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Standing Committee on Public Administration — Special Report 
Resumed from 27 June. 

Motion 
Hon JON FORD: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I think it is worthwhile referring to the first page of the report of the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration. Unfortunately the committee chairman, Hon Max Trenorden, is away on important 
parliamentary business. I will just go through the first page, which puts into context my remarks relating to the 
report. Page 1 states — 

1.1 At a public hearing held on Wednesday, 20 June 2012, the Committee requested certain 
information from the Auditor General for Western Australia, Mr Colin Murphy. The requested 
information is necessary in order for the Committee to clarify the Auditor General’s concerns, 
expressed to the Committee in letters dated 25 January and 21 March 2012, that this 
Committee’s Report 14 — Unassisted Failure, contained “inaccuracies and 
misunderstandings”. 

1.2 The Auditor General declined to provide the information requested by the Committee, on the 
grounds that he had obtained legal advice which suggested that he was prohibited from 
disclosing the information to the Committee by virtue of section 46 of the Auditor General Act 
2006. 

I have just noted a typo in here which I cannot believe got past one of my colleagues, Hon Ed Dermer. It 
continues — 

1.3 On 37 occasions the Auditor General declined to provide with information requested by the 
Committee. 

1.4 Immediately following the hearing of 20 June 2012, the Auditor General exercised his 
discretion under section 23 of the Auditor general Act to provide the Committee with a copy of 
the legal advice on which the Auditor General relied, during the hearing. A copy of this legal 
advice is attached to this Special Report at Appendix 1. 

1.5 As at the date of this Special report, the Auditor General has declined to provide information in 
response to 35 Questions, as per the transcript of proceedings attached at Appendix 2 to this 
Special Report. 

1.6 The Committee Acquaints the Legislative Council accordingly, and makes the following 
recommendation:  
Recommendation 1: The Committee recommends that the Legislative Council call upon 
the Government to expeditiously amend section 46(3) of the Auditor General Act 2006 to 
restore the ancient privileges of the Parliament and all of its Committees with respect to 
the Auditor General.  

The Auditor General Act 2006 has two sections that are in direct tension—section 23 and section 46. Section 23 
states that the Auditor General can provide information to whomever he thinks fit. Section 46 states that the 
Auditor General has to keep all of this information confidential unless he is asked for it by the Public Accounts 
Committee, the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations or the Joint Standing Committee on 
Audit. Requests from these committees are binding on the Auditor General. That is a very important fact. These 
committees can request the information. It seems that not even this chamber can ask the Auditor General for the 
information. We have three committees and yet this chamber cannot ask for that information from the Auditor 
General. This is the chamber that discussed this in the past and therefore enabled the act under which the Auditor 
General acts. 
Who says that the Auditor General Act 2006 is this restrictive? According to the Auditor General, it is the State 
Solicitor’s Office. The Auditor General wrote to the committee telling us that some of what we wrote in the 
fourteenth report, entitled “Unassisted Failure”, was inaccurate and misconceived. We asked him to show us the 
information—that is all we asked for—that he holds would prove one way or the other if we were wrong. He told 
us that he could not provide the information because of section 46 of the Auditor General Act 2006. He would 
not give it to us under section 23 of the Auditor General Act 2006, which gave him discretion. Why would he do 
that? He made a claim that the committee got it wrong in the “Unassisted Failure” report and yet he will not 
explain to the committee why that is the case.  
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The committee is concerned because the Parliament is the Auditor General’s client and there should be no 
secrets between us. We are concerned because the Auditor General told us that the fourteenth report was 
inaccurate and then he refused to show us the information he relied on to make his assertion. It is also concerning 
to us, and should be to this house, that the Auditor General turned to the legal adviser of the executive 
government for legal advice but he has denied the Parliament and the people of Western Australia access to the 
information. The issue is that the Solicitor-General is the chief legal adviser to the executive government and we 
are the Parliament, the other arm. I think all members of this chamber should be concerned about that. In fact, I 
was shocked when I read the response. I would have thought that he might have got separate legal advice but not 
from the State Solicitor. In this particular case, the point is that the State Solicitor’s Office could have been in 
some conflict in providing advice on this matter because it acts for the owners of Western Power, which is the 
executive. The suggestion that parliamentary committees and even the Legislative Council itself cannot require 
the Auditor General to produce information is not acceptable in a modern representative democracy. If the 
Auditor General Act 2006 states what the Auditor General claims it does, it clearly needs to be changed and it 
needs to be changed urgently. After all, we represent the people. I am not saying that we should affect the 
operation of a statutorily independent office; I am saying that that office should have accountability to the 
Parliament, and it should not be able to pick and choose which bits of Parliament it is accountable to. It is 
accountable to this Parliament. If the Auditor General Act 2006 allows the Auditor General, under section 23, to 
provide the committee with a request for information, then the conduct of the Auditor General must in this 
instance be of some concern to the Parliament and the people of Western Australia. That is where I have a 
problem.  

From the discussions we have had, in hearings and in correspondence with the Auditor General, his defence is 
that he was not bound to test the integrity of the information he was given by Western Power on the basis that 
that would not be governed by the Australian Auditing Standards. I would have thought that if I were to ask any 
reasonable person what the Auditor General’s job is, they would say that his job is to make sure that there is a 
reasonable chance that the information given to the public by government agencies is financially correct. In this 
case, we said that he got it wrong because he did not test the veracity of the information he was given by 
Western Power; the only other conclusion one could draw is that he is incompetent and failed to do his job. I 
have said that before in this house, but that is a different argument. The fact of the matter is that a committee of 
this Parliament, charged by this Parliament to do certain things, made commentary on the Office of the Auditor 
General with no other motivation than to seek a better service and to find out how we could stop government 
enterprises—or any agency, for that matter—from misleading the Parliament and the executive. That is what we 
found in respect of Western Power, and the Auditor General performs part of the checks and balances process. If 
we have that wrong, the Parliament should find out why the Auditor General thinks it is wrong, because if we 
can find out why it is wrong, we can make other suggestions to the Parliament about how it can be fixed. It could 
be in the form of giving the Auditor General an expanded role or more powers and resources, if the government 
of the day thinks that is what is required. That is why this is very, very important. 

The Standing Committee on Public Administration, of which I am a member, is charged with an oversight role 
and has some self-referencing powers. It seems to me that we can only draw the conclusion—unfortunately, in 
this case—that if the Auditor General will not exercise his discretion under section 23, he must have something 
to hide. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I may repeat some of the issues that Hon Jon Ford has raised in respect of this matter, due 
to the gravity of the situation, in my view and in the view of the Standing Committee on Public Administration. 
Mr Colin Murphy, the Auditor General, advised the committee in writing that he believed the committee’s 
fourteenth report contained some inaccuracies regarding the work of his office. Mr Murphy’s concerns centred 
upon the committee’s consideration of the audit processes his office carried out in relation to the Western Power 
inquiry and, ultimately, the committee’s interpretation of said processes. The committee has no qualms about the 
Auditor General making such assertions; however, it does hold grave concerns regarding his inability to answer 
37 questions directly related to the veracity of his concerns regarding the fourteenth report, as tabled in this 
house. 

The Office of the Auditor General’s mission statement clearly sets out its role; namely, to serve the public 
interest by providing Parliament with independent and impartial information regarding public sector 
accountability and performance. I have no doubt that the Auditor General endeavours to conduct his office in 
accordance with this mission statement and fulfils that commitment; however, on this occasion, he advised that 
he was unable to answer the pertinent questions put to him or to provide a single independent view to the public 
administration committee by reason of section 46 of the Auditor General Act 2006. Section 46 sets out the 
confidentiality provisions for the Auditor General and those employed by his office. As has been revealed by the 
committee’s work, and as already stated by Hon Jon Ford, section 46 has an obvious tension with section 23 of 
the act, which allows the Auditor General to provide information to any person or body he sees fit, provided it is 
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in the state’s interests. On this occasion, the Western Power inquiry was certainly in the state’s interest and 
proved to be relevant to both the state and this Parliament. 

Section 46 provides that only the Public Accounts Committee, the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations and the Joint Standing Committee on Audit—which was never put in place—are able to 
ask the Auditor General any questions at all. There is no question that confidentiality and independence are 
integral to the Auditor General’s performance of his functions and responsibilities, and the act was passed by 
Parliament with these very important aspects in mind. However, I do not believe that either house contemplated 
such provisions as precluding the Auditor General’s accountability to the Parliament or, by extension, its 
committees. 

According to the second reading speech, the Auditor General Act sought to establish and guide the activities of 
the Auditor General and, inter alia, enhance and protect the Auditor General’s independence and strengthen its 
relationship with Parliament. As such, section 46 made note that the confidentiality provisions afforded to, and 
indeed required of, the Auditor General did not apply to the communication of information to those 
parliamentary committees identified, as I have previously mentioned, in section 46(3) of the act.  

It therefore appears to be contrary and incongruous to the legislative intentions that section 46, when read in 
conjunction with other sections, in effect inhibits the Legislative Council from asking questions of the Auditor 
General. Indeed, it is noted in the second reading speech that as the external auditor of government, the Auditor 
General requires the highest degree of independence from executive government and the broader public sector. I 
think we can all agree on this point. However, this does not encompass Parliament as the representatives of the 
people; the Auditor General should be free from interference in the performance of his duties, but that is not to 
say that such performance should not be scrutinised or potential shortcomings queried or brought to light by this 
Parliament and, by extension, committees of this Parliament.  

The act, as pointed out in the second reading speech, sought to balance widened audit powers and enhanced 
independence with strengthened accountability. This was in line with key findings of both the 1992 Royal 
Commission into Commercial Activities of Government and Other Matters and the 1995 Commission on 
Government, which recommended a greater degree of parliamentary involvement and oversight of the resourcing 
of the Office of the Auditor General. The Auditor General has complete discretion in the performance of his 
functions and is not subject to direction from anyone with regard to the audits he sees fit to conduct or otherwise. 

Section 7 of the act deals with the status and independence of the Auditor General and provides that the powers 
of Parliament to act in relation to the Auditor General are as specified in or applying under the act and other 
written laws, and there are no implied powers of Parliament arising from the Auditor General being an 
independent officer of the Parliament. Legal advice received by the public administration committee noted that 
the act does not envisage the Auditor General communicating with Parliament other than in accordance with the 
specific provisions of the act relating to such matters. Given that only three committees—one of which does not 
exist—are specifically excluded from the confidentiality provisions, the public administration committee does 
not have the power to compel the Auditor General to provide any information or answer any questions it may 
have, despite those questions being very much in the state’s interests under section 23 of the act. Members of the 
public administration committee have revealed a serious flaw in the Auditor General Act 2006 that needs to be 
rectified as soon as possible—a flaw that seriously dilutes the privileges and powers this place has exercised 
responsibly since it became a fully elective Legislative Council in 1893. 

Parliamentary privileges and powers are crucial to the parliamentary system; without such privileges, members 
of Parliament could not successfully represent the people and interrogate and debate legislation and the 
mechanisms of government without fear of retribution. Parliamentary privileges and powers are enshrined in the 
Parliamentary Privileges Act 1891, which we operate under. Parliament operates effectively only because of 
these privileges and powers, which extend to all parliamentary committees, thereby allowing them to conduct 
inquiries, order the production of documents, and expect answers to their questions. Yet, as already stated, 
section 46 of the Auditor General Act prevented the public administration committee from fulfilling this crucial 
role when the Auditor General, for reasons that have never been clearly expressed, invoked that section of his 
act. Suffice to say that on this matter under discussion, given the Auditor General’s position, the powers and 
privileges of this Parliament have been irrefutably diminished. Section 46, when invoked, in effect inhibits the 
Auditor General from fulfilling the mission statement of his own office in providing Parliament with 
independent and impartial information regarding public sector accountability. Members, this is an untenable 
situation that must be rectified. Parliament and its elected members, and, by extension, its committees, are the 
pinnacle arbiters of public sector accountability. This current situation begs the question: who watches the 
watchman? Given the powers vested in this place, I believe we all thought this role was ours as elected members. 
It may be interesting for members to note that section 48(1) of the Auditor General Act 2006 states that the act 
should be reviewed by the Joint Standing Committee on Audit—a committee that has never been put in place. In 
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effect, the act states that the Auditor General Act is due for review at the end of this year by a committee that has 
never been put in place to actually carry out that review. 

Hon Ken Travers: Will you support a motion to establish one? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: I recommend to this place that something take place to review the act and put in place — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: May I finish, seeing as I have one minute and 34 seconds left?  

I think this is a very serious situation. As a new member of this place, I think the principle of privilege, as I have 
already stated, has been diminished by the Auditor General Act. I would expect all members to consider 
privilege to be absolutely imperative for Parliament to carry out its duties, and I would suggest to this place that 
we need to at least address the issue of section 46 of the Auditor General Act. 

Hon ED DERMER: I am very pleased to join my colleagues on the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration in addressing the question that we note the special report of our standing committee as tabled by 
the Chair, Hon Max Trenorden, on 27 June. I would like to thank our Chair, Hon Max Trenorden, along with our 
Deputy Chair, Hon Jon Ford, and my colleagues Hon Jim Chown and Hon Ken Baston, for their contribution to 
this report. I would also like to thank our advisory officer, Dr Colin Huntly; Mr Alex Hickman, who is the legal 
advisory officer; and Ms Margaret Liveris, who was the committee clerk. All those people make a very 
important contribution to all the work of our committee.  

I would like to draw the attention of the chamber to the recommendation of the report. There is only one 
recommendation because there is only one page to this special report; there are also, of course, important 
appendices. The recommendation reads — 

The Committee recommends that the Legislative Council call upon the Government to 
expeditiously amend section 46(3) of the Auditor General Act 2006 to restore the ancient 
privileges of the Parliament and all of its Committees with respect to the Auditor General. 

The word “expeditiously” is used in the recommendation. If I was reconsidering the recommendation today, the 
only change I would make is to delete “expeditiously” and replace it with “urgently”, because the concern of the 
public administration committee as explained in this report is a matter of the utmost urgency.  

The Auditor General Act 2006, as my colleagues have explained, appears, in section 23 and section 46, to be 
internally inconsistent. Whereas section 23 specifies that the Auditor General can provide information to 
whomever the Auditor General thinks it is appropriate to provide the information to, section 46 restricts the 
Auditor General to keeping all his information confidential unless he is asked for it by the Public Accounts 
Committee, the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, or the Joint Standing Committee on 
Audit; it has been pointed out that only two of those committees are actually in place. 
It came as a tremendous shock to me that such a restriction could be in place. I am even more concerned in the 
sense that the Auditor General Act 2006 was considered by this place when I was here, and I feel personally 
remiss for not having noticed that there was a section 46, which would then have been a clause, that would 
restrict the Auditor General’s responsibility to provide information at the request of the house and any of its 
committees. I think the need to rectify this serious problem is urgent, which is why, if I were to make any change 
to the recommendation, I would refer to the requirement for a change to the act to be conducted urgently rather 
than expeditiously.  

It is worth considering the timing of the events that led to this report. On 20 June the committee conducted a 
hearing with the Auditor General; also at the hearing was Mr Glen Clarke, Deputy Auditor General, and 
Mrs Michelle Shafizadeh, an assistant Auditor General. The transcript of that hearing is attached to the report, 
and I would recommend an examination of that transcript to members. It is interesting that the committee 
considered that the need to present this report to the house was so urgent that we did not wait to go through the 
process of correcting the transcript; the transcript added to the report is actually uncorrected. That is an action 
that, to the best of my memory, is unprecedented in my time serving on a parliamentary committee, and it 
underlines the sense of urgency and how keen the committee was to have the legislation that restricted the rights 
of this chamber and its committees to seek appropriate information from the Auditor General—so restricted by 
section 46 of the act as it stands—rectified.  

The recommendation refers to the “ancient privileges” of members of Parliament. It is very important to consider 
how our Westminster system of Parliament has evolved over centuries, and how what appears superficially, in a 
sense, as a privilege of the Parliament is really, effectively, a privilege for the people of Western Australia. We 
need to have full and unfettered authority to seek information as we judge fit, and we have a responsibility to do 
that on behalf of the people who choose to send us to this place. When we become aware that the Auditor 
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General is referring to a section of the Auditor General Act 2006 as a barrier to him providing the required 
information to this chamber and to a committee of this chamber, it is not something for us to get around to fixing 
in due course; it is a matter of the utmost urgency. That hearing is there in the appendices for people to examine.  

Another interesting appendix to the report is the legal advice sought by the Auditor General from the State 
Solicitor’s Office on 15 June 2012. If members look at the chronology, they can see just how urgent these 
matters were, because that legal advice was sought on 15 June, and the hearing conducted between our 
committee, the Auditor General, his deputy and one of his assistants is dated 20 June.  

We were absolutely determined to make sure that no time was wasted by our committee in bringing our concerns 
to the attention of the house, hence the decision to table this paper when we did.  
I implore the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to examine this matter thoroughly. I also implore 
the government, with its role in setting the agenda in the normal course for the Western Australian Parliament, to 
urgently address this need. I say that because, as it stands, section 46 of the Auditor General Act is an 
impediment to the proper role and functioning of the Parliament with respect to the Auditor General, and an 
impediment on our ability to seek information—information that is not sought idly or lightly, and information 
that I think is often vital to the interests of the people who send us to this place.  

It is interesting to reflect for a moment that the initial inquiry that we undertook, which led to report 14 on the 
unassisted failure of power poles, was in itself a matter of urgency. That was an inquiry that our committee could 
not conduct quickly, because we needed to be thorough in our investigation. I do not believe anything can be 
more urgent than a matter of life or death; and, sadly, it is on the record that bushfires in Western Australia 
started by defective power poles have cost people their lives. That inquiry was urgent. But it had to be thorough; 
therefore, the committee took some time on that inquiry. The Auditor General suggested that we were in some 
ways inaccurate in our report. I think the transcript of that hearing, which is attached to this report, makes it very 
clear that I am correct in my view that we were in no way inaccurate; and, if there was an inaccuracy, the 
Auditor General is yet to point that out in a way that satisfies me. The substance of the original report of the 
inquiry into the unassisted failure of power poles was at least equally important, because that is obviously a 
matter of life and death.  

However, I believe that the function of this Parliament, and our ancient privilege—which in my mind is really an 
ancient duty—to look after the interests of the people who send us to this place, and the need for us to be able to 
fulfil that duty by having access to information, is impeded, it appears, by section 46 of the Auditor General Act 
2006. The need for that section to be changed is, therefore, a matter of absolute urgency. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE: We have heard some fine words today from members on both sides of the house 
about parliamentary privilege. As a general principle, I fundamentally agree with those comments. But as all 
members know, it is within the realm of possibility for a Parliament to pass laws that restrict its privilege; 
indeed, we have just gone through a debate about that in a previous bill, and it might come up again in a bill that 
will be coming before the house. So Parliament can in fact pass laws that restrict its privilege, and, indeed, this 
Parliament has done that.  

That is why section 46 of the Auditor General Act is written as it is. That particular part of the act prescribes 
which committees the Auditor General can communicate with. That does not include the Standing Committee on 
Public Administration. Parliament made that decision, and that is what the act says. That is why the Auditor 
General took the view, based upon advice from the State Solicitor’s Office, that to ignore section 46 of the 
Auditor General Act and to give evidence to the public administration committee could see him be in breach of 
that act and be subject to a penalty of, I think, $50 000. So we can understand why the Auditor General was a bit 
reticent about answering questions before that committee.  

I want to make the point very clearly that as far as the government is concerned, there is clearly an issue here that 
needs to be looked at. I foreshadow that when the committee’s report is reported to the house, I will move a 
procedural motion to refer the matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for its 
consideration. But one thing that perhaps needs to be borne in mind is that the Auditor General, by virtue of his 
office, is able to obtain information that virtually nobody else can obtain. I will quote a couple of paragraphs 
from the State Solicitor’s advice to the Auditor General, which is included in the special report of the committee. 
It states, in part — 

As such, it does not seem that the Act envisages that the Auditor General will communicate with 
Parliament, or its Committees, other than in accordance with the specific provisions of the Act relating 
to such matters.  
Section 46(2) of the Act requires the Auditor General, amongst others, to preserve the confidentiality 
with respect to matters that come into his knowledge as a result of his duties under this Act or any 
written law. However, he is excepted from that obligation of confidence where he is required to 
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communicate the information for (a) the administration of this Act or that other written law, or (b) any 
proceedings under this Act, that other written law or The Criminal Code. 

In effect, what that advice is saying is that the nature of information obtained by the Auditor General requires 
some restriction on the way in which it is made public and to whom it can be provided. It suggests that the 
Auditor General has a unique role, because of his audit function, to obtain information that is confidential. 
However, I do acknowledge that Parliament believes it is entitled to know everything that is going on and it is 
entitled to have people answer questions. Interestingly, we have just gone through a bill in this house that 
requires Parliament to give consideration to whether journalists should be compelled to answer questions. Yet 
the public administration committee is saying that the Auditor General must give information to a committee. 
That is a strange comparison bearing in mind how important we all think reporters are, compared to how 
important the Auditor General is. So it is an interesting conundrum that we face.  

But I want to make it very clear that, in my view, the Auditor General had no choice other than to accept the 
advice of the State Solicitor’s Office and to not provide the information to the committee, based upon the 
provisions of the Auditor General Act. It was the Parliament that enacted those provisions, not the Auditor 
General, and not anybody else. The Parliament made that decision. When that decision was made, I do not recall 
there being any debate at all. In fact, Hon Giz Watson I think was somehow or other involved, maybe even 
behind the Chair, in respect of that. The Auditor General Act provides that the Public Accounts Committee, the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations and the committee on audit are entitled to 
communicate with the Auditor General. But as the advice from the State Solicitor’s Office indicates, it does not 
even suggest that Parliament can communicate with the Auditor General. So there is a communications process 
that is outlined in the Auditor General Act. If that act is not a good piece of law, it needs to be fixed, and that is 
something that I think the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges can recommend to the house if it 
thinks that amendments need to be made to that act. But let us not forget that this legislation was put in place by 
this Parliament, and I think most of us were here when that was done. The fine words that are coming out today 
about parliamentary privilege were absent on that occasion, but I guess we did not know, or did not realise, the 
consequences of putting those provisions into the act.  

We need to bear in mind, when the privileges committee has a look at this particular situation, that there will be 
times when information that is provided to the Auditor General by virtue of his powers is information that we do 
not want to know about or that we should not know about—just as we are prepared to say that journalists who do 
not want to tell us who their sources are should be excluded from having to do that, just because we happen to 
think that they should be a protected species. Given a choice between protecting the Auditor General and 
protecting reporters, I would go for the Auditor General every time. But I indicate again, as I have said, that I 
will seek to refer this matter to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges for its consideration and 
report back to the house.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I have listened with interest to the contributions on this report. It is one that I have a keen 
interest in as chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, as it is the committee of 
this place that has that particular relationship with the Auditor General. I was pleased to hear the Leader of the 
House remind members that it was indeed this Parliament that set up the legislation in the way that it has been 
set up. As much as I appreciate the frustration of the Standing Committee on Public Administration in its 
attempts to get to the bottom of the information it required—I am not unsympathetic to that dilemma—I believe 
that the Auditor General has operated within the restrictions in the act and it is up to this house and the other 
house to decide whether the act needs amending to change that access so that the Auditor General’s information 
can be made available to all standing committees. 

It is worth remembering also that some standing committees deal with similar sensitive information. I am 
thinking of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. It deals with certain 
information and it reports to the house, but not all standing committees have access to the Corruption and Crime 
Commission in the same way. In a way, there is a parallel with other bodies which relate to the Parliament and 
which provide that information via only one specific committee. I am not saying that one is right or wrong, but it 
is not unprecedented. 

In the context of this debate, we have to remember that the Auditor General Act was passed in 2006. That act 
requires Parliament to establish a Joint Standing Committee on Audit. The reason that this is relevant to this 
debate is that the Joint Standing Committee on Audit is tasked with reviewing the act, and we are meant to be 
doing that right now. It is not surprising that an act will need to be amended. I certainly will support the motion, 
because I think the matter needs to be resolved. But it would be far better if we actually established the Joint 
Standing Committee on Audit and then we could review the whole act. 
Hon Norman Moore: I’m trying very hard! 
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Hon GIZ WATSON: I have tried very hard for six years now—from 2006 to 2012. Very few people have 
maintained a consistent position on the Joint Standing Committee on Audit, but some of us have. Unfortunately, 
it gets stuck in certain places. I think we are of a view in this house, but there is a different view in the other 
place, so we are in a kind of deadlock. I think the Parliament is failing to support the Auditor General in his 
important role by not establishing the joint committee, because then the joint committee could do the proper job 
of reviewing the legislation and all its components. My concern is that it might be okay if we made an 
amendment to one section of the act, but it would be better to do it in the context of the full review that is due 
this year. I have an enormous amount of sympathy for the Auditor General. He is between a rock and a hard 
place. He is bound by the act that we have created, and he has taken advice on how he needs to operate under the 
act. Whether he could have taken that advice from someone else is a reasonable point to be made. The office has 
a particular relationship with Parliament and therefore Parliament also has an obligation to that office to fulfil the 
obligations under the act, which we are not doing. 
I have not been able to find a way to resolve this conundrum, other than to continue to try to negotiate with 
various members in the other place to establish this joint standing committee. It is examples such as this that 
frustrate the operations of Parliament because of the limitations in the way the act has been drafted. It is not the 
fault of the Auditor General, whatever else he might or might not have done in relation to this investigation. The 
Parliament needs to sort it out and it needs to sort it out soon. The Office of the Auditor General is too important 
to have any kind of shadow cast over it or criticism made of its operations. It needs to work on behalf of all 
members and the public to fulfil its important auditing role. It should be held in the highest regard and not be 
subject to criticism. I want to emphasise that we have that obligation to sort this out. I certainly would support a 
referral to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to make a recommendation to the house, but that 
is really a second-best option to the requirement under the act to have the Joint Standing Committee on Audit do 
this review. I will keep trying. It might be another six years! 
Question put and passed. 
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