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Division 2:  Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations, $2 868 000 - 
Ms Guise, Chairman.  

Mr F. Riebeling, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly.  

Ms D. O’Donnell, Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations.   

Mr A. Errington, Deputy Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations. 

The SPEAKER:  As is normal in this situation, the commissioner is in the best position to answer questions 
about the operation of the office and the duties of the staff.  It is my intention, unless there are specific questions 
from members about my role, to allow the commissioner to answer the questions.  

[9.40 am] 
Dr CONSTABLE:  My question relates to the fourth dot point on page 61, which refers to the impact on the 
Ombudsman’s office of the royal commission into the Police Service.  Is it possible to elaborate on that and give 
detailed figures of the impact it will have on the number of allegations that can be finalised, the cost of each case 
and time impacts on completing regular allegations? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  At the moment, it is hard for us to estimate.  We have had preliminary discussions with the 
royal commission and we have a draft memorandum of understanding and a working arrangement about the 
exchange of information.  We anticipate that there will be some flow through of complaints.  On the available 
data, it appears that the complaints raised are ones that have already been dealt with by our office.  As such, they 
will not have an impact as they have been completed as investigations.  That is the best advice I can give at the 
moment.  Our intention is to keep a close working relationship with the royal commission to monitor the 
potential impact of the flow through of allegations to us. 

Dr CONSTABLE:  The office has no increase in its budget or staff to cope with that impact? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  No.  As we cannot quantify that, we are prepared to work within the existing constraints and 
see how we go. 

Dr CONSTABLE:  That should be clearly noted because it may well be that the Ombudsman’s office will need a 
short-term allocation of extra staff and resources. 
Mr DAY:  My question is on the subject covered by the member for Churchlands.  However, I refer to the dot 
point at page 61 that states that it is expected that the number of complaints to be received in 2002-03 will be 
similar to record numbers received in the past four years and that the average time to finalise complaints 
continues to be a significant issue.  Is it expected that the average time will increase over the next 12 months, 
particularly as a result of the royal commission’s requirements? 
Ms O’DONNELL:  We are working very hard on that.  It is an operational issue that has major priority for our 
office.  For the service we deliver, timeliness is a key indicator.  Examining the data of the past five years, and 
coming into this position as a new person, I am pleased to see that there is a decline.  The issue is discussed in 
the weekly management meetings.  I am hopeful we will maintain the current level, or increase it slightly, and 
that is based on the information I have before me today. 
Mr DAY:  Increase the number of investigations? 
Ms O’DONNELL:  No; the time taken to complete investigations may increase.  In this financial year we are 
making a concerted effort to get rid of old cases.  That will make our figures more robust for the year ahead.  I 
hope the situation will be contained. 
Mr DAY:  How will that be done given the requirement to be involved with the royal commission? 
Ms O’DONNELL:  Without being cynical, we must work smarter.  It is a real management issue for us and a top 
priority.  We are taking proactive measures.  For example, in relation to police complaints we have a timeliness 
committee that meets regularly.  On a weekly basis, we visit police stations to close complaints.  Such cases 
impact on our closure times and we are able to finalise them at an earlier stage.  We are being proactive and 
managing the workload better. 

Mr DAY:  What will be the office’s role with the police royal commission?  Will assistance be provided to the 
commission or will there be involvement only through the referral of matters of concern from the royal 
commission to your office, which will subsequently have to be investigated, or is it both? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  In the first instance, we are preparing a major research paper about how police complaints 
have been traditionally investigated through the Ombudsman’s office.  That will be given to the police royal 
commission.  That paper is almost completed; it has been a major research task.  It will be input as historical 
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information.  We will meet regularly with the royal commission on an ongoing basis in order to keep the 
channels of communication open about investigation data.  There will be round table discussions in which people 
who have expertise in handling complaints against police will participate.  Apart from that commitment, my 
office is not assisting the royal commission.  The advertisements seeking to recruit royal commission staff 
specifically exclude staff from the Ombudsman’s office and the Anti-Corruption Commission.  We had a fear 
that we might lose staff.  We now know that we will not lose staff. 

Mr DAY:  Has the role of the Ombudsman’s office in investigating police complaints been a successful one?  I 
know that Ms O’Donnell has been in her position for only a short time, but is she able to comment? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  What criteria would the member use to assess success? 

Mr DAY:  Effectiveness and public confidence in the Police Service. 

Ms O’DONNELL:  I refer the member to two recent reports from my office dealing with random breath testing, 
which were released prior to Christmas, and to Operation Safe Trains, which was recently tabled in Parliament.  
The second report looked at the accountability of a particular police operation.  They are both value-adding 
reports.  They highlighted significant issues of concern affecting accountability.  They are something of which to 
be proud.  I am impressed by the good communication between my office and the Police Service and the 
opportunity for my office to provide input into training programs and the development of professional standards 
and investigative standards.  They are all positive indicators. 

Mr DAY:  Does the office have a good relationship with the professional standards section of the Police Service? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  We certainly have a robust relationship and good channels of communication.  Those are 
both things that I look for because my office’s independence is of critical importance.  It is where we can add the 
greatest value.  As long as that is safeguarded and we have a robust channel of communication, I am happy. 

Ms QUIRK:  I am interested in the office’s role in auditing telephone interception.  It is referred to in the third 
output at page 66 of the Budget Statements.  Does it concern telephone lines controlled by the Western Australia 
Police Service and the Anti-Corruption Commission? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  Yes.   

Ms QUIRK:  Are there any other agencies that the office has oversight of in that capacity? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  No. 

Ms QUIRK:  Is it anticipated that the office will audit any royal commission telephone lines? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  It is not my understanding.  It has not been raised with me. 

Ms QUIRK:  What is the total telephone line capacity of the Western Australia Police Service and the ACC? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  I am not able to say. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  I refer to the capital works program at page 67.  Computers are listed under two headings: 
complete works and new works.  There is no projection for out years.  Concerning the controversy that preceded 
Ms O’Donnell in the implementation of the computer program, have the difficulties been satisfactorily resolved 
and completed? 

Mr ERRINGTON:  It is not related to that at all.  The works program listed is for a systematic replacement of 
office equipment.  It is for desktop computers and other office computing equipment.  There is no significant 
difference between the two items listed as far as the office is concerned. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  The new works presumably refer to the replacement of equipment. 

Mr ERRINGTON:  The old one does as well.  Both are part of an ongoing program.  For some reason, Treasury 
has split it into two.  It is a continuous program.  It is part of a cyclical program in which equipment is replaced 
each year over a three-year cycle.  It includes telephone switchboards and photocopiers. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  I was concerned about it because capital contribution information refers to out years.  In 
reference to the computers, which we have had difficulty with in the past, there are no forward projections.  
There is an entry for 2002-03 but no forward projections concerning replacement equipment.   

[9.50 am] 

Mr ERRINGTON:  I think the table below that shows the ongoing figures to 2005-06. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  Are those figures to 2005-06 related to computers? 
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Mr ERRINGTON:  Yes.  Virtually the whole of that program relates to cyclical replacement of computing 
equipment and major office equipment, and on that table the figures are projected to 2005-06. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  I will clarify that.  There is a heading of capital contribution to meet equity needs.  Does the 
total cost of the capital works program relate to the replacement of computers and office equipment? 

Mr ERRINGTON:  That is correct. 

Mr QUIGLEY:  I will clarify that in relation to the expenditures that were mentioned before.  I am sure you 
know the matters to which I am referring.  That is when the office ran into difficulties with the implementation 
of the computer program.  Are those difficulties all resolved now? 

Mr ERRINGTON:  The cost of that computer program was finalised almost two years ago, before the matter 
became an issue.  It had been operating from 1 July 2000.  Therefore, no part of that figure relates to that.  Most 
of the costs of that computer program were for programming and work by consultants. 
Mr QUIGLEY:  It is now all running smoothly. 
Mr ERRINGTON:  It has been running smoothly for nearly two years. 

Dr CONSTABLE:  My question relates to the fifth dot point on page 61.  That is an interesting item about an 
outreach program being developed to raise awareness of the office of the Parliamentary Commissioner for 
Administrative Investigations in Aboriginal communities.  Is that expected to be in operation this year; and, if so, 
will the existing budget be stretched to do it?  What impact will that have on other activities?  I think it is an 
excellent initiative, by the way; I am not criticising the initiative.  Could we be told more about that?  Why does 
the office see the need for this?  How many allegations are received from these communities presently?  What 
impact does the office think it will have in those communities? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  When I first came to the office, part of my assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the 
office was a concern that we did not have an Aboriginal liaison officer on staff.  That position was not filled due 
to cutbacks in previous years.  Therefore, I have been meeting with existing staff and other independent 
accountability agencies to ascertain whether there are opportunities for us to work collaboratively to get an 
outreach program running that, as far as possible, will not be a drain on our human resources but will maximise 
the effect of our working collectively.  With the input of my staff, and from discussions with other independent 
agencies, we are developing a strategy.  We need to raise awareness of our services among Aboriginal 
communities. 

The figures for the overall number of complaints from Aboriginal constituents, if I could call them that, are low.  
I cannot give absolute figures.  However, they show that awareness of our office is not as it should be among 
those people whom we could be, and whom I do not think we are, assisting.  In specific areas such as prisons, we 
clearly get complaints, but in the broader areas of housing, utility provision etc, the figures are not there.  
Therefore, I see it as a key strategic driver for us this year to ensure that awareness of our accessibility to 
Aboriginal complainants, or potential Aboriginal complainants, is raised, and that that issue begins to be 
addressed.  That is part of our proactive approach as an Ombudsman’s office.  Again, for us to do our job well, 
people must know that we exist.  Secondly, we must be able to receive their complaints.  Therefore, we must 
address some other issues as well.  The requirement to have complaints in writing, for example, may be seen as a 
barrier to effective receipt of complaints.  I do not have a specific staff member allocated to that.  Rather, I am 
working with a committee of my staff who are keen and committed to improving our outreach in that way, and 
we are working collaboratively across a number of agencies.  That is the big picture plan at the moment. 
Ms QUIRK:  I was referring to the telephone interception capacity, which is mentioned on page 66, when I was 
so rudely interrupted.  Has either the Western Australia Police Service or the Anti-Corruption Commission 
indicated to the office any intentions to increase line capacity? 
Ms O’DONNELL:  I am afraid that I am not able to answer that question.  I am not aware of that.  Would the 
member like me to get back to her? 
Ms QUIRK:  Yes.  I would also like to make a request for supplementary information on the total number of 
lines that the office has responsibility for auditing. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Mr Speaker, do you agree to provide that supplementary information; and, if so, will you 
confirm what you will supply? 
The SPEAKER:  My understanding is that the number of lines that the police and other agencies use is not the 
province of the Ombudsman’s office. 

Ms O’DONNELL:  We actually audit - 
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Ms QUIRK:  I am aware of the office’s function.  However, it seems to me that in assessing workload and the 
impost on the office of doing that work, obviously the number of lines will be relevant to the amount of work 
generated. 

Ms O’DONNELL:  The way it presently operates is that the number of audits we conduct, rather than the 
number of lines, takes my staff out of the office to do that program.  Would it be helpful if I addressed that issue 
by explaining more clearly the work of the staff? 

Ms QUIRK:  Thank you, yes. 

Ms O’DONNELL:  I suspect that it is not the number of lines but our going to audit them. 

Ms QUIRK:  With respect, I believe that it probably is to some extent. 

Ms O’DONNELL:  I stand to be corrected.  However, I will take that as a supplementary question.  We will look 
into the actual work done on audits provided by the Ombudsman’s office and whether the issue of the number of 
lines has a bearing on that work. 

Ms QUIRK:  Yes, thank you. 

The SPEAKER:  We will provide what Ms O’Donnell outlined as supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No A2] 

Mr BARNETT:  I have two questions.  The first is about a policy issue.  With a report such as that on Operation 
Safe Trains, what criteria are used to decide whether an issue is just a complaint or whether the office should 
undertake a fairly exhaustive study of the issue?  The second question relates to output 2 and concerns 
complaints about public sector organisations.  For 2001-02, 2 050 allegations were finalised.  I seek, probably by 
way of supplementary information, a breakdown of that, according to the different agencies against which the 
complaints were levelled.  I congratulate you on your appointment, Ms O’Donnell. 

Ms O’DONNELL:  Thank you very much. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Before a response is given, I note that output 2 is on page 65.  Does the other question relate 
to the same page? 

Mr BARNETT:  In the other question, I was not seeking supplementary information, but I referred to the report 
on the safe trains study, which relates to output 1. 

The CHAIRMAN:  That is on page 63. 

Mr BARNETT:  It is really a policy issue. 

Ms O’DONNELL:  I will answer the easier question on output 2 first.  That sort of information is in our annual 
report, and I will provide that to the Leader of the Opposition.  That is a straightforward issue about how the 
allegations are broken down. 

The SPEAKER:  We will provide as supplementary information the breakdown of complaints under the general 
category, and from which departments they emanate. 

[Supplementary Information No A3] 

Mr BARNETT:  The second question was, how does the office decide whether to go from a simple complaint to 
a broader study? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  It is difficult to be explicit about the criteria.  It depends upon the potential public policy 
impacts or the public interest, which are always relevant considerations for us in deploying our scarce resources 
into the areas of significant investigations.  Operation Safe Trains was identified at an earlier stage by the 
previous Ombudsman as having an impact on a broad range of the community and on two significant agencies 
over which we have jurisdiction.  Generally, we would review the complaints that come to us on a case by case 
basis and we would always be alert to potential systemic issues.  The breadth of impact, the public interest and 
the resources that we have to deploy are significant criteria and part of the mix.  It is an art and a science, as you 
would appreciate.  

[10.00 am] 

Ms QUIRK:  On page 65 under major initiatives for 2002-03 the Budget Statements state that the office will 
focus on further developing its investigative skills.  How do you intend to do that? 

Ms O’DONNELL:  We have training programs planned in collaboration with other ombudsman offices and there 
are very good investigative courses.  Members may be aware that the office turns 30 this year and part of my 
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program is to bring back previous Ombudsmen to talk about the issues of investigation and accountability and 
the issues that they dealt with in the past that we are facing today.  I am trying to tap into the race memory of the 
organisation.  There is also training and cross-fertilisation across other agencies with similar sorts of 
investigative requirements.  That is a high level answer. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Time has expired to discuss this division. 

The SPEAKER:  I thank the staff who came in to assist with the questioning on this division. 
The appropriation was recommended. 
 


