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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 
Fifteenth Report — “Doing ICT Better: Improving Outcomes from the Western Australian Government’s 

Investment in Information and Communications Technology (ICT)” — Tabling 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [10.03 am]: I present for tabling the fifteenth report of the Public Accounts 
Committee titled “Doing ICT Better: Improving Outcomes from the Western Australian Government’s 
Investment in Information and Communications Technology (ICT)”. 

[See papers 4650 and 4651.] 

Dr K.D. HAMES: In presenting this report, I note that I have only recently been appointed as chair of the 
committee. The honourable member for Churchlands was the previous chair for the majority of the inquiry, so 
I was very much reliant on the other members of the committee, who had been involved throughout the length of 
the investigation, for the contents of this report. It is interesting to note that subsequent to this report, there will 
be a report by the Education and Health Standing Committee on information and communications technology 
issues at the Department of Health, which in some way triggered the inquiry by the Attorney General, with the 
strong support of the Department of Health, as it was recognised that things were not going well in the 
management of ICT in Health. In fact, the department looks forward to seeing the contents of that report. That is 
what led to the government making changes to the total management of ICT in this state, as it recognised that for 
many years Western Australia had been regarded as being well behind other states in its governance and 
development of ICT practices. The changes that have been put in place in recent times, including the 
appointment of the Government Chief Information Officer and his team, will significantly improve ICT 
management; in fact, it has done so already. 

Because I was not significantly involved in the development of this report, it is my intention to read the 
chairman’s foreword as my contribution to the debate. It states — 

The Western Australian Government spends a substantial sum of money on Information and 
Communications Technology … each year. Current estimates range between $1 billion and $2 billion. 

When contemplating this Inquiry, the Public Accounts Committee … was aware that WA had been 
criticised for its record in government ICT investment. The Government itself has acknowledged that 
the delivery of ICT services has not always been as efficient and effective as it might have been. The 
Auditor General has also raised regular concerns, describing the public sector’s performance in this area 
as ‘patchy’ for the entirety of his term. 

The Committee therefore resolved to undertake this Inquiry with a view to determining how the WA 
public sector could obtain better outcomes from the planning and management of its (ICT) 
requirements. 

Better outcomes in this context include reducing the cost and improving the timeliness of public sector 
ICT projects and programs. Better outcomes also involve the adoption of more innovative and 
customer-focused ICT solutions that allow governments to deliver services that are more accessible and 
responsive to consumer needs in an increasingly digital age. 

The pursuit of these outcomes is a complex and long-standing policy challenge that has confronted 
governments in Australia and internationally for much of the twenty-first century. The challenge has 
become more pressing in recent years, as cloud-based technologies have emerged offering governments 
a cheaper way to acquire many of their essential ICT products and services. Having seen other 
Australian jurisdictions respond to this challenge, WA has now embarked on its own sweeping program 
of relevant reforms. 

The Government’s decision to establish a Government of Western Australia Office of the Government 
Chief Information Officer (WAGCIO) has been a pivotal development. This Office, which commenced 
operation in July 2015, is headed by Mr Giles Nunis, who has been appointed WA’s first 
whole-of-government Chief Information Officer. 

The early work of Mr Nunis and his team has already been recognised by the authoritative government 
ICT analytical firm Intermedium. In its latest evaluation of digital transformation across Australia’s 
federal, state and territory jurisdictions, Intermedium has confirmed that WA has shown the greatest 
rate of progress over the last 12 months. One of the key initiatives recognised by Intermedium is the 
release of Digital WA, the State’s first sector-wide ICT Strategy. 
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The Committee has learned that the establishment of whole-of-government chief information officer 
positions and the development of ICT strategies has been a feature of nearby jurisdictions that are 
currently recognised as ICT reform leaders. 

With this in mind, the Committee has sought to use this Inquiry to gather insights from these, and other, 
leading jurisdictions to complement the early work of the WAGCIO. 

One of the Committee’s first observations relates to the ongoing sustainability of the WAGCIO in its 
current form. Funding for the Office is yet to be confirmed beyond the 2017–2018 financial year and 
Mr Nunis has a comparatively small number of staff. 

As it stands, the highly successful office of the New Zealand Government Chief Information Officer 
operates with a staff of approximately 80 people across at least five business units. The Queensland 
Government Chief Information Office operates with a staff of approximately 50 across six business units. 

In contrast, Mr Nunis, whose team is planning to undertake many similar functions, currently operates 
with 15 permanent staff across four business units. Accordingly, the Committee urges the Government 
to consider the potential requirement for greater resourcing of the WAGCIO as the State’s reform 
program gathers pace. 

Throughout this report, the Committee looks at some of the key initiatives that are being rolled out by 
the WAGCIO. These include the establishment of a ten-member Directors General ICT Council that is 
chaired by Mr Nunis. Such bodies are used in other jurisdictions to build the knowledge base of senior 
public sector leaders and cultivate their attitudes regarding the potential of ICT as an enabler of better 
business solutions. The Committee welcomes this initiative and believes it is important to build 
expertise and support among this cohort in order to drive the 35 implementation initiatives outlined in 
Digital WA. 

Critically, the WAGCIO is also looking to improve the standard of governance structures agencies have 
in place to oversee ICT expenditure. This is an area of vulnerability that has been acknowledged and 
addressed in other jurisdictions. 

The Committee has made some recommendations to further enhance governance structures in 
Western Australia (WA). The first of these calls for greater use of Gateway reviews for ICT 
investments valued at over $10 million. 

The Committee has also recommended that agency ICT strategic plans and investment proposals be 
presented to Mr Nunis for review. New Zealand uses a similar process to provide its Ministers and 
Directors General with greater confidence that such documents are aligned to business needs and are 
properly thought through. 

The most profound reform currently taking place is the GovNext-ICT Program. Under GovNext-ICT, 
the WAGCIO will soon award three prime contracts for the provision of a range of standardised 
products and services via cloud-based technologies. 

The whole-of-government commercial framework established within GovNext-ICT is designed to enable 
agencies to manage their ICT requirements in a more dynamic way, by paying only for what they use at 
any given time. This procurement method, known by the term “as-a-service”, is emerging as a cheaper and 
more efficient alternative to the traditional approach of owning and operating ICT assets. A similar 
approach has been adopted in New Zealand and has realised at least NZD$250 million in savings. 

Having been briefed on the New Zealand model, the Committee supports the concept of GovNext-ICT 
and believes it may offer scope to lower the cost and improve the management of ICT across the WA 
public sector. However, with the value of the contracts potentially in the order of $3 billion, it is critical 
that a rigorous portfolio management process is put in place. In this respect, the Committee has urged 
the WAGCIO to examine the operations of the New Zealand Government Chief Information Officer’s 
Commercial Strategy and Delivery Team. 

Given the magnitude of the expenditure linked to GovNext-ICT, the Committee has also written to the 
Auditor General asking him to consider undertaking an audit in 2017 to ensure that the program has 
been implemented as intended. 

While the need for sector-wide reform and strategic guidance was overdue, I believe that the suite of 
initiatives the WAGCIO plans to implement bodes well for future ICT investment in WA. I also believe 
that the findings and recommendations in this report will assist the WAGCIO with its important 
program of work. As such, I encourage the Government to make every effort to provide a response to 
the Committee’s recommendations before the 39th session of Parliament — 
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That is this session — 

comes to an end. 

Having joined the Committee late in the Inquiry process, I would like to commend my fellow members 
for the spirit in which they have worked to guide me through what is an incredibly complex area of 
public policy. While the report is also unavoidably complex in parts, it offers a solid base for 
committees in the next Parliament to monitor and assess the comprehensive ICT reform agenda that is 
now underway. 

In concluding I would like to thank the other members of the committee who, as I said in the foreword, have 
been extremely helpful, particularly members of the opposition, who had a detailed interest in and knowledge of 
this subject and did a lot of work to ensure the quality of the report. I also thank the two research officers—
principal research officer Tim Hughes, and Michele Chiasson—for their work. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10.15 am]: I rise to make some remarks on the tabling of the 
Public Accounts Committee’s fifteenth report, “Doing ICT Better: Improving Outcomes from the 
Western Australian Government’s Investment in Information and Communications Technology (ICT)”. I thank 
the members of the committee. I note some dysfunction in the committee, because, of course, the chair who 
commenced the report resigned while the report was on foot. One of the committee members was appointed as 
a parliamentary secretary in the area we were investigating and therefore could not be involved in the 
consideration of the report from that point on. That member was also absent from our committee travel because 
of his own preselection problems, which we all appreciate. The member for Belmont, for her own reasons—this 
is not a negative reflection; just a statement of fact—chose not travel with the committee. I was not able to travel 
to Brisbane as part of the investigation, and the member for Victoria Park had to leave New Zealand early and 
was there for only one of the two days. This was a difficult inquiry, and, as the member for Dawesville said, he 
only joined the committee late after almost all the evidence had been taken. It was a difficult inquiry for those 
reasons and therefore much of the work was done by Michele Chiasson and Tim Hughes. I thank everybody 
involved, and particularly those two, who carried the load. I note that the member for Victoria Park is absent 
today. He is in the north west of the state as part of his Aboriginal affairs portfolio with the large community 
gathering of Indigenous landowners in the Pilbara, so he is not able to make any comments. 
I want to draw attention to some of the evidence gathered in the inquiry and particularly to the fact that every time 
an agency came in, I asked them about their management of their budgets. During the research for the report, the 
Auditor General tabled his first report of 2016, “Health Department’s Procurement and Management of its 
Centralised Computing Services Contract”. We all remember that the senior executive of the health department 
said, “These junior people made the decisions and we didn’t know anything about it.” So I asked every agency that 
came in how they managed their contracts and whether they had visibility of expenditure, and they all answered 
yes. One agency even said that a variation of $80 000 would be noted by the management of the organisation. 
I asked that question of the Department of Health, as I asked the same question of other agencies — 

Was there a review of expenditure against those budgets in those committee meetings for that period of 
time? 

After a long time, the Department of Health said — 
In trying to understand the issues that the Auditor General highlighted, many of the contract variations 
that were inappropriately entered into were something that had a financial impact into the future. 

So the department said that, yes, it was monitoring them, but it did not pay attention to them. I then put the 
following question on notice — 

For the period of 2013 through 2014, did the Senior Health Executive Forum sub-committee overseeing 
the monitoring of budgets receive reports showing the approved budget versus actual expenditure for 
the centralised computing services contract? 

The answer was yes. The answer, which is part of the tabled papers, is that the department did have visibility of 
the expenditure. Regarding the findings on page 9 of the Auditor General’s report, I asked — 

When was the $10.8 million dollar upfront payment dealt with by the Senior Executive Health Forum 
(or any other equivalent body in place at that time)? 

The answer was — 
The upfront payments for the leases were not dealt with by SHEF, SHEF ORC or the SHEF ICT 
Principal Committee. A Master Rental Agreement … was approved by the Director General … 

The director general approved it. It would seem to me that the responses of the director general at the time when 
standing in front of the cameras and saying that the senior officials of the agency had no knowledge of these 
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problems was, if not a direct lie, certainly 100 per cent false. The only way that the director general could not 
have been lying was if he was absolutely and totally incompetent, because in answer to my questions he made it 
clear that he knew about every single dollar being spent. It was all reported. 
After the committee had heard the evidence of the director general, Mr Russell-Weisz, in the inquiry, I received 
all these anonymous tip-offs from inside the bureaucracy. The people being blamed by the top were the 
underlings, the junior people in the agency. Instead of accepting the blame going up, they were putting the blame 
down. Those people all leaked information to me because they were offended by this idea that somehow or other 
the senior officials of the agency did not know what was happening. As I have demonstrated, that was 
100 per cent false, if not a lie. If it was not a lie, it was because the senior executives were totally and utterly 
incompetent. There is no other way of looking at it. This is a serious problem because these problems continue in 
the agency. I refer to Dimension Data’s “SAM Risk Report: Western Australian Department of Health”, which 
was given to the department on 17 June 2016 and has been leaked to me. Paragraph 1.3.2 states — 

After reviewing the aforementioned information Dimension Data believe there to be upwards of 
$110,000,000.00 … of software risk due to a combination of no ongoing visibility to manage software 
assets throughout the lifecycle and identified unlicensed/over licensed software deployed within the 
WA Health computing environment. 

The report continues — 
Dimension Data would also like to highlight that based on information provided by WA Health by 
14th July 2016 WA Health will have paid approximately $7,000,000.00 over the past two years 
(unbudgeted) for Microsoft Windows XP and Microsoft Windows Server 2003 Custom Support 
Agreements (“CSA’) due to the software no longer being provided main-stream support by Microsoft. 

I also draw attention to paragraph 2.1.1.1 of that report, which highlights the extreme risks for the 
Department of Health because of its failure to properly manage its IT systems. Information technology 
management at the Department of Health is a shambles and the defence that the senior leaders of the agency 
made was, in my view, deliberately false. That is my opinion. I cannot see how they can reconcile that they knew 
that the money was being spent but say that they did not know who authorised the money. They were getting 
budget reports every month showing what was being spent against the budget. Then their excuse was that they 
did not know there were additional approvals, but they knew the money was being spent. In fact, they were 
authorising the money to be spent. Again, if we look at the transcript, we see that I asked specific questions of 
whether these approvals were lawful. I asked — 

Sure, so you have changed the practices, but at the time, these officers were actually acting lawfully. 

The director general answered — 

Lawfully—they were public servants; they thought they were acting lawfully. 

That is the point. The agency knew that these decisions were being made and after it was exposed as a complete 
fiasco, it ran around blaming the underlings. It blamed downwards and not upwards, and that is why we are now 
getting this information from the agency. People are coming to tell us these things. I do not know who they are. 
These documents literally arrive in my office. But that is what has happened. This is a travesty. Let me make it 
clear: we have found that the WA Chief Information Officer cannot fulfil his obligations under GovNext-ICT 
because the agency is not funded into the long term. It has only two years of funding and he does not have the 
staff to do it. There will be a train wreck right across the public service. As people in the industry advised us, the 
problems in the IT system in this state and this government come from a lack of leadership. The 
Department of Health and the people who led the Department of Health at the time these problems happened are 
to blame, not the underlings who signed the contracts but the people who made the decisions that every month 
saw the money being spent. 
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