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Hearing commenced at 1.35 pm 
 
CONRAN, MR PETER 
Director General, Department of the Premier and Cabinet, sworn and examined: 
 
 
The CHAIR: On behalf of the committee, I welcome you to this afternoon’s hearing. Before we 
commence, I am required to administer either the oath or affirmation. 
[Witness took the oath.] 
The CHAIR: Thank you. You would have signed a document entitled “Information for Witnesses”. 
Have you read and understood this document? 
Mr Conran: Yes. 
The CHAIR: These proceedings are being recorded by Hansard. 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 the hearing and please be aware of the microphones and try to 
speak directly into them. 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uncorrected transcript should not be published or disclosed.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, however, does not 
prevent you from discussing your public evidence generally once you leave the hearing. 
Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting the Parliament 
to scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia. The committee values 
your assistance this afternoon. If members have any references to pages or documents, please 
provide those in preface to your questions. Questions, members? Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am very keen to find out what the progress of the 
recommendations has been to date of the 43 recommendations in total. 
Mr Conran: It depends which way you would like to do that. I can get you a formal report, if you 
would like. I do not have it precisely with me. I have a document here with me now, but I want to 
be absolutely sure that every aspect of that is correct before I would formally hand it over. That 
would be the easiest way to do it. With reference to particular items, I can probably give you a 
fairly accurate report, but there are a couple of aspects I want to check myself. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Could you take on notice—I wonder whether you could give us a 
progress report on each of the 43 recommendations and, included in that, whether you could also 
include the progress on the milestones and target dates. 
Mr Conran: Some of those do not necessarily have milestones or target dates. Some will and some 
will not. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In all due respect, I have the actual full report, and in every case—
95 per cent of cases—they have key milestones, and there are dates set against those milestones. I 
do not think that that would be too difficult, but if we could have a progress report on each and if 
we could also have an indication of which ones have been accepted and which ones have been 
rejected by government as part of that exercise. 
[Supplementary Information No A1.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr Conran, when the Economic Audit Committee was launched, it 
was actually referred to as the most significant examination of the operation or financial 
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performance of the Western Australian public sector since the landmark McCarry report, which was 
commissioned by the previous incoming Liberal government under Richard Court in 1993. Clearly, 
you might have expected that the findings of this report would have produced an economic benefit 
to the state. The question I want to put to you is: was any modelling done to indicate what sort of 
savings there would be if all of these recommendations were in fact implemented? 
Mr Conran: I cannot specifically answer that question. I think the answer is no, but Treasury itself 
may have done some of that modelling, albeit I am not sure that modelling of a report such as this is 
necessarily the best use of modelling resources that you have. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can I just ask you: if economic efficiency was not the driver of the 
economic reform agenda, then what was? 
Mr Conran: There is quite a useful introduction to this report that talks about the vision that was 
behind what those of us who were on the committee were looking at. We were not looking at issues 
two to three years out; we were looking at issues of how we would like to see the public sector in 
five to 10 years. In fact, that is what the vision is called. In five to 10 years, the committee 
envisages that the public sector and the government would be operating in a somewhat different 
way. That included working with non-government organisations that internally would be better 
coordinated than before, because the changing dynamics of government these days are such that we 
have to get a lot better at coordination. Those would be issues that you would have recognised in 
your previous roles. That is not being critical of what happened before, but things are moving so 
fast in this state that we need to be better coordinated—better coordinated with non-government 
organisations and better connected with the community. We are changing the face of, in a sense, the 
public sector in WA. That is the real focus behind that. Does that lead to efficiencies? Perhaps it 
does, and one would hope it does. But that is not what is precisely behind the economic audit report; 
that is not the way I approached it, anyway, and I think that is not the way the others approached it 
as well. 
[1.42 pm] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If there is not an economic benefit to report—has any costing been 
done on the recommendations at all? 
Mr Conran: Look, not that I am aware of. I am happy to raise that issue specifically with the Under 
Treasurer. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Let me ask you another question: has costing been done on any 
one of the 43 recommendations individually? 
Mr Conran: Let us look at the issue in relation to — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, no, no, just answer my question: has costing been done on the 
43 recommendations individually? 
Mr Conran: I am not in a position to answer that question precisely. I would like to discuss it with 
the Under Treasurer. I do not have the detail as to what costing the Treasury did in relation to 
individual recommendations at all. I am happy to take that issue on notice. 
[Supplementary Information No A2.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Madam Chair, can I also get the specifics: could you go through 
the 43 recommendations when you provide that response and indicate to us which ones have been 
fully costed and which ones have not been fully costed? 
Mr Conran: I can do that, but with respect, Chair, and through you, that is not my understanding—
I was part of this committee—of how we went about our task at all. It was a different purpose. We 
were not running three per cent efficiency dividends; we were looking at were there potentially 
savings in particular areas of how we did things, but we were primarily looking at how we created a 
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public sector which was set for the developments which are going to occur in Western Australia in 
the years to come, and they are occurring right now. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr Conran, if I go to the heart of what is your responsibility, if I 
go to recommendation 10, which deals — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Sorry, before you go on to those as specifics, can I just jump back a step? It 
follows on from what Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich was saying earlier. The first term of reference of the 
economic audit was to review the recent government expenditure to determine the effectiveness of 
budget outlays during the boom years of the Labor government. That was the first recommendation, 
but from what I am hearing from you, you are saying that that was not something you did in terms 
of that analysis about expenditure—is that correct? 
Mr Conran: It is essentially correct. As a group I do not think we saw the real purpose was to cast 
back, rather the purpose was to go forward. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: My other question is: in terms of, I think it was the 2009 midyear review, 
there was a line item listed as economic audit stage 1 savings that identified collectively over 
$1 billion in savings that would occur over the period of the forward estimates, how does that fit in 
then with what we are talking about here? 
Mr Conran: I do not have that precise information with me. I am happy to go back over that issue. 
I did not have any particular notice of those — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: You have got to be kidding, Mr Conran! 
Mr Conran: I am sorry; I just do not have that data with me. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What were you doing? 
Mr Conran: I have been running a Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Well, I am sorry, but, you know, you are the head of the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet. The Department of the Premier and Cabinet together with 
Treasury were driving this reform, and you are saying that you have taken no notice of the first 
terms of reference and you are saying that you have just sort of discarded the terms of reference and 
done what you basically wanted to do and looked at what you wanted to look at. I find that 
absolutely incredible. 
The CHAIR: I do not think that is a question. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Sorry. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I guess that the issue for me, though, is there is an item listed in the budget 
papers as being savings identified by the economic audit. Were they savings identified by the 
economic audit or were they not? That is the question I am trying to understand. 
Mr Conran: I am sorry but I do not have that precise information with me. With respect, I did ask a 
question of the committee: were there any particular areas that you wished to have addressed? That 
information was not provided. If that request had been accepted and some information—I would 
have produced that information for you here now. I do regret that that request was not met, so I 
apologise, I do not have that information for you. I am very happy to go back and seek that 
information, but I cannot predict what questions are going to be asked of me, with respect. 
The CHAIR: I will take that as a question on notice to start with—the budget matter that Ken 
raised. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Maybe if we can just wait for a second, because what I am trying to 
establish is whether or not the Economic Audit Committee was involved in identifying these 
savings as they are listed in the budget papers. 



Estimates and Financial Operations Monday, 21 February 2011 — Session One Page 4 

 

The CHAIR: Just before you proceed, I was just going to say, Mr Conran, that you would be aware 
that we did have a hearing with Ms Brown. Perhaps I might have assumed that there might have 
been a conversation with Ms Brown to perhaps elicit what questions she was unable to answer. I 
realise that we have brought you in at short notice, but there was information available as to the line 
of questioning that the committee has been pursuing. I appreciate that might not have got back to 
you as specific questions, but we cannot always do that. 
Mr Conran: I accept that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I am not asking for the specific details at this stage and I am happy for that 
to be taken as a question on notice. What I am trying to understand is, in a very broad framework 
sense, was it the work of the committee that identified the savings that were included in the 2009 
midyear review that in total added up to $1 billion? In a general sense, I am sure you must recall 
whether that was work that you did on this committee or you did not do on the committee. That is 
what I am trying to understand. 
[1.50 pm] 
Mr Conran: This was an area of work that primarily came out of the Treasury area. In terms of 
responsibilities in conducting the economic audit area, we essentially split our areas of 
responsibility. Treasury focused on a lot more of the economic issues. I focused a lot more on the 
issues to do with how we deal with non-government organisations and how we look at structures of 
the public sector. I do not have the precise detail in relation to those issues. I am very happy to get it 
for you, but that is the way we operated. I do apologise; I do not have it. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No, and I am not having a go at you for not having that information. What I 
wanted to understand was whether or not it was the work, but what I am hearing from you—correct 
me if I am wrong—is that what you are saying is that that work about identifying those savings that 
are listed in the midyear review was work done by the Department of Treasury and Finance, and it 
may be badged as the economic audit stage 1, but it was not actually something that you as a 
committee went through. 
Mr Conran: No, I am not saying that. I do not have all of that precise detail with me. I would 
happily go back and check all of the facts relating to it. Treasury and Finance provided a series of 
information papers, or information, to the Economic Audit Committee. We looked at the various 
issues and we accepted them. My particular focus was on an area to do with how we engage with 
the non-government sector, how we develop the relationships with the community, and some of the 
issues relating to public sector reform. I just do not have in my mind for absolute recall all of the 
data in relation to that information. So, I am not just going to guess; I apologise. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. I guess if I was asking for specifics, I could understand it. I would have 
thought I could have got a clearer answer as to whether or not it was savings that were identified 
and it was something that went through the committee or whether it was done separately at the 
Department of Treasury and Finance. But it is clear that we are not going to go any further today. 
So if we could have, as a supplementary question for the economic audit savings stage 1 that were 
listed on page 2 of the 2009 midyear review, a breakdown of those savings; what exactly made up 
those savings of $1.011 billion; and where we are up to in terms of achieving those savings. Could 
we get that listed as a supplementary question? 
[Supplementary Information No A3.] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I will move on to a new question. You have talked about your role to look 
at the structure of the public service. There was an announcement last week, again from the minister 
for works, about the physical location of the public sector. Is that brought in as part of the work that 
you are doing, where the public sector is going to be physically located? 
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Mr Conran: That is primarily an area that fits within the public works area. I am sorry, I think it is 
a Treasury and Finance responsibility. They look at the coordination of any moves that are taking 
place across the public sector. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But you are looking at the high level of how the public sector is structured, 
so which departments go where and whether or not they are one department or two departments 
covering a particular area, which I imagine would inform where you physically locate them, would 
it not? 
Mr Conran: Yes, but sometimes decisions have been taken that necessitate you do not apply the 
strictest of rules. For example, we have a building, 140 William Street, and a decision was taken to 
occupy that building. We have to find which agencies within government are going to be available 
to occupy that building. And that might mean that the most efficient movement of people is not 
available because we are occupying a building. Now, that decision was made and it is a legitimate 
decision to make, but that potentially affects other issues. But if you are concerned, on a day-to-day 
basis, do I worry about which department is going where, I do not. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: No. 
Mr Conran: Would I like central agencies to be closely located? I would. What are the central 
agencies? I see them as Premier and Cabinet; Treasury; we have got a finance department being 
created. That is slightly different to central agencies in the public sector. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And, as I understand it, they are all going to be relocated to Dumas House; 
is that correct? 
Mr Conran: We are looking at that. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: I thought that was the case.  
Mr Conran: There are some aspects of Treasury, and the recently announced split relating to 
Treasury and Finance might alter that. And I think there was some consideration given to public 
works being at Osborne Park. I do not have that precisely with me, but they are the sorts of issues; 
that is, you want to have your central agencies as close as you can. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. One of the suggestions that has been put to me is that there is a 
proposal for a completely separate stand-alone office for the office of the Premier that would be 
separate to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. Are you aware of that? 
Mr Conran: I am aware that that issue is being considered, but that is a matter that is still in 
deliberation, and they are matters for subsequent discussion. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So, there is active consideration of having a separate, stand-alone office of 
the Premier. 
Mr Conran: The issue is being considered. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Considered by whom? 
Mr Conran: By government. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But who in government? 
Mr Conran: The Premier looks at these issues. We have parliamentary committees who have 
looked at how the Parliament should develop and the like. So these issues are being considered. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But are we talking about a physical new building then? 
Mr Conran: I think it is premature to reach a conclusion in relation to those issues. These are 
issues that are just being considered by government in the normal course of events. I am sure you 
will ask the Premier a question, as you could properly ask, or have a question asked of the Premier. 
But it is not for me to get into those sorts of policy-related issues as far as I am concerned. 
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Hon KEN TRAVERS: I do not know that I am asking for a policy. You are telling us that you are 
involved in trying to develop the public sector and its structure and how it all interrelates and gets 
better coordination. I would have thought where you physically locate the office of the Premier in 
relationship to, as you have already said, where the Department of Treasury and the Department of 
the Premier and Cabinet should be—in your view co-located—surely is not an unreasonable 
question to ask. What impact would that have if you were to have a separately located office of the 
Premier and is that not part of the issues that you are considering? 
Mr Conran: You would hope that the Premier was co-located or in close proximity to the central 
agencies, but there are a whole range of issues to be taken account of, and they do not necessarily 
have to be in the same location. If you take, for example, the Prime Minister’s department and the 
office of the Prime Minister, they are quite clearly separate. I know the Victorian Premier and the 
Victorian Premier’s department are co-located in the same building. But these are issues that 
government considers in time when all of the information that they need is available. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: With all due respect, you are currently co-located in WA as well. That is 
another example of where they are co-located. 
Mr Conran: Yes, that is right. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: And, as I understand it, the lease on the GST tower runs out at in the very 
near future, and so I would have thought decisions about where those agencies would be located 
would be decisions that would be taken, if not already taken. 
Mr Conran: We are certainly looking at Dumas House. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: For? 
Mr Conran: For departments, ministers and the like, and all options are on — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But not the Premier? 
Mr Conran: Yes, as well. That is one of the options we have in relation to the Premier. One of the 
options is potentially delaying any move for the Premier or whatever while we can finalise all of the 
arrangements in relation to what Dumas looks like. We have 140 William Street to organise. That is 
a very significant complication. There have been proposals that Treasury go to 140 William Street. 
Now, that is not necessarily what I would like to happen, but that may just be the consequence of us 
having to occupy all of 140 William Street. That is a very big building. So we have those proposals. 
I know that there have been proposals that the Department of the Premier and Cabinet occupy 
140 William Street. I consider that to be a difficulty, which is why I am much more comfortable 
with DPC. But there are a range of factors that you have to take into account for some of these 
things. 
[2.00 pm] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: When do we need to have a final decision taken by?  
Mr Conran: I assume we will do that in the next couple of months. We are busily looking at issues 
relating to Dumas House now and who would go on what floors and what offices would look like 
given that we have some new rules in relation to what offices look like these days; we are much 
more open planned than previously. These are just factors that are taken into account.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Mr Conran, back to the report, what I picked up—maybe I am totally 
wrong—was that there are inconsistencies, I thought, spread throughout. I thought that the real 
focus you were trying to make was to get closer to the public and to facilitate actions, be it strategic 
or implementation, through the use of a public service, and yet a lot of what you are talking about 
requires a decentralisation if you are going to get close to the public to understand what is being 
required out there and how to implement it out there, especially in social infrastructure areas, but in 
a whole host of other areas, be it transport—similar to the delegation of responsibility that goes, in a 
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sense, to the development commissions. Now, I already am aware that this report has influenced a 
report about that particular area. So how are you reconciling the two elements of wanting to get 
things done, which I think applies to all of us, and to be aware of what the public needs are at the 
ground level?  
Mr Conran: A variety of ways. I think you are aware that the government established a partnership 
forum, which involves six directors general and six members of the non-government sector. That is 
designed to improve the relationship between the non-government sector and the government. 
Beyond that, we are doing issues such as the rollout of the independent public schools initiative, 
which is very much to create a community-focused schooling system. We are looking at issues in 
relation to how we coordinate activities in the community. If I can use two examples I best know, at 
Challis Primary School, which is a great institution. At Challis, they have a range of activities. They 
have speech therapists and maternal health nurses coming in. They provide a range of activities that 
the community accesses at that school. They are activities that do not just involve children who are 
in preprimary; they run an earlier program for three-year-olds at that school, but they are also 
having mothers come in with young babies so that they can train them in relation to how they can 
assist in the development of their children. So these are becoming centres that the community 
comes to.  
At Midvale there is an alternative model—it is not a school-based model; I think it is next door to 
the school—where they run some child care, kindergarten-type activities, but similarly they have 
child health nurses coming there. In many respects it has many of the same features as Challis, but it 
is just a slightly different model. That is probably going to be the direction we will end up; that is, at 
various places you will use what is the most effective mechanism. In Armadale in the Challis area, 
the Challis Primary School is probably the best place you would use it. At Midland, the Midvale 
model is there. In other parts of Perth and Western Australia you would use other models. We are 
trying to use models that best suit a community and also recognise the structures that are already in 
place. One of the issues we have found—this is an issue that came up in relation to community 
hubs—is there are hubs already existing. They are both state and federal and then non-government 
and then local government, and there is, in a sense, a bit of a hub overlap. What we are trying to do 
is actually sit back and ask: what is the most effective hub, for want of a better description—I do 
not like the term “hub”—but what is the most effective mechanism or place to get coordination of 
activity both across the public sector and also with local government, but also create places that the 
community can come in and interact with? We are not going to come up with one single model. We 
might come up with a multitude of models, but hopefully they better reflect what the community 
itself is seeking.   
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Just going on from that, I read in one of the recommendations that you 
are suggesting putting hubs as an experiment, I think it was — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Demonstration hubs. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: But you have already got hubs out there. I mean, you have got a whole 
lot of regional development commissions as a demonstration. 
Mr Conran: That is right.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: In a sense, the experimentation does not really need to go very much 
further because you already have those. What happens is that the dynamics changes. In two years 
the dynamics for the commissions have changed remarkably, because they have got more of a hand 
on some money, which gives them accountability. The question I come to is when you talk about 
your hubs and your public, as you just did, who is actually accountable at that community level for 
the quality of the community? When I say “quality”, the quality of a people and their behaviour and 
so on in the community. Is it still going to be departments—centralised at the top—or is there going 
to be the upside-down approach where you have actually the local governments or the regional 
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development commissions or the shires or cities or whatever it is who are closest to the 
communities? You just said each one varies and solutions are different, but they need to have one.  
Mr Conran: One would hope the answer to that question is the community itself rather than a 
particular body, but you have got to have bodies in place that can assist. Whether it is the regional 
development commissions, I cannot tell. We have got to look at what is the best structure outside 
the communities. They are not always going to be regional development commissions. They could 
be. I have not examined that issue. I do know we will have different models and what we are really 
seeking is a lot more community input in relation to those issues. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: The interesting thing that I get from this report—the one that we 
talked to, “Putting the Public First”—is that there is an absence of an analysis of constraints. You 
have got a vision, and when you read the vision, it is terrific. But when it comes to the 
implementation and why we are saying it is not working there now, I cannot find any reference to 
constraints and why it is not occurring now. I would have thought that in a strategic review by an 
audit committee, there should be the reason why things are not working and then you can say, 
“Well, we need to change this, that and the other, to get it working.” Am I fair in that assessment? 
Mr Conran: In part, that is the reason why we have partnership forums and the like and why the 
government is doing things like creating the independent public schools. So you actually do turn the 
relationship around as best you can. 
[2.10 pm] 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: This is about an organisation and how it is structured. There is a 
certain way that businesses try to find out why an outcome is not occurring. In looking at the 
business of government, I am afraid to say to you that I felt there was quite a hole in the analysis, 
which would help me work out what is the best structure for government. Mind you, I have a 
predilection for turning things upside down. So, you hear what is happening at the bottom and you 
have a long-term plan and strategies, because the strategic ideas mostly come from the bottom in 
my view, but they need to be facilitated to get to the top and then to have a decision. I accept all 
that. But I did not find any details of the constraints and why it is not occurring now so that we 
could enhance what should occur. It is just a comment, I am afraid.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Director General, you have referred to the public private schools a 
couple of times now. We had the Department of Education before this committee and it advised us 
that the only independence it gets is in staff selection, and everything else has to be reported 
centrally to the department, so I do not know whether that was such a good example. I want to refer 
to recommendation 10 —  
Mr Conran: I will go back and have a look at that issue, because the purpose of the creation of the 
independent public schools is to ensure that there is a great deal of flexibility and freedom, and that 
includes the teachers that they hire and the like, and hopefully, a great deal more freedom. If that is 
not the case, then I will have a talk to the education department.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I know personally that it is the case, because my son attends one of those 
independent public schools, and they have a heck of a lot of autonomy — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We can check it in Hansard . 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: — at Ashdale Secondary College in relation to — 
Mr Conran: I am not saying it is not correct. What I am concerned about — 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: — staffing, service delivery—everything. 
Mr Conran: — is if the education department is that restricted, I do not think that is the intent of 
what the government did when it established independent public schools.  
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The CHAIR: Sometimes, if there are three people speaking, I think Hansard might have some 
trouble.  
Mr Conran: I apologise. 
The CHAIR: It was everybody! 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I am sorry, but I am passionate about independent schools.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Director General, I want to refer to something that you have lead 
agency responsibility for. Treasury obviously has some areas that it is responsible for and you have 
clearly your areas of responsibility. I will go to recommendation 10, which was to conduct the six 
demonstration projects of community hubs in the metropolitan regional and remote areas.  
The CHAIR: That is page 62 of the report.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The deadline for that was January 2011. That has passed. I wonder 
if you could give us a progress report on how many of those six demonstration projects are up and 
running and where they are.  
Mr Conran: This is an area where we have actually had a closer look at our recommendations. I 
am going to surprise you by saying that we did not get all our recommendations right.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Good on you! 
Mr Conran: As I have just discussed—this is perhaps more a flippant comment—we have bit of 
hub overload at the moment. Everyone seems to have hubs, and we have just got to sit back and say 
what are the best places to carry out demonstration projects. I used the example of Armadale, but I 
know that consideration is also being given to some community hubs other than at Challis in 
Armadale. The commonwealth is in the same space as well. For example, at Challis, about 400 or 
500 metres up the road there is a child health centre. I think it is a commonwealth-funded child 
health centre and I think it is contracted to Anglicare. Now, is that a hub? Some people would 
describe it as a hub. Do we want to close it down? I do not think we want to close it down. Would it 
be better if it was co-located? Probably, it would be better if it was co-located at Challis, and over a 
period of time you might do that. What is the best model at Wyndham? We have just got to work 
out what is actually in the community and working now and how we build it up.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Director General, why did you put it as a key recommendation into 
a report? Surely, the committee members would have known that there were hubs out there? Or did 
you not actually go anywhere, in terms of community, to ascertain whether in fact there was 
anything like hubs out there? It is just incredible. I cannot understand why you made a key 
recommendation and now you are saying, “We are not going to do this any more because they are 
already out there.”  
Mr Conran: No, I am not saying that. I am saying we are not trying to create new hubs; we are 
trying to work with the facilities we have got and make them the vehicles through which we engage 
with the community. I do not think we need necessarily six new hubs. We have got some pretty 
good hubs there at the moment. I am sure you have been to a number of facilities—you have been 
to a lot more than I have—and we have great people in them, and we have just got to work out how 
we can use them better.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Director General, can I just put to you, as was told to me—I do not 
know if it is true or not—that the six hub demonstration projects were costed, and to establish them 
fully would have cost in the order of $60 million, which is why Treasury did not advance the money 
and why it is unlikely to proceed. Can I have your comment in respect of that?  
Mr Conran: I do not have that information. I would be surprised.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: How many of the six have we got up and running?  
Mr Conran: We have not —  
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: None!  
Mr Conran: As I have said, we are looking at how we are deal with hubs in another way. Is Challis 
a hub? Yes. In relation to the specific question there, we have not looked at it in the way that the 
Economic Audit Committee has recommended, but it is not wholly rid. As I have said, that 
recommendation is not quite right.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Let me ask you this: in terms of the milestones for the hub project 
itself, you were supposed to have called for expressions of interest from local governments backed 
by project concept back in March 2010. Did that happen? 
Mr Conran: I do not believe that that did occur. I will go back and check that issue. 
[Supplementary Information No A4.]  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: You were supposed to have identified trial locations: two in the 
metro area, two in regional areas and two in remote areas; and that should have been done by June 
2010. Was that done, and were these areas identified?   
Mr Conran: The answer is we have been looking at another model.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: If there is another model, you are not going to run with this one, 
and you have another one in your back pocket or in a drawer somewhere back in the office, could 
you provide the committee with the substitute model for those hubs? I have to say to you that there 
is a lot of concern out there from the people involved in the human services industry. They have 
been waiting for the commencements of these pilots and, all of a sudden, you are telling this 
committee, a year after the report was done, that this is not really as it seems, that this is not the 
model and that you have another model because you have already got hubs out there, and so on and 
so forth. If there is another model, it would be very helpful to the committee so that we can 
understand what in fact is going on. You advised that there is another model and — 
Mr Conran: We are looking at how we can use existing structures to fulfil what is behind the 
proposal for community hubs, which is much better integration of services, and has much more 
local input in relation to decision making and the like. 
[2.20 pm] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Is there another model, or is there not another model? 
Mr Conran: I do not think you can answer questions precisely “yes” or “no” in those terms. We are 
looking at what is the best model to engage with community in particular areas. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Director general, perhaps you could just clarify; this is a question I asked Ms 
Brown when she appeared in front of us last week. In the two years that I have been a member of 
Parliament I have made a number of speeches in the house, and I have always used the term in 
relation to our government, “one size does not fit all”. That is really what you are saying to us here 
in relation to the programs that you are implementing. You are going out there, you are speaking to 
people, you are listening to what people are saying and then taking on board and then realising that 
what works in the city does not work in the country, what works in the north does not work in the 
south, and so there is not one model that you can present to us and go, “Here you are; this is it.” 
This is a very different way of looking at the delivery of service, unlike it has ever been done before 
in this state, and that is where some people who are perhaps living in the Dark Ages have some 
difficulty coming to terms with the new way of doing things. 
Mr Conran: I will not comment on the last point — 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: That is how I am looking at it. 
Mr Conran: Yes, you are correct; it is a different way of engaging with the community. It is all 
very well for us as an Economic Audit Committee to say, “This is the way you should go.” When 
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you actually go and engage with the community a lot more, you actually find out, “Well, this is 
working here; why are you messing it up?” 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: That is refreshing to hear, that approach, because, like you, I think that 
is where you actually find out what is really going on. On page 2 of your vision, the third paragraph, 
you talk about — 

The public sector management regime will place trust in responsible management, conduct 
and integrity while giving managers the skills and freedom to manage in flexible and 
responsive ways to meet the needs of citizens. 

That is a terrific paragraph, but the implications are, as I read that, that that is a decentralisation 
paragraph—decentralisation of accountability. Back a little bit to the question I was talking about 
before, there are two things. It comes back to the question from Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: 
decentralisation is always more costly, because you have got to have a cost of capacity and much 
more of it if it is going to be close to the community. Has that been taken into account by the 
committee? The second thing is that with decentralisation, of accountability being delegated down, 
no matter how good you try to have that governance, you will have mistakes. How are you going to 
educate we the public to accept valid mistakes? When I say “valid”, I mean honest mistakes that 
occur as a result of someone being out of their depth, making a blue, but it is not a blue where 
people get their heads cut off; it is just moving forward and learning from it. 
Mr Conran: I agree with what you are saying there. I think the WA public sector and most other 
public sectors in Australia have become risk-averse for a variety of reasons. That meant that 
decision making was passed up the tree, and we have to try to turn that around, but in doing so we 
have got to accept that some people will make decisions you would say I might not have made but 
that is a legitimate decision, it reflects the community attitude. We are just going to have to accept 
that. We as a public sector have been too regulated, and part of the reforms that Mal Wauchope is 
doing—and we have had some changes to public sector legislation—is aimed to actually give a lot 
more freedom to directors general and in turn to give a lot more freedom to staff to be much more 
focused on the needs of the community, but there are also structural changes. I think that one of the 
really good initiatives that government has taken has been in relation to the establishment of the 
Mental Health Commission. It is modelled on the Disability Services Commission. Both sides of 
government in Western Australia really are to be congratulated, because that is the best initiative in 
terms of how you really go to individuals with either disabilities or in this case now mental health 
illnesses, and engage. That goes right back. The disability services changes were, I think, proposed 
by one of the former Labor governments and followed through by a subsequent coalition or Liberal 
government. That is a great initiative in Western Australia. We want to do more of that, which is 
about allowing the public sector to engage with the non-government sector and, in turn, to engage 
with individuals and help them make decisions. 
In relation to mental health, quite clearly people with a mental disability are more than capable of 
making a lot of decisions in relation to how they are dealt with. If you use the disability services 
model, you can actually allow them to be making decisions and helping them to make decisions 
where they have got a few problems. It is the same as disability services. In the long run, hopefully 
that means that we will have less people in mental institutions and more people living in the 
community more than capably. That is the sort of direction we want to go.  
Similarly, independent public schools is another thing in that path. It is about devolving there. With 
that comes a few more risks, and we have just got to better manage those risks. I am not sure that it 
is necessarily a case of being more expensive, but they are issues you have got to watch. The 
primary purpose is to have much more community involvement and say in relation to how services 
are delivered to them. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Thank you, director general, but just back to the modelling to which 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich referred earlier, the modelling that might be worthwhile doing then is to 
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analyse what the short-term costs are for building the capacity for the more decentralised model, 
where we want to do it. That is focus of the title anyway—“Public First”—and it has to have 
decentralisation, and capacity is required out there, but with longer term benefits versus the 
alternative, where you have a lower cost, centralised one occurring but with more long-term inferior 
outcomes, if you like. Has that modelling been done since this organisation structure that you— 
Mr Conran: I do not think it has been done way. It certainly has not been done within our 
operation. I am not sure that it has been done within Treasury, and I would not be surprised if it had 
not been done. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: When you come to saying we want to have money to increase the 
capacity of statutory corporations, statutory commissions, if you like—disabilities or whatever it 
is—how are you going to justify? What business case is going to be made to justify? 
Mr Conran: There is a business case. When there are proposals such as that, they are properly 
scrutinised. Treasury is involved. They go through the full budget process, so there is proper 
examination of all of those issues, but we do not set out to model what it might look like to 
decentralise the whole of the public sector.  
[2.30 pm] 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: No, no; that is fair enough, but if there is an example of a business 
case where it is the decentralisation of a particular activity or particular whatever it is, whether a 
business case has been made—do you have one in mind when you say that? If you do, I wonder 
whether that could be additional information you could submit to us?  
Mr Conran: I do not have something in mind. I will have a look at the issue in relation to the 
Mental Health Commission. I think, as I recall, that was a government election policy. In a sense 
the decision had been made.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: If there is one that has not been made, and if you have got that, could 
we ask for that as supplementary information to see whether there is a business case of something 
that has been an election promise, where it analyses what the cost of the decentralised alternative is 
to a centralised one.  
[Supplementary Information No A5.]  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Director general, I will go back to the six demonstration projects. I 
do not want to labour the point because I could pick any number of these recommendations and ask 
you the same sorts of questions, but the third milestone in that was the finalisation of individual 
business cases based on project concepts. I would have thought that was a very reasonable thing to 
expect to be achieved if you were going to implement these demonstration projects. Can you tell me 
whether that was done?  
Mr Conran: I cannot speak specifically for that aspect of it. I know the Department for 
Communities has been looking at some options in relation to hubs—what work they did in relation 
to that. I am not sure, but as a — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: But you were in charge.  
Mr Conran: But — 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Hang on. You are the director general. This is clearly your 
responsibility under the recommendations of a key government report, and you cannot tell me 
whether you achieved that milestone by September 2010.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: He has already said they moved away from that six-hub delivery model. He 
has said that. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Excuse me, but I am actually putting my question to the director 
general.  
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Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Then listen to what the DG is telling us.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Director general, you do not know anything about this; none of 
these milestones has been achieved; you might have an alternative model; you have not advised 
anybody publicly, including all the sectors that are involved with the hub project, and that is where 
we find ourselves at now? 
Mr Conran: I disagree with that proposition, respectfully. These issues have been discussed with 
partnership forum members. We have been in long discussions with non-government organisations, 
we have been in long discussions with agencies and we have been in long discussions with various 
bodies. The conclusion reached is that the better way to go is to look at what are the best 
community structures we could do to get to the reasoning behind the hubs. It is not so much that we 
must have six hubs; it is what are we going to do with those hubs that is absolutely critical. That is 
where we are focused.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Director general, have you implemented any of the pilots for self-
directed service design and delivery?  
Mr Conran: There is a whole range of self-directed service design and activity going on. I 
mentioned the Mental Health Commission—that is one. The independent public schools is another. 
The development of Challis and Midvale are other examples —  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Are they pilots?  
Mr Conran: I hope the Mental Health Commission is not a pilot. The independent public schools—
they are not pilots; they are much more than pilots. They are initiatives designed to actually ensure 
there is more community development, and we will see what benefit they have for the students. It 
seems that the benefits are significant. Certainly, the feedback from parents and others is that they 
are very satisfied with the model. The kids who are at these schools seem to be pretty satisfied with 
the model as well.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Under your own document, which is this report, there was a 
deadline established for pilots to commence in 2011. Your project definitional business case should 
have been completed by 2010. I ask you to provide the committee with the business cases for those 
projects that you have a pilot commenced for. You can take the first three that you have just 
mentioned; clearly you have made a reference to them. I can only assume that there is a proper 
business case, which is a key milestone that should have been achieved in 2010. I can only assume 
that by January 2011, which is the deadline for the pilot commencement, you will have information 
on where these specific pilots are. If you could provide that information to the committee, that 
would be good.  
The CHAIR: We will have to end the hearing now in terms of Mr Conran’s time. Perhaps 
Mr Conran would like to make a — 
Mr Conran: It is a difficult question to answer in the way it was put. I am happy to have a look at 
the transcript and to provide appropriate information.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can I put it another way? 
The CHAIR: Are you going to have a go? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes, I will. 
You advise me there are a number of already implemented pilots of self-directed service design. 
You also advise me that one of them is independent public schools, another one is the Mental 
Health Commission, and there is a third one. What I am asking is that, in respect of those three that 
you have mentioned, and any others that have been implemented as pilots, you provide to the 
committee the project definition or the business case that should have been done by February 2010, 
and that you also provide a date from when those pilot projects formally commenced. I would 
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assume if they have commenced, they must have indicators of measure; otherwise, how are you 
going to know that you succeeded or you have not succeeded? I think that is pretty clear, Madam 
Chair.  
The CHAIR: I think Mr Conran has indicated that he would have a look at the transcript and see 
whether he can provide additional information.  
[Supplementary Information No A6.]  
The CHAIR: Members, I realise that you might still have questions, but we have an indication 
from Mr Conran that he has to be somewhere else. We need to conclude this hearing. Some 
concluding comments need to be dealt with.  
The committee will forward any additional questions it has to you via the minister, in writing, in the 
next couple of days, together with the transcript of evidence, which includes the questions that 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 the 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 provide advice to the committee in writing as soon as possible before the due date. The 
advice is to include specific reasons as to why the due date cannot be met. On behalf of the 
committee, I would like to thank you for your attendance this afternoon.  

Hearing concluded 2.37 pm 


