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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 
Eighth Report — “Review of Auditor General Reports No. 3: Selected Reports 2012 and 2013” — Tabling 

MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [11.22 am]: I present for tabling the eighth report of the 
Public Accounts Committee — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! If you want a private meeting, go outside. If you want to shout across the chamber, 
I suggest that you do not. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I present for tabling the eighth report of the Public Accounts Committee entitled 
“Review of Auditor General Reports No. 3: Selected Reports 2012 and 2013”. 

[See paper 2325.] 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: This is the third report of the Public Accounts Committee of the thirty-ninth 
Parliament into how public sector agencies have responded to recommendations made in Auditor General 
performance audits. The committee has an important role to play in following up the audits of the Auditor 
General to ensure that the recommendations made are properly implemented by the audited public sector 
agencies. Due to the volume of Auditor General reports, the committee sought to find a balance between the 
effort connected to the Auditor General follow-up process and other inquiry-related committee work. The 
committee has therefore implemented a streamlined process of follow-up and reporting in order to better manage 
the workload, while still ensuring adequate scrutiny of the audited agencies. 

In previous reports to Parliament on the committee’s Auditor General follow-up work, the committee dedicated 
a discrete chapter for each performance audit. These chapters would often conclude with the committee simply 
noting its satisfaction with the adequacy of the agency responses without making any findings or 
recommendations. Under the new reporting approach, the committee will list such audits in a summary table 
rather than writing up an entire chapter. The committee stresses that its decision to conclude such audit  
follow-ups is based on its satisfaction with the general adequacy of initial responses undertaken by the agencies. 
The committee may opt to return to any of these audits at a later time if it believes circumstances warrant further 
examination of a particular agency’s actions. Under the revised reporting approach, the committee will include 
a chapter on follow-ups only when the topic of the performance audit is of significant public interest and 
findings and recommendations are warranted. 

Within this report, the committee notes the satisfactory conclusion of seven Auditor General follow-up processes 
and the referral of one audit to the Economics and Industry Standing Committee. These are detailed in chapter 1, 
along with a list of outstanding follow-up processes. The committee also provides an extended commentary on 
three audits. The first one is included in chapter 2, “Report 7 of 2012: Pharmaceuticals: Purchase and 
Management of Pharmaceuticals in Public Hospitals”; the second is included in chapter 3, “Report 11 of 2012: 
Second Public Sector Performance Report — Housing Authority’s Head Contractor Maintenance Model”; and 
the third is included in chapter 4, “Report 8 of 2013: Follow-up Performance Audit of Behind the Evidence: 
Forensic Services (2006)”. 
I want to highlight to the house some of the recommendations that stand out in those three chapters in this report. 
I will refer firstly to the Auditor General’s seventh report of 2012 entitled “Pharmaceuticals: Purchase and 
Management of Pharmaceuticals in Public Hospitals”. The committee’s first recommendation states — 

WA Health must ensure that its policy on the acceptance of gifts and travel benefits is rigorously and 
effectively communicated and enforced. 

The committee also recommends — 
WA Health needs to exercise ongoing vigilance to improving security systems and monitoring 
processes in the areas of hospitals where pharmaceuticals are administered to patients. 
In particular, WA Health should give priority to using the relevant information it acquires from the 
configuration of Fiona Stanley Hospital to promptly develop a solution for improving security systems 
in these areas at all public hospitals. 

In chapter 3, “Report 11 of 2012: Second Public Sector Performance Report — Housing Authority’s Head 
Contractor Maintenance Model”, the committee made a further two recommendations. Recommendation 3 
states — 

Given that 35 per cent of the Housing Authority maintenance work is on jobs valued at under $500, the 
Housing Authority should include in its Annual Report the methodology and outcome of its audit of 
random samples of maintenance jobs valued at under $500 
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Recommendation 4 states — 
The Housing Authority should include in its Annual Report a comprehensive summary of the 
performance of the Head Contractor Maintenance Model. Using Key Performance Indicator data 
obtained from its Head Contractors, this summary should demonstrate the extent to which the model is 
driving better maintenance outcomes in the areas of timeliness, reduced costs, and quality of 
workmanship. 

In chapter 4, “Report 8 of 2013: Follow-up Performance Audit of Behind the Evidence: Forensic Services 
(2006)”, the committee made a further two recommendations. Recommendation 5 states — 

The Minister for Science, as part of his upcoming report to Parliament on the recently completed 
independent review of the Chemistry Centre (WA) Act 2007, indicate what actions might be taken to 
resolve the current difficulties surrounding the Memorandum of Understanding and funding model for 
forensic services between WA Police and the Chemistry Centre WA. 

Recommendation 6 states — 
The Minister for Police report to Parliament on options to resolve the current difficulties surrounding 
the Memorandum of Understanding and funding model for forensic services between WA Police and 
the Chemistry Centre WA. 

Finally, I thank the committee members, in particular the deputy chairman, Mr Ben Wyatt, MLA; 
Mrs Glenys Godfrey, MLA; Mr Bill Johnston, MLA; and Mr Matt Taylor, MLA, for their continuing dedication 
to the work of the Public Accounts Committee in following up the Auditor General’s reports. I also thank the 
committee secretariat, Mr Tim Hughes, Ms Michele Chiasson, Mr Daniel Govus and Ms Lucy Roberts, for their 
work for the committee in this area. 
MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [11.30 am]: I rise to make a brief comment on the Public Accounts 
Committee’s latest report, “Review of Auditor General Reports No. 3: Selected Reports 2012 and 2013”. I start 
by acknowledging all my colleagues on that committee, particularly as I was not in the Parliament to speak to the 
previous report we tabled that looked into the Public Sector Management Act and, of course, I thank our 
secretariat, Tim Hughes, Ms Michele Chiasson, Daniel Govus and Lucy Roberts. I commend also the member 
for Churchlands, who took over as chair during the year from the member for Alfred Cove, and has done so with 
some gusto. I do not want to speak to all the different reports that are outlined in this report; I want to focus on 
one in particular but also note that the committee has spent some time trying to adopt a different structure so that 
we do not spend all our time dealing with and following up Auditor General reports. They are, of course, 
important roles but not the sole role of the committee. After some conversations with Public Accounts 
Committee colleagues of other Parliaments, we have adopted a more streamlined approach—more of a triage 
model—while leaving the committee to make final decisions on the importance of the Auditor General’s 
recommendations. The report I would like to focus on is report 8 of 2013, which the committee followed up, 
titled “Follow-up Performance Audit of Behind the Evidence: Forensic Services (2006)”. This is an interesting 
and very important report of the Auditor General. He has done two reports into this matter: one in 2006 and 
a follow-up report in 2013. The 2013 follow-up report acknowledged that some of the issues the Auditor General 
raised in the 2006 report, and the backlog, had been rectified. However, a number of issues have resulted in two 
recommendations from the committee to the Minister for Science and the Minister for Police. It is interesting 
that at paragraph 4.6 of the report the committee found that of the 70 ChemCentre cases sampled in the audit, 
only 13 were analysed within agreed time frames pursuant to the memorandum of understanding. 
The report states — 

WA Police is concerned that legislative changes introduced in 2007, which allowed ChemCentre to 
undertake external commercial work, may be affecting the time the agency takes to process WA Police 
requests. 

It states at paragraph 4.8 — 
While WA Police is the custodian of all forensic exhibits, these items are stored in ChemCentre and 
PathWest laboratories. The Auditor General noted that the information systems that record the location 
of exhibits at these agencies are not linked to WA Police’s Forensic Register and that location details 
have to be manually uploaded. 

These are very important processes that, if not followed correctly and are not adequately resourced, may have 
implications for police operations and the criminal justice system. Although they appear to be falling behind due 
to budgetary issues, there is now an element of urgency so that a significant criminal trial may become unstuck 
due to trail-of-evidence issues or the ability for ChemCentre and WA Police forensics to adequately follow and 
control evidence. Hence our two recommendations on this matter. Recommendation 5 reads — 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 23 October 2014] 

 p7887b-7889a 
Mr Sean L'Estrange; Mr Ben Wyatt 

 [3] 

The Minister for Science, as part of his upcoming report to Parliament on the recently completed 
independent review of the Chemistry Centre (WA) Act 2007, indicate what actions might be taken to 
resolve the current difficulties surrounding the Memorandum of Understanding and funding model for 
forensic services between WA Police and the Chemistry Centre WA. 

Further, which obviously flows from that, there is a similar recommendation that — 
The Minister for Police report to Parliament on options to resolve the current difficulties surrounding 
the Memorandum of Understanding and funding model for forensic services between WA Police and 
the Chemistry Centre WA. 

Although, in people’s minds this may fall within the general category of machinery-of-government issues for the 
Auditor General, the implications of not adequately funding and ensuring those ministers follow-up to ensure the 
MOU between WA Police and the ChemCentre of WA is adequately implemented, could, indeed, have dire 
consequences. I have highlighted the potential consequences for future operations of the justice system. 

That is the one report I wanted to emphasise in my commentary today and, again, to thank the secretariat of the 
Public Accounts Committee and my fellow parliamentary colleagues who are the four members of that 
committee. 
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