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Chair’s Foreword 

t is fitting that the Committee’s previous report tabled a Statement of Understanding 
between the Committee and the Auditor General for Western Australia. This report 
summarises the work the Committee has undertaken over the last 6 months in relation 

to one aspect included in the Statement of Understanding, namely the Committee’s 
response to reports tabled by the Auditor General. 

The Office of the Auditor General undertakes several different types of audit activities, 
primarily financial statement audits, key performance indicator audits, and performance 
audits. The Committee may consider any of these reports, but mainly focuses on 
performance audit reports, which assess the efficiency and effectiveness of government 
activities, services and programs, although may look at other reports from time to time.  

Performance audit reports generally include recommendations to the responsible agencies 
that will address findings in the report. The Auditor General has limited capacity to ensure 
the responsible agencies implement these recommendations. The broad remit of the 
Committee allows it to undertake this role, both confirming what actions agencies have 
taken to implement recommendations, and encouraging agencies to implement any not 
already completed.  

When the Auditor General tables a performance audit report, the Committee will consider 
the significance of the report’s subject matter, findings and recommendations to determine 
whether to follow-up the report with the responsible agency. As the Auditor General tables 
more performance audit reports than the Committee has the capacity to follow-up, the 
Committee must prioritise reports for follow-up. The Committee will determine its follow-up 
priorities based on its consideration of the report, supported by the Committee secretariat’s 
report triage. 

This report includes a summary of the Committee’s consideration of 16 Auditor General 
reports tabled between August 2018 and June 2021. Of these, 9 reports were considered 
and concluded without information being sought from the responsible agencies. For the 
remaining 7 reports, the Committee concluded its consideration after receiving information 
from the responsible agencies. Short summaries of the Committee’s actions in relation to 6 
of these 7 reports are included in Chapter 2.  

The Committee’s work in considering and following-up Auditor General performance audit 
reports remains ongoing. I envisage this will be the first of several reports informing the 
Assembly of the Auditor General report follow-up work of the Committee.  

 
MRS L.M. O'MALLEY, MLA 
CHAIR 
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Chapter 1 

Committee follow-up of Auditor General report 
recommendations 

Background to follow-up process 

One of the Public Accounts Committee’s (Committee) important roles is to follow-up agency 
responses to recommendations made by the Auditor General for Western Australia (Auditor 
General) in their audit reports. This practice supports the Auditor General, who has no 
specific power to elicit responses or actions to their recommendations, other than 
periodically undertaking follow-up audits.  

A PAC complements the work of the independent office of an Auditor-General by 
following up aspects of Auditor-General audit reports to Parliaments on 
administrative performance and financial matters. PACs are able to use political 
force and expertise to subject the audits to greater Parliamentary scrutiny and thus 
encourage Government Departments to respond to Audit Office recommendations 
and take appropriate action.1 

Following-up Auditor General report recommendations has been a focus of Western 
Australian public accounts committees for at least the last 25 years. Over this time, the 
committees have developed and refined their follow-up processes. This has allowed each 
committee to focus on following-up reports outlining more pressing issues, while dealing 
more efficiently with reports considered less serious. The current Committee’s follow-up 
process has leveraged off the work of previous committees, and is outlined below.  

Current follow-up process 

The Committee’s follow-up process has three key stages. 

Stage 1: Initial assessment 

The Committee secretariat considers each of the Auditor General’s tabled performance audit 
reports so that it can make recommendations to the Committee on the type and amount of 
follow-up required. The secretariat’s recommendations are based on a triage process. The 
triage process involves the secretariat assigning a score of between 1 and 5 across six 
categories: 

• Program cost
• Financial impact
• Political and public interest
• Criticality of findings

1  Jonathan O’Dea, ‘The role of public accounts committees’, Australasian Parliamentary Review, vol. 27, 
no. 1, 2012, pp. 191-195. Chair, NSW Public Accounts Committee 2011-2015 
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• Level of urgency
• Initial response of the agency

These scores are then averaged to provide a final triage score out of 5. A score of 2.7 or 
below is consider low priority, a score of 2.8 to 3.8 is considered moderate priority, and a 
score of 3.9 or above is considered high priority.  

The secretariat aims to provide the triage to the Committee for its consideration within 12 to 
18 months after an Auditor General report is tabled. This timeframe provides agencies with 
the opportunity to implement recommendations, and also has regard to the other work of 
the Committee.  

Stage 2: Agency follow-up 

The Committee will consider the Auditor General’s report and the secretariat’s triage to 
determine what follow-up action to take. If the report is considered low priority, for example 
it has minimal critical findings or recommendations have already been implemented, the 
Committee may choose to take no further action and conclude its follow-up of the report.  

If the report is considered higher priority, the Committee may write to the responsible 
agency requesting information regarding the agency’s response to the recommendations. 
The Committee may also ask for information in relation to other matters raised in the 
Auditor General report that are not the subject of a specific recommendation.  

Depending on the agency’s response to the request for information, the Committee may 
conclude the follow-up with no further action. Alternatively, the Committee may seek 
further written information from the agency or hold a hearing with the agency to discuss the 
Auditor General’s report and the agency’s response.  

The Committee will continue to collect information until it is satisfied that no further follow-
up is required. At this point the Committee will conclude its follow-up. 

Stage 3 – Reporting to Parliament 

Once the Committee has concluded its follow-up, it will report on its work to the Legislative 
Assembly (Assembly). Like this report, the Committee may table an omnibus report to 
inform the Assembly of the outcome of completed agency follow-ups conducted across a 
number of audits. In other instances, the Committee may table a report on its follow-up of a 
single audit report. In either case, the Committee may make recommendations to the 
responsible Minister that require the Minister to make a formal response to the Assembly.  

Audit reports considered by the Committee since its establishment 

Follow-ups concluded without seeking further information 

Since it was established in May 2021, there are 9 audit reports that the Committee has 
considered and decided to conclude its follow-up without seeking further information. These 
are listed in Table 1.1 below. 
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Table 1.1: List of audit reports which Committee considered and concluded without follow-up 

Report Number Report Title 

No. 9 of 2018-19 Treatment Services for People with Methamphetamine Dependence 

No. 20 of 2018-19 Information Systems Audit Report 2019 

No. 21 of 2018-19 Engaging Consultants to Provide Strategic Advice 

No. 24 of 2018-19 Verifying Employee Identity and Credentials 

No. 25 of 2018-19 PathWest Laboratory Information System Replacement Project 

No. 9 of 2019-20 An Analysis of the Department of Health’s Data Relating to State-Managed 
Adult Mental Health Services from 2013 to 2017 

No. 18 of 2019-20 Information Systems Audit Report 2020 – State Government Entities 

No. 8 of 2020-21 Western Australia Registry System – Application Controls Audit 

No. 16 of 2020-21 Application Controls Audits 2021 

Follow-ups concluded after seeking further information 

Table 1.2 below lists 6 audit reports that the Committee followed-up by requesting written 
information from the responsible agencies. The Committee decided to conclude its follow-up 
of each report after considering the written information received. The Committee 
determined that the follow-up did not warrant a stand-alone report to the Legislative 
Assembly. However, Chapter 2 includes a short summary of each report and the follow-up 
undertaken. A copy of the correspondence received from each agency is included in 
Appendices 2 to 7. 

Table 1.2: List of audit reports which the Committee considered and concluded after correspondence 

Report Number Report Title Responsible Agencies 

No. 2 of 2018-19 Young People Leaving Care Department of Communities 

No. 3 of 2018-19 Implementation of the GovNext-ICT 
Program 

Department of Premier and 
Cabinet 

No. 12 of 2018-19 Managing Disruptive Behaviour in Public 
Housing 

Department of Communities  

No. 4 of 2019-20 Access to State-Managed Adult Mental 
Health Services 

Mental Health Commission 
Department of Health 

No. 22 of 2019-20 Regulation of Asbestos Removal Work Safe Commissioner 
Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety 

No. 29 of 2020-21 Information Systems Audit Report 2021 – 
State Government Entities 

Department of Premier and 
Cabinet 

The Committee also sought further information from the Western Australia Police Force (WA 
Police) in regards to Report No. 18 of 2018-19 Firearm Controls. After considering the WA 
Police’s correspondence, the Committee decided to conclude its follow-up without further 
comment. A copy of the correspondence received from the WA Police is included in 
Appendix 8. 
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Chapter 2 

Follow-up summaries 

Report No. 2 of 2018-19: Young People Leaving Care 

The audit objective 

This audit examined the Department of Communities’ (Communities) performance in 
executing its responsibilities for effectively supporting young people leaving care as set out 
in the Children and Community Services Act 2004. 

The Auditor General’s main findings 

While the report acknowledges the complexity of providing support to young people leaving 
care and transitioning to independent living, the majority of the Auditor General’s findings 
were critical of Communities’ performance. This was particularly the case when 
Communities was engaging with young people, collaborating with service providers, 
gathering information and monitoring outcomes. 

The audit found that the support Communities does provide makes a positive difference. 
However, the majority of young people were not accessing leaving care services at all, or 
they were accessing the services too late to be properly effective. 

The Auditor General’s recommendations 

The report included the following recommendations to Communities for commencement 
within 12 months of the report being tabled: 

1. Prepare young people more effectively for leaving care by establishing systems and 
reporting across all district offices that: 

a. alerts case workers when to start leaving care planning (i.e. when a young person 
turns 15 or earlier if appropriate) 

b. ensures care leavers are informed of their entitlements post care 

c. provides streamlined and timely referrals to leaving care providers 

d. reports on key milestones achieved when the young person exits care at 18 

e. provides information on how effectively identified needs have been met when 
young people leave care.  

2. Improve collaboration and communication between agencies and staff that will: 

a. encourage more effective partnerships between agencies and explore ways of 
working together to fast track access to critical services 

b. consider reviewing priority housing waitlist processes to allow all young people who 
have been in care to be eligible for public housing if they need it 
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c. improve communication between district offices and leaving care providers to 
address forward planning, service access and roles and responsibilities of each party 

d. clarify, communicate and encourage better understanding of guidelines on the use 
and approval of leaving care funds. 

3. Develop a more flexible and proactive response to the needs of the care leaver that will: 

a. ensure that the care planning process adequately assesses key risks to provide 
priority access to support services, particularly for those with complex needs 

b. include measures in reports from service providers that provide information on 
outcomes for young people leaving care specifically in the key areas of housing, 
education and training and employment 

c. cost and explore more flexible approaches to providing support  

i. consider additional programs for those who are at high risk or with complex 
needs  

ii. consider extending departmental support and case management for those 
that need it after 18. 

The Committee’s follow-up 

The Committee assessed this report as a moderate priority and wrote to Communities 
seeking an update on the actions it had taken to implement the Auditor General’s 
recommendations.   

In its August 2021 response, Communities advised the Committee that implementation is 
underway for each of the recommendations. They provided a table outlining specific actions 
taken, only some of which have been completed. The Committee accepts the amendments 
to the Children and Community Services Act 2004 have delayed the implementation of the 
Auditor General’s recommendations and understands these additional actions will help 
address many of the recommendations. The response, with updated attachments received 
in November 2021, is included at Appendix 2. 

The Committee was pleased to learn the Specialist Child Protection Unit are developing a 
comprehensive list of supports that young people leaving care are entitled to. It was also 
apparent that Communities recognises the importance of supporting young people to be 
active participants in their leaving care process. 

To address the Auditor General’s critical findings and recommendations pertaining to 
collaboration, Communities informed the Committee of the Rapid Response cross-
government framework that was endorsed by Cabinet and supported by 8 agencies. 
According to Communities, the Rapid Response framework will ‘help address specific and 
complex health, psychological, housing, education and employment needs’.2 

                                                             
2  Mr Mike Rowe, Director General, Department of Communities, Letter, 27 August 2021, p. 4. 
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Overall, the Committee determined that Communities’ response adequately addressed the 
Auditor General’s recommendations. Accordingly, the Committee resolved to conclude 
follow-up of this report.  
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Report No. 3 of 2018-19: Implementation of the GovNext-ICT Program 

The audit objective 

This audit examined the planning and implementation of the State Government’s GovNext-
ICT Program and whether it was effectively meeting its stated objectives.  

The Auditor General’s main findings 

The majority of the findings were critical. In particular, the audit found the assumptions 
underpinning the GovNext Business Case were inaccurate. For example, it underestimated 
the cost of some services (e.g. cloud) and overestimated the cost of others (e.g. data 
centres). This meant the Government’s anticipated savings were overstated and could not 
be realised. 

The audit also found a reluctance among agencies to engage the GovNext-ICT services. This 
is in part due to unresolved barriers to adoption and a lack of understanding the benefits, 
beyond cost-savings, the services can offer. 

The Auditor General’s recommendations 

 The Auditor General recommended the Department of Premier and Cabinet should: 

1. Recalculate the anticipated savings from GovNext, including confirmation that benefits 
exceed costs of migration to this model and adequately supports the sector’s diverse 
needs. 

2. Develop and implement approaches to better educate agencies on program benefits 
beyond cost, to better achieve the program’s intended objectives. 

3. Actively work with agencies and vendors to facilitate solutions to meeting agencies’ 
business needs. 

4. Actively monitor GovNext vendor contractual obligations are being met in the key areas 
of security, competitive pricing and reporting to the [Government Service Broker] by: 

a. Conducting an independent assessment to verify vendors meet their contracted 
security requirements, or request regular independent industry certification by 
vendors to that effect. 

b. Ensuring vendors complete the 6-monthly market reviews, to confirm [Common Use 
Agreement] pricing remains competitive. 

c. Following up on vendor reports to ensure timely corrective action is taken. 

The agency response included in the audit report referenced a number of strategies 
underway to address the recommendations and improve the governance of GovNext-ICT. 
Further, the Department of Premier and Cabinet indicated that changing the ‘culture of 
resistance to GovNext-ICT’ that exists across some parts of Government is a priority. 

The Committee notes, at the time of the audit, the Office of the Government Chief 
Information Officer (OGCIO) was the agency responsible for GovNext-ICT. The OGCIO was 
integrated into the Department of Premier and Cabinet to become the Office of Digital 



Follow-up summaries 

9 

Government in July 2018, just prior to the audit report publication in August 2018, meaning 
the audit itself looked at the OGCIO, while the recommendations were made to the 
Department of Premier and Cabinet. 

The Committee’s follow-up 

The Committee assessed this report as a moderate priority and wrote to the Department of 
Premier and Cabinet seeking an update on its actions in response to the Auditor General’s 
recommendations. In addition, the Committee requested a status update on the GovNext-
ICT project and detail on what actions have been taken to address the ‘culture of resistance’ 
referenced in the report.  

The Department of Premier and Cabinet’s response outlined a list of actions undertaken to 
address the Auditor General’s recommendations. For example, a Benefits Realisation 
Framework was developed to assist agencies understand and measure the benefits (not just 
financial) of GovNext-ICT service adoption.  

The response also included a status update on GovNext-ICT and a list of actions undertaken 
to address the ‘culture of resistance’. The full response is included at Appendix 3. 

The Committee determined that the Department of Premier and Cabinet’s response 
adequately addressed the Auditor General’s recommendations and the matters raised by 
the Committee. Accordingly, the Committee resolved to conclude follow-up of this report. 
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Report No. 12 of 2018-19: Managing Disruptive Behaviour in Public 
Housing 

The audit objective 

The Auditor General assessed how effectively the Department of Communities 
(Communities) manages tenants that are disruptive or conduct illegal activities in public 
housing.  

This was a narrow scope audit, and did not focus on the management of public housing 
more broadly. 

The Auditor General’s main findings 

The audit found Communities generally manages complaints well, meeting its target of 
resolving 90% of complaints within 30 days. However, the report indicates the approach to 
complaint management is resource intensive and possibly disproportionate for routine 
simple complaints. For example, Communities reviews and investigates each complaint 
regardless of severity or whether it would be better handled by a different agency or 
through different reporting channels. 

The Auditor General noted Communities made good progress in adopting its 2009 Disruptive 
Behaviour Management Strategy. However, it, along with other key documents, require 
updating to reflect Communities’ intent and the machinery of government changes. 

The audit was also critical of the information sharing within and between agencies and how 
complaint data was stored. 

The Auditor General’s recommendations 

The Auditor General recommended Communities should: 

1. Improve its management of complaints to more efficiently target disruptive behaviour: 

a. update publications and website content to direct complaint types to the 
appropriate agency 

b. collect and centrally store comprehensive tenant information while balancing 
privacy requirements 

c. train staff in all aspects of disruptive behaviour management within 6 months of 
commencing 

d. streamline the process for resolution of minor complaints 

e. review the mental health referral process to ensure staff are able to direct tenants 
to appropriate service providers. 

2. Better reflect its dual roles to manage disruptive behaviour and support tenants: 

a. update relevant strategies, policies and procedures, with particular attention on 
earlier intervention and better support for tenants with complex needs. This may 
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include a more holistic ‘tenancy management strategy’ and welfare assessment of 
prospective tenants 

b. update information sharing arrangements with Police, the Mental Health 
Commission, and the Child Protection and Family Support unit of the Department, 
including mechanisms to ensure relevant feedback is provided 

c. improve performance monitoring and reporting by measuring efforts to support 
tenants and ensure related data is recorded in Habitat 

d. consider lessons learned from the outcomes of Court proceedings and decisions to 
inform and update procedures. 

The Committee notes, at the time of the report, Communities had either commenced or 
scheduled implementation actions to address each recommendation. These included a 
holistic review of high-risk households and development of the Thrive Program to improve 
early support for those who need it. 

The Committee’s follow-up 

The Committee assessed this report as a moderate priority and wrote to Communities 
seeking an update on its actions in response to the Auditor General’s recommendations and 
an update on the progress of the Thrive Program.  

Communities’ response is included in Appendix 4 and includes a table outlining specific 
actions undertaken to address the Auditor General’s recommendations. All 
recommendations have now been completed, albeit not within the implementation 
timeframe provided in the audit report. 

Importantly, relevant operational procedures have been updated and all publicly available 
content has been updated as well. 

In addition, Communities provided some high-level information on the up-take of the Thrive 
program since it was launched in October 2019.  

The Committee determined that Communities’ response adequately addressed the Auditor 
General’s recommendations. Accordingly, the Committee resolved to conclude follow-up of 
this report.   
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Report No. 4 of 2019-20: Access to State-Managed Adult Mental Health 
Services 

The audit objective 

The audit assessed whether people can access State-managed adult mental health services 
efficiently and effectively. The Auditor General looked at the Better Choices. Better Lives: 
Western Australian Mental Health, Alcohol and Other Drug Services Plan 2015-2025 (the 
Plan), and analysed the way people accessed mental health care in hospitals, emergency 
departments and community mental health teams from 2013 to 2017.  

Background 

The delivery of mental health care in Western Australia is complex. It involves 
Commonwealth and State government effort as well as individually-funded services, from 
GPs to hospital care and private professional care.  

Responsible entities 

At a State level, the Mental Health Commission (Commission) and the Department of Health 
(WA Health) are the two key administrators.  

The Commission is responsible for planning and strategy, setting the range of services 
needed, and for specifying, monitoring and evaluating services levels. It also purchases 
specialised hospital and community mental health services across five key mental health 
service streams.  

WA Health provides strategic leadership and oversight, policy setting and planning for the 
entire WA health system, including mental health. It sets directions for Health Service 
Providers through formal agreements. The Health Service Providers are legally responsible 
and accountable for mental health services provided by hospital and community treatment 
services under their control. 

The Plan 

The Commission published the Plan in 2015. The Plan compared 2012-13 services levels 
provided with those required to meet demand, and found service provision fell significantly 
short of optimal levels. It then stated how expenditure should be proportioned between 
service streams to reach optimal levels by 2025, but not the total amount of investment 
required. The Plan was not funded, and noted it was ‘dependent on Government’s fiscal 
capacity’. 

The Auditor General’s main findings 

The Auditor General found that there had been limited progress in implementing the Plan 
since its release in 2015. Although soundly based, the Plan lacked an implementation plan, 
and a funding plan, which hindered its implementation. The Commission had not been able 
to secure the additional investment needed to secure the establishment of services set out 
in the Plan. Further, it was not clear who was ultimately responsible for the efficient and 
effective management of mental health services.  

https://www.mhc.wa.gov.au/media/1834/0581-mental-health-planprintv16acc-updated20170316.pdf
https://www.mhc.wa.gov.au/media/1834/0581-mental-health-planprintv16acc-updated20170316.pdf
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The report also found that the current mix of mental health services had not changed 
significantly since the Plan commenced. Some people were staying in acute, hospital based 
settings for long periods of time, making it more difficult for others to access the service and 
putting increased pressure on hospital emergency departments. The cost of a bed day in an 
acute specialised mental health unit also costs significantly more than other service streams.   

Finally, the Auditor General found that the Commission and WA Health do not use the 
existing data effectively to manage service delivery and reform. While the Commission and 
WA Health gather data on how many times a service is accessed, this data does not tell them 
how many people accessed the service, or identify service pathways. This makes it difficult 
for the Commission to know if there is sufficient service capacity to reach everyone who 
needs it.  

The Auditor General’s recommendations 

The Auditor General recommended that the Commission and WA Health should: 

1. clarify their roles so that it is clear who is primarily responsible for the effective and 
efficient management of the mental health system. 

2. examine and analyse people’s pathways across all State mental health services to better 
understand the capacity, effectiveness and efficiency of care options currently provided. 
Subsequently, this information should inform any reconfiguration of services to be used 
to prioritise the initiatives in the Better Choices. Better Lives: Western Australian Mental 
Health, Alcohol and Other Drug Services Plan. 

3. Once the Commission and WA Health have prioritised the initiatives in the Better 
Choices. Better Lives: Western Australian Mental Health, Alcohol and Other Drug Services 
Plan according to the needs of consumers; they should develop and implementation and 
funding plan to support it. 

The Committee’s follow-up 

The Committee assessed the report as high priority and wrote to the Commission and WA 
Health to request that each agency outline its progress in implementing the Auditor 
General’s recommendations. The Committee also requested that the Commission and WA 
Health provide updates on how the 2018 update of the Better Choices. Better Lives: Western 
Australian Mental Health, Alcohol and Other Drug Services Plan interacted with the Auditor 
General’s recommendations, the current state of progress towards achieving the optimal 
mental health services mix, and how the agencies were using the data analysis undertaken 
by the Office of the Auditor General to assist in the delivery of mental health treatment 
services.  

Responses from each agency were received in early August 2021. Appendix 5 includes the 
response from the Commission reproduced in full and a redacted version of WA Health’s 
response. 

The Committee then held a hearing with representatives from the Commission and WA 
Health to gather further information in relation to their implementation of the Auditor 
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General’s recommendations. A copy of this transcript can be accessed on the Committee’s 
webpage: www.parliament.wa.gov.au/pac.   

After considering the information received by letter and at hearing, the Committee 
considered that the information provided adequately addressed the Auditor General’s 
recommendations, as set out below. Accordingly, the Committee resolved to conclude 
follow-up of this report. 

Recommendation 1  

The Commission and WA Health have established a new governance structure for the mental 
health services sector, and have clarified individual entities roles and responsibilities. The 
Commission and WA Health entered into a Head Agreement that specifies system-wide 
funding caps and performance standards, as well as the responsibilities and accountabilities 
of the Mental Health Commissioner and WA Health’s Director General. The Commission then 
enters into service agreements with the Health Service Providers to give effect to the Head 
Agreement. These specify, amongst other things, the services to be provided, performance 
measures, and how evaluation will be carried out.  

Further, the establishment of the Mental Health Executive Committee, and the Community 
Mental Health, Alcohol and Other Drug Council, and the introduction of the role of the 
Commission’s Chief Medical Officer, Mental Health has helped to clarify roles and 
responsibilities of each entity operating within the mental health services sector. It also 
provides for cooperation and regular communication between these entities.  

Both the Commission and WA Health acknowledged that the mental health system is still 
maturing, and that the governance structure will continue to evolve and be refined to meet 
the needs of the sector. Both the Mental Health Commissioner and the Director General of 
WA Health seem committed to working together to develop a cohesive and integrated 
mental health service delivery.  

After considering the information provided during its follow-up, the Committee was satisfied 
that both the Commission and WA Health are committed to ensuring good governance is in 
place, with clearly articulated roles and responsibilities for those operating within the sector. 
Although there is still room for improvement in this area, and across the mental health 
services sector, the Committee was also encouraged by the evident good working 
relationship between the two entities, and consider this will support the ongoing 
implementation of this recommendation.  

Recommendation 2 

Following the Auditor General’s report, WA Health developed the Mental Health Linked Data 
Repository. The repository contains information on emergency department attendance, 
hospital admissions and other activity. This data can be used to analyse patient journeys 
through the mental health system, not restricted to a particular episode or health service 
provider. The Commission and Health Service Providers were provided access in late 2019 
for specific purposes as prescribed under legislation. WA Health and the Commission both 

http://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/pac
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advised the Committee that the data repository is being used to drive research and 
modelling, and inform strategic planning.  

The Committee considers that the repository has the potential to be a powerful tool to assist 
the mental health services sector to improve patient access, care and outcomes. There is 
ongoing opportunity for the repository to be enhanced with additional data from other 
sources, and to be used in different ways to improve patient outcomes. For these reasons 
the implementation of this recommendation will be ongoing. The Committee is satisfied with 
the efforts of WA Health in developing and using the repository to date, as well as work 
undertaken on a number of other activities. It was also reassured by the enthusiasm of the 
hearing witnesses, who spoke about how the repository can continue to be improved and 
used into the future.  

The Committee would also like to acknowledge the important work of the Office of the 
Auditor General in developing a data model and undertaking a systematic analysis of 
people’s journey’s though the mental health services sector.  

Recommendation 3 

While WA Health and the Commission accepted this recommendation, DoH advised the 
Committee that, at the time of the audit, the Plan had not been fully funded by government 
to enable its full implementation. The Committee were advised in the hearing that the 
Commission now has an annual budget of over $1 billion and it is working on how to utilise 
these funds and deliver the right models of care to deliver the best outcomes for consumers. 
The Committee considers that both WA Health and the Commission have taken satisfactory 
steps to implement this recommendation.  
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Chapter 2 

Report No. 22 of 2019-20: Regulation of Asbestos Removal 

The audit objective 

This audit assessed if WorkSafe effectively regulates asbestos removal by issuing and 

renewing licences appropriately and performing risk-based monitoring of licencees. 

The Auditor General’s main findings 

The Auditor General’s findings were generally critical in nature, but largely administrative. 

The audit found significant gaps in WorkSafe’s processes and practices, which limited how 

effectively it regulated asbestos removal licensing across Western Australia. 

The Auditor General’s recommendations 

The report included the following recommendations to the WorkSafe Commissioner, 
through the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety (DMIRS): 

1. Develop processes which allow for on-site inspections of worksites where asbestos is
removed by restricted licence holders.

2. Update its documented guidance for:

a. assessing licence applications and provide staff with structured training to use it

b. auditing licence holders to ensure audits are comprehensive.

3. Improve its recordkeeping practices to:

a. ensure licensing decisions are well documented for transparency and consistency

b. include specific procedures in a DMIRS recordkeeping plan for asbestos removal
licensing records

c. clearly document the results of on-site inspections of unrestricted licensees,
including the initial off-site assessment by DMIRS that determines whether an
inspection is required.

4. Ensure its program to audit asbestos removal licence holders, and decisions regarding
inspections, are targeted to the greatest risk of non-compliance, or harm to workers or
the public, to maximise the effectiveness of regulatory resources.

5. Perform an internal audit or review of its complaints management processes.

6. Ensure conflicts of interest are managed appropriately by:

a. allowing managerial staff access to the conflicts of interest register

b. transferring conflicts of interest declared by employees of the former Department of
Commerce into the current DMIRS register.

7. Improve the collection and management of data to:

a. analyse its complaints data to inform its monitoring and compliance activities
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b. use information from the public and other government entities, including waste 
disposal facilities, to inform its proactive programs and identify potential non-
compliance issues 

c. better report to the WorkSafe Commissioner and/or the Director General of DMIRS 
on the results of on-site inspections, audits, and potential issues and trends 
identified from complaints and investigation information so they can take action. 

The Committee’s follow-up 

The report was assessed as a moderate priority due to the significance of asbestos removal 
more broadly and the community expectations of asbestos regulation warranting Committee 
follow-up. The Committee acknowledges the audit did not find any instances of licences 
being issued inappropriately, and the agencies had already commenced addressing the 
Auditor General’s recommendations at the time of reporting.  

The Committee wrote a letter to DMIRS and the WorkSafe Commissioner jointly seeking an 
update on their actions in response to the Auditor General’s recommendations.  

In their August 2021 response, the agencies advised the Committee that the majority of the 
recommendations had been completed, with implementation of the remaining underway.  
The response included a breakdown of the implementation actions taken for each 
recommendation. DMIRS provided a replacement version of their original response, edited 
to remove certain information, and also redacted in part, for publication in this report. This 
replacement version is included at Appendix 6. The Committee notes this is not usual 
practice, but accepted the replacement response to meet the publication deadline. 

The Committee determined that the original response adequately addressed the Auditor 
General’s recommendations. Accordingly, the Committee resolved to conclude follow-up of 
this report. 
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Chapter 2 

Report No. 29 of 2020-21: Information Systems Audit Report 2021 – State 
Government Entities 

Each year, the Office of the Auditor General undertakes information systems audits for State 
Government entities and tertiary institutions across the Western Australian public sector. 
The audits’ objective is to determine whether entities’ computer controls effectively support 
the confidentiality, integrity and availability of information systems. 

The Auditor General’s main findings 

This reports contains a high level analysis of general computer controls in 6 categories across 
59 State Government entities. 553 findings were made across all entities, 42% of which had 
previously been reported. The majority of these findings are rated ‘moderate’, with 22 
considered significant. Further, of the 6 categories of controls, information security remains 
the Auditor General’s biggest concern. Only 50% of audited entities meet the benchmark for 
this category, which is a 7% reduction from last year. There has also been little improvement 
in this area since the Auditor General first reported on general computer controls 13 years 
ago. 

The Committee’s follow-up 

Due to the high level nature of the information contained in the report, the general nature 
of recommendations made to all audited entities, and the number of entities involved, it is 
not practical for the Committee to undertake follow-up of this audit report in the same way 
it would for performance audit reports. However, the Committee were concerned about the 
report’s findings, particularly the proportion of audit findings that had previously been 
reported, and lack of improvement in the information security category. It wanted to 
understand what help was available to assist entities in addressing findings and improving 
their general computer controls. It therefore wrote to the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet to better understand what role the Office of Digital Government (DGov) played in 
assisting entities with their general computer controls. A copy of the Department of Premier 
and Cabinet’s response is included in Appendix 7. 

The Department of Premier and Cabinet advised the Committee that DGov provided 
assistance to 24 agencies to implement actions to address Auditor General 
recommendations arising from the Information Systems Audit report of 2019-20. It also 
noted that DGov chairs an inter-agency Cyber Security Working Group that comprises 
representatives for over 40 WA Government entities. This working group meets every six 
weeks and discusses, amongst other things, Auditor General findings and agency responses. 

The Department of Premier and Cabinet also highlighted factors which limit the extent to 
which DGov can rely on the Auditor Generals’ Information Systems Audit reports. It notes 
that the high level nature of these reports makes it difficult for DGov to identify the 
underlying basis for the report’s findings. It also notes, the audits are tabled 6 to 18 months 
after audit activities have been completed, so do not portray the current state of cyber 
security controls across government. The comments highlight areas for potential further 
investigation and improvement, however the Committee does not currently have the 
opportunity to investigate this further.    



Follow-up summaries 

19 

For the same reasons that the Committee cannot follow-up this report in the same way as it 
would for a performance audit, the Committee has determined to conclude its consideration 
of this report. The Committee has an interest in seeing cross-agency improvement in general 
computer controls, and will consider the Information Systems Audit Report 2022 – State 
Government Entities, when tabled.  

 
MRS L.M. O'MALLEY, MLA 
CHAIR 
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Appendix One  

Committee’s functions and powers 

The Public Accounts Committee inquires into and reports to the Legislative Assembly on any 
proposal, matter or thing it considers necessary, connected with the receipt and expenditure 
of public moneys, including moneys allocated under the annual Appropriation bills and Loan 
Fund. Standing Order 286 of the Legislative Assembly states that: 

The Committee may - 

(1) Examine the financial affairs and accounts of government agencies of the State 
which includes any statutory board, commission, authority, committee, or trust 
established or appointed pursuant to any rule, regulation, by-law, order, order in 
Council, proclamation, ministerial direction or any other like means. 

(2) Inquire into and report to the Assembly on any question which - 

(a) it deems necessary to investigate; 

(b) (Deleted V. & P. p. 225, 18 June 2008); 

(c) is referred to it by a Minister; or 

(d) is referred to it by the Auditor General. 

(3) Consider any papers on public expenditure presented to the Assembly and such of 
the expenditure as it sees fit to examine. 

(4) Consider whether the objectives of public expenditure are being achieved, or may 
be achieved more economically. 

(5) The Committee will investigate any matter which is referred to it by resolution of 
the Legislative Assembly. 
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Appendix Two 

Report No. 2 of 2018-19: Agency’s response  
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Appendix Three 

Report No. 3 of 2018-19: Agency’s Response 
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Appendix Four 

Report No. 12 of 2018-19: Agency’s Response 
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Appendix Five 

Report No. 4 of 2019-20: Agencies’ Responses 
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Appendix Six 

Report No. 22 of 2019-20: Agencies’ Response 
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Appendix Seven 

Report No. 29 of 2020-21: Agency’s Response 
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Appendix Eight 

Report No. 18 of 2019: Agency’s Response 
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