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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 
Fourth Report —““Review of Auditor General Reports No. 2: Selected Reports 2011 and 2012” — Tabling 

MR D.C. NALDER (Alfred Cove) [10.54 am]: I present for tabling the fourth report of the Public Accounts 
Committee, titled “Review of Auditor General Reports No. 2: Selected Reports 2011 and 2012”. 

[See paper 1258.] 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I start by thanking the members of the committee, the members for Victoria Park, Belmont, 
Bateman and Cannington, for their bipartisan attitude in the committee and the fact that we have been able to 
progress our work effectively in allaying the majority of the backlog left by the last Parliament and progressing 
the Auditor General reports of this term. I wish to thank our principal research officer, Tim Hughes. I also thank 
our research officers, Lucy Roberts, Michele Chiasson and Daniel Govus, who provide great service to the 
committee.  

For the most part, agencies continue to acquit themselves quite well when it comes to implementing the 
recommendations made by the Auditor General in his audit reports. The Auditor General provides a valuable 
service in identifying shortcomings in agency performance. However, this important work would be undermined 
if agencies failed to respond adequately to the issues the Auditor General identifies.  

This report highlights the importance of the Public Accounts Committee in examining agency performance and 
ensuring that the actions taken by agencies are both achievable and worthwhile. This committee has 
corresponded with 26 agencies concerning responses on at least 36 matters. The benefit of this process is that 
agencies are aware that the actions they take in response to the Auditor General reports will be scrutinised by the 
committee and reported to Parliament. As I said, for the most part, agencies continue to acquit themselves quite 
well in implementing the recommendations made by the Auditor General in his audit reports. However, I would 
like to draw the attention of the house to areas that need redress. 

In this review, the committee has drawn attention to the Department of Education’s inability to track and 
articulate the costs of its staffing processes, two years post the implementation of the new program. The 
Department of Education has responded appropriately in three of the four areas in which the Auditor General 
targeted recommendations in his report on teacher recruitment. But the committee is not satisfied that adequate 
processes are in place to determine whether the current recruitment processes are efficient and effective. It is the 
committee’s belief that in the absence of more directly quantifiable performance indicators, the Department of 
Education may struggle to accurately assess the effectiveness and efficiency of its teacher placement process. 
The department should further refine its objectives and establish an accurate cost base for the independent public 
schools and select schools programs so that the outcomes of these programs can be accurately assessed. 

We have also drawn attention to the fact that where the committee was unable to elicit a response to the Auditor 
General’s recommendation, the government should consider options to provide regular and enhanced reporting 
to Parliament on the status of major capital projects. We therefore encourage the Treasurer and the Minister for 
Finance to consider ways in which the status of major capital projects can be reported to Parliament. Other 
ministers should also consider ways in which reporting can be similarly structured for their portfolios. 

As I have established from the outset, the majority of departments and agencies are positive in their response to 
recommendations of the Auditor General. The committee is at various stages of follow-up with a series of other 
performance audits and intends to report on these in the new year. 

Finally, I commend the members of the Public Accounts Committee and its research officers for the work 
undertaken this year, and I look forward to furthering this work next year. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10.58 am]: I also want to make some comments about the fourth report 
of the Public Accounts Committee, titled “Review of Auditor General Reports No. 2: Selected Reports 2011 and 
2012”. Firstly, I thank the chairman and the other members of the committee. I do that on behalf of the member 
for Victoria Park, who has duties outside the chamber at the moment but was keen to speak on this report—in 
fact, so keen that he stole my copy of the report. I also thank the secretariat staff. We had a bit of a transition in 
our committee staff during the writing of this report, so I thank Daniel Govus, who is here in the chamber, for his 
help as well during the process of preparing this report. 

I note again that the Public Accounts Committee is tasked with looking at the Auditor General’s reports, which is 
quite a time-consuming process. Clearly, the Auditor General’s reports need a proper follow-up, otherwise they 
will disappear into the sands. A process of follow-up and reporting to Parliament is quite important. Like most 
members on the committee, I am not convinced that the current system is the best way of doing that. Parliament 
will have to think about the best way for this to occur. It is essential that a department’s response to the Auditor 
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General’s recommendations be monitored by Parliament; indeed, it is a difficult process for the committee itself 
and means that the committee has little time to initiate inquiries of a more broad-ranging effect. The committee 
has set itself the task of reviewing aspects of the Public Sector Management Act, which I suggest will provide an 
opportunity for systemic benefit for the state, much more broadly than these individual reviews of the Auditor 
General’s reports. Nevertheless, it remains an important function and it is necessary that we do them. 

I will highlight a couple of the committee’s recommendations. Recommendation 1 of the Public Accounts 
Committee’s report relates to report 6 of 2011, “Teacher Placement in Public Schools”, and reads —  

The Department of Education should further refine its objectives and establish an accurate cost base for 
the Independent Public Schools and School Select programs so that the effectiveness and efficiency of 
these programs can be accurately assessed.  

As is probably the case with most members of the chamber, I am involved in a number of independent public 
schools. I refer to Lynwood Senior High School, Beckenham Primary School and Bannister Creek Primary 
School. I note that the Auditor General’s comment on page 24 reads —  

The Department of Education has not yet planned for the risk that some teachers may be disadvantaged 
by the new processes.  

A breakout text on page 25 is an individual teacher’s response to a survey about issues that that teacher has 
raised. I make the point that so far there has not been any improvement in educational outcomes as a result of the 
IPS process. Given the lack of a proper plan for staffing and cost impacts, it will be difficult to know whether the 
IPS process has achieved their objectives. The sooner we establish clear objectives for the IPS process, the 
better. It is important to understand in advance what the government is trying to achieve with its public policy. 
We saw that a few moments ago when there was debate about Fiona Stanley Hospital, which I will turn to in a 
minute. If the government does not know where it is trying to get to, it will never arrive there. The IPS process 
requires measurable outcomes, rather than a soft and fuzzy view that we will all feel better because of these 
things. That is a worthwhile committee recommendation that will ensure there is a stronger focus for the 
department.  
I refer to recommendation 2, which relates to report 3, “Reporting and Managing KPIs in the Public Sector”, and 
recommendation 3, which relates to report 12. Recommendation 2 states —  

The Department of Treasury should provide specific details to Parliament as to the actions it has taken 
in response to the first two recommendations of the Auditor General’s Report No. 3 of 2012: Beyond 
Compliance: Reporting and Managing KPIs in the Public Sector. The Department should also provide 
detail on the outcomes of these actions.  

Recommendation 3 reads —  
The Treasurer and the Minister for Finance should consider ways in which the status of major capital 
projects can be reported to the Parliament. 

I have a strong interest in this. The problem we have in this state was highlighted a few moments ago during the 
debate to suspend standing orders. The Treasurer said across the chamber that we were a lazy opposition because 
we did not know that he had hidden information in the midyear review. Of course, the problem was that the 
midyear review to which he referred was released in a parliamentary recess, and Parliament did not resume until 
after the election held in March. In fact, there was no opportunity for any parliamentary scrutiny of the 
presentation of the information that was included in the midyear review. If the government deliberately sets out 
to hide information in the midyear review, the opposition and the people of Western Australia cannot know the 
answers. It is very important to understand that Parliament is the way that governments communicate 
information to the people of the state. It is not acceptable to the institution of Parliament for the government to 
think that its media releases are the end of its responsibility. If that is the way the Western Australian 
government chooses to behave, the parliamentary process will be undermined, which is why the 
recommendations we have made are so important. We need a clearer way of reporting issues to Parliament.  

Report 12 of 2012, “Major Capital Projects”, has detailed information about Fiona Stanley Hospital. The 
problem as it stands today is that we know there has been a major stuff-up with the outsourcing of non-clinical 
services to Serco. However, the government has deliberately chosen to not tell the Parliament of Western 
Australia how much that will cost the state. Given that this is the only place that governments can be held to 
account, the government’s deliberate strategy to withhold information is a tragedy. Ministers have refused to 
give truthful answers to questions asked. I refer, for example, to the Minister for Energy. The recommendations 
to improve the accountability of government to Parliament are very important. If we do not take action on the 
accountability provisions, millions of dollars will continue to be wasted by the Liberal–National government, 
which is what is happening today with so many major projects around the state that are evidenced in the Auditor 
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General’s reports and in the Public Accounts Committee’s recommendations. These are not trivial matters. The 
government must change its behaviour and its actions.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [11.08 am]: I rise to make a brief comment about the Public Accounts 
Committee report. I begin by thanking the staff attached to the Public Accounts Committee and the principal 
research officer, Tim Hughes. Research officer Ms Lucy Roberts has left the committee and has been replaced 
by Ms Michele Chiasson. I also thank Daniel Govus and my parliamentary colleagues who are on the committee.  
The member for Cannington made some points that I intended to make, so I will not repeat them. What is 
emerging as one of the roles of the Public Accounts Committee that takes a considerable amount of time is 
dealing with the Auditor General’s reports. Obviously, dealing with the Auditor General’s reports is a very 
important role of the Public Accounts Committee. The committee deals with a wide range of different areas of 
public policy and its implementation. Certainly, as shadow Treasurer, it is an interesting role to be part of. This 
particular report deals with a range of different Auditor General’s findings and recommendations on government 
departments that include child protection, fisheries, local government, sport and recreation, Premier and cabinet, 
water, environment regulation, the Swan River Trust and Treasury. One of the recommendations from the 
committee on the Auditor General’s 2012 report concerns major capital projects. The recommendation from the 
committee is noted as “Recommendation 3” at page 63, which states — 

The Treasurer and the Minister for Finance should consider ways in which the status of major capital 
projects can be reported to the Parliament. 

That report of the Auditor General was, to be frank, fairly scathing of the government’s delivery of capital works 
projects. It made a number of findings but I will not go through them all now. Importantly, one that perhaps got 
the most attention at the time, and certainly one that all members should have some concern about, is the finding 
by the Auditor General that the expected cost of the 20 sampled projects is $6.157 billion, which is 
$3.275 billion, or 114 per cent, higher than the total original approved budget estimates. I accept that the 
Department of Treasury had some differences of opinion around that. However, it was agreed unanimously by 
all members of the committee that the Treasurer and the Minister for Finance should consider ways in which the 
status of major capital projects could be reported to Parliament.  

If Parliament does not receive adequate reporting, how can the government be held to account? I say this to my 
colleagues on the other side, not as a critique, but to make the point that ultimately we all move, as Labor and 
Liberal members of Parliament, from one side of the house to the other in the course of the flow of electoral 
cycles. Ultimately, if a government is unclear or hides information from the Parliament, it will end up with bad 
public policy outcomes. Certainly, the member for Cannington dealt with one of those issues in his contribution 
about the issue that was the subject of a suspension of standing orders just a little while ago.  

The Treasurer critiques the opposition as being lazy for not picking up something he did not put in the midyear 
review. Not only is that an absurd proposition even when Parliament is sitting, but that midyear review was 
tabled not only during a summer recess, but during the recess before an election. Parliament was prorogued 
before we could even return to Parliament to deal with those issues or raise questions about the midyear review. 
It is clear that the government took an active, considered decision to remove from the midyear review of 2012–
13 a decision it had taken to apply a dividend to the Insurance Commission of Western Australia. I highlighted 
during the suspension debate that 13 draft documents were provided to the opposition by way of a freedom of 
information request. Every single one of those had specific reference to the decision by the government to apply 
a dividend to the Insurance Commission of WA. It is only when I got to view 10 of those documents that I 
started seeing the handwritten notes, the crossings out and removal of those references. Obviously, a considered 
decision was made. Then, the Treasurer said that we should have known. 

When the opposition asked the Premier about when he made the decision to apply a dividend to the Insurance 
Commission, the Premier replied that the government made that policy decision after the election. What he said 
is completely different from what happened. I will not call the Premier a liar in this situation. However, when the 
Premier says something in this place, after direct questioning from the opposition, that emerges later is 
fundamentally different from what actually happened, the government cannot then expect the opposition just to 
magically pick up on these issues. If we do not find out the truth of matters, particularly revenue flowing to the 
government and how that may apply to the commercialised entities owned by the taxpayers of Western 
Australia, we will not get transparent and open debate. That is what the Auditor General found in his twelfth 
report of 2012, titled “Major Capital Projects”. The Public Accounts Committee accepts that there needs to be a 
better way of reporting to the Parliament, specifically on capital works projects about estimates of costs and 
delivery and whether those costs are on track.  

Ultimately, if Parliament is not the place in which the government is held to account, then it is up to all of us 
here to stand up for the Parliament against a dominant executive government. If we do not do that, then the 
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Public Accounts Committee will not either. As a creature, we are nothing more than a leg of the Parliament. If 
Parliament is not the place where those issues are dealt with in a transparent and open way, then what hope do 
the rest of the people of Western Australia have in understanding fully what is going on in government? It is my 
view that the performance of the government on the Insurance Commission—I have said this time and again in 
this place this year—has been not just woeful, but deceitful. That has been highlighted today by the release of 
those freedom of information documents. It highlights the fact that the Barnett government clearly made a 
decision to remove those specific references from the midyear review, which is why ultimately the opposition 
has not a great deal of faith in what will appear in the midyear review to be released in the next few weeks.  
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