or cannot provide to the committee. I know that the member appreciates that.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Not if it is still a confidential decision of cabinet. I am interested only 
where the decision has been made public and whether a minister has declared a conflict of interest, 
what it was, who it was and what was the decision.  
The CHAIR: One last question to Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Once again, I refer to the annual report of 2008–09. Page 31 refers 
to the financial years 2008–09 and 2009–10. In terms of the senior executive service, can I please 
have information in relation to classification requests for new positions and what those new 
positions were?  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I understand that perhaps that question might be best addressed to the 
Public Sector Commissioner, whom I understand is appearing here later today. It is actually now a 
matter for him to deal with. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Is this one of the transferred ones? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is one of the transferred duties. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Okay; that is fine.  
The CHAIR: Hon Ken Travers, your last question.  
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: Just going back to ministerial office budgets. Is artwork in ministerial 
offices expected to be purchased out of the ministerial budget?  
Mr Kennedy: I would have to take it on notice because I am not sure. There used to be a policy 
around including it as part of a fit-out, if they were doing a fit-out, but that was not necessarily a 
policy that we administered. I am happy to take that on notice. 
[Supplementary Information No B14.]  
Mr Kennedy: If the minister wished to purchase something, yes we would expect them to buy it 
out of their ministerial budget, unless they indicated they wished it to be a personal purchase and 
they would take it with them when they left because they had paid for it themselves.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am sure that people often put things in their offices that they own. I 
confess I have stuff in my electorate office that is mine that I have not expected the department to 
pay for. 
Mr Kennedy: And we expect you to take it with you!  
Mr Smith: I am sure it is very tasteful.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You will get the policy and whether or not there is any artwork . 
Mr Kennedy: I do not know whether there is a policy. There used to be a policy. I just cannot recall 
whether it is still in. 
Mr Smith: We will try to answer the question.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If you can check the policy and whether over the past 12 months any 
ministers have purchased artwork  using their ministerial budget. By artwork I mean paintings, 
artefacts or objets d’art, I think it is often referred to.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Statues, fountains!  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The department has indicated it could provide that information, but it 
might take some time because normally that information would be asked of the individual minister.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am asking for the money spent by the department. I am asking for the 
policy and the money that the department has spent. If a minister has got his or her department to 
purchase it, I am happy to deal with that separately. I am asking for items that have been purchased 
using the department’s budget. If you want to get it all for me for every minister, I am happy!  
The CHAIR: I am sure that is not what the minister or Mr Smith is offering.  
Thank you. That brings us to the end of this section of today’s hearings.  
Mr Kennedy: There is an issue with the definition of artwork. Can we put a limit on it of say 
$5 000, which is the accepted definition of an asset for accounting purposes?  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Do you mean under $5 000 or over $5 000? 
Mr Kennedy: No, over $5 000. We will give you anything over $5 000.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I think you have to go a bit lower than that to go on the asset register; do 
you not?  
Mr Pride: No. The classification of an asset is $5 000 at the moment.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Has it changed? 
Mr Pride: It changed several years ago and it is generally accepted across government as $5 000.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I would have thought, because we are only dealing with ministerial 
budgets, it would be easy enough to identify other items that are artwork or objets d’art. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: This is only one agency. 
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Mr Smith: If we have to impose that, we will let you know what definition we have used and 
provide the information—if it is necessary for us to do so.  
The CHAIR: Thank you. The committee will forward any additional questions it has via the 
minister in writing in the next couple of days together with the transcript of evidence, which 
includes the questions you have taken on notice. If members have any unasked questions, I ask 
them to submit these to the committee clerk at the close of this hearing. Responses to these 
questions will be requested within 10 working days of receipt of the questions. Should the agency 
be unable to meet this due date, please advise the committee in writing as soon as possible before 
the due date. The advice is to include specific reasons why the due date cannot be met. The 
committee will then consider that request.  
On behalf of the committee I thank you for your attendance today. We now stand adjourned till one 
o’clock when we are back with the Public Sector Commission.  

Hearing concluded at 12.25 pm 


