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Division 2:  Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations, $2 694 000 - 

Ms Guise, Chairman. 

Mr Riebeling, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly. 

Mr M. Allen, Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations. 

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

Mr DAY:  My question relates to the information provided on page 62 of the Budget Statements.  In the first dot 
point under significant issues and trends I am concerned about the length of time taken to finalise the 
investigations of complaints, and that the average time taken is expected to increase in the coming year.  The 
third dot point, which refers to the proposed royal commission into policing matters, will require a commitment 
of resources that would otherwise be devoted to complaints handling.  Therefore, the Ombudsman is saying that 
the impact of the police royal commission will be to increase the length of time taken to investigate the 
complaints to his office.  The priority and assurance dividend that is listed at the bottom of that page shows 
$138 000 in the current financial year, which will increase in future financial years, and that will not be available 
to the Ombudsman’s office.  All of those points add up to a concerning trend of an increase in the time taken to 
investigate complaints, which has been substantial in the past.  I would like to have more information from the 
Ombudsman about the impact of all those measures.  Can he give examples of average increases in investigation 
time, for example, and any other examples or particular aspects that would bear out this issue? 

[9.50 am] 

The SPEAKER:  Because of the position of the Speaker in relation to the Ombudsman’s office, it is appropriate 
that Mr Allen answer this particular question. 

Mr DAY:  Yes.  I guess I was directing the question to Mr Allen, but I did not want to ignore you, Mr Speaker.  I 
was simply taking a bit of a shortcut. 

Mr ALLEN:  I think the conclusion that the member draws, as the paper shows, is that we expect those things to 
happen.  Exactly what the impact will be in terms of an increase in actual average times that may occur is a bit 
hard to predict, because we really do not know how many complaints we will receive and how complex they will 
be and so on.  If one looks back over the past few years, complaint numbers coming in and being finalised have 
been more or less steady, so if one assumes that that trend will continue, we expect average times to deteriorate 
by a few days but not a lot more than that.  It is difficult to predict.  Clearly, there has been a process by which 
the budget has been arrived at, and we have made the arguments as forcefully as we could that this was likely to 
be the impact, and that is most regrettable.  I guess the only consolation one has is that every other agency is 
similarly affected. 

Mr DAY:  Are you comfortable with the average investigation times at the moment, or do you think they are 
much longer than you would desire? 

Mr ALLEN:  I have never met another ombudsman who was happy with the current situation, and likewise I am 
not happy with the current times that are taken.  It has been a priority of mine for the past five years to try to 
achieve an improvement.  It is not easy, particularly in the police area where a large part of the time that we 
report is actually time in which the matter is being first investigated by the Police Service as the Parliamentary 
Commissioner Act requires.  I am not allowed to investigate a matter until the police have had a reasonable time 
to conduct their own investigation.  Until recently we have not been able to separate police time from 
ombudsman time, if I can put it that way, and the time that we report of how long it takes the average police 
complaint to be dealt with includes a large part of police time.  I am not happy and I can see ways in which 
improvements might be brought about, but that is something another ombudsman will have to deal with. 

Mr DAY:  Obviously that is unfortunate from your point of view.  Can you suggest what sort of issues might 
need to be dealt with in the future? 

Mr ALLEN:  I have tried to increase the number of matters that are dealt with by the agency concerned without 
ombudsman involvement.  Many complaints that arrive on our doorstep should never have got there in the first 
place, because the agency complained about should have had a decent internal complaints process that resolved 
all or a good part of the grievances from customers.  Over the past few years my office has put a lot of effort into 
encouraging agencies to do that, and I must say we have had a lot of success.  In an ideal world, all the small 
complaints that are relatively easy to resolve should never get to the Ombudsman.  The Ombudsman should deal 
only with those matters that it is not possible to resolve at an internal level.  The Ombudsman, hopefully, would 
deal with only a smaller number of the more complex types of complaints.  That would change the workload and 
the way in which the Ombudsman would investigate matters and the type of staff that might be required.  It 
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would also reduce the hundreds or thousands of matters that must be dealt with because they are important to the 
complainant but which should be dealt with internally.  I have tried to bring that focus to the job and, as I say, I 
think we have been successful, but a lot more could be done in that direction. 

Ms QUIRK:  This question is probably most properly directed to Mr Allen also.  I draw his attention to page 66, 
output 3, telecommunications interception audit capacity of his office.  How many personnel are allocated to that 
task? 

Mr ALLEN:  Approximately three people work on that output; none of them works full time on it.  In total it is 
probably the equivalent of one person or slightly less than one person.  That has been the case up until now, 
whereby we have been inspecting interception records by police.  The Anti-Corruption Commission will 
commence interception work some time in the near future, so that the workload will increase somewhat as we 
have to inspect the records that it keeps.  The total FTE allocation, if I can use that jargon - I hope the member 
understands it - will actually increase a little but it should not increase a huge amount. 

Ms QUIRK:  You said that the ACC is to take on interception capacity shortly.  I understand that will almost 
double the line capacity interception workload in this State.  Would that be a correct assessment? 

Mr ALLEN:  It will obviously increase the capacity for interceptions in the State, but I do not think it 
automatically follows that it will double my workload.  It depends upon how much interception activity the ACC 
engages in.  If it only does a very small amount, the record keeping will be relatively small and the work 
required to inspect those records will be relatively small.  I cannot predict how often or for how long the ACC 
will try to intercept telephones. 

Ms QUIRK:  During the past year of the audit, have any adverse findings been made on the Western Australia 
Police Service record keeping? 

Mr ALLEN:  I think “adverse findings” is not quite what I would call it.  The inspection role is quite a different 
role from the ombudsman role.  We have identified some matters which needed to be rectified in the way the 
police kept records, yes. 

Ms QUIRK:  How have you gone about ensuring that they are rectified? 

Mr ALLEN:  It has been a matter of drawing the attention of the police to the issue, and in every instance we 
have had a very receptive response and the matters have always been rectified readily. 

Ms QUIRK:  Finally, in this context, is your office undertaking any comprehensive training program of ACC 
staff for compliance with the Act and its obligations? 

Mr ALLEN:  It is not my job to train the ACC staff; my job is to inspect its records.  We have had many 
discussions with the staff to keep abreast of the processes and so on that they are putting in place to make sure 
that they are likely to comply, and we are happy with what we have seen, based on our experience with the 
police. 

Ms QUIRK:  Would it be true to say that if the ACC uses its lines to capacity, your current staff allocation for 
auditing will not be sufficient? 

Mr ALLEN:  Inevitably it will require more hours spent on any inspection function and that will mean that the 
three people who presently do that work will have to spend more hours there, and that is time they will not have 
to do other things. 

[10.00 am] 

The SPEAKER:  Before we conclude this allocation, and on behalf of previous Speakers, I thank Mr Allen for 
his previous five appearances before the estimates committee.  I am sure the members who have benefited from 
his information would also like to thank Mr Allen for his five years in the role of Ombudsman.  

Mr BRADSHAW:  On page 62, under “Appropriations and Forward Estimates”, the budget estimate amount is 
shown as $2.694 million.  The actual amount last year was $2.856 million.  Considering what is shown under 
“Significant Issues and Trends” on the same page, the royal commission will put more demands on the office of 
the Ombudsman.  Is this movement not in the wrong direction?  

The SPEAKER:  The reduction is made up of the priority assurance dividend, which the Government has 
imposed on a number of departments.  The office of the Ombudsman, given these resources, will be working 
very hard to maintain the current level of services.  
 


