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Standing Committee on Public Administration — Twenty-sixth Report — “Transport of Persons in Custody” — 
Motion 

Resumed from 7 September on the following motion moved by Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson — 

That the report be noted. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I will continue my remarks from last week. Members will recall that I was regaling 
my disappointment in the government’s response to the committee’s inquiry. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Remind us. 

Hon JACQUI BOYDELL: I have only three minutes left to speak. Members will have seen yesterday the 
further step the Standing Committee on Public Administration has taken as a result of its disappointment with the 
Minister for Corrective Services’ response to the committee report. As I said, it was essentially an issue for me 
that despite numerous attempts to work with the minister and the Department of Corrective Services to seek 
information that some committee members felt they needed to finalise the report. It was to no avail. It was a very 
difficult process. Through that process the minister did not at any time, I thought, try to work with the 
committee. We have seen in the government response to the committee’s report a complete declaration of 
non-interest on what is something that the minister should be ultimately extremely concerned about. On behalf of 
government halfway through the committee’s report, he determined to re-tender the Serco contract and the new 
contractor was announced last week. 

During the committee inquiry, the minister determined that he needed to re-tender on behalf of the government 
but he did not respond to any of the committee’s recommendations. It was a very disappointing response from 
him. He gave no indication how the government was going to work with the committee’s recommendations. 
I look forward to a further response from the minister. A further report was tabled by the committee yesterday. It 
would be nice if he addressed the process of government response to committee. I conclude my comments and 
I look forward to the minister’s further response to the committee’s report. 

The CHAIR: Just before putting the question, I inform Hon Jacqui Boydell that she has three sets of 10 minutes 
in which to speak. She has completed one set of 10 minutes and she has another two, just in case what I said 
earlier confused her. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: My recollection is that I have used two lots of 10 minutes on this report. I do not want to 
take up that amount of time but I seek guidance from you, Madam Chair. As Hon Jacqui Boydell just said, the 
Standing Committee on Public Administration tabled a further report yesterday, which is the twenty-seventh 
report of the committee. I know that it is not listed under “Consideration of Committee Reports” on the notice 
paper. I wonder whether that was merely a clerical oversight or there is some other reason that report is not there. 
I am not sure that we will even get the opportunity to discuss the twenty-seventh report. I would like to draw the 
house’s attention to the fact that I am of the belief that it should be on the list. Perhaps those who put the orders 
of the day together might note that. 

The CHAIR: In answer to your question, I will make it clear for members that we put only the top 10 on the 
list. We do not expect to move past 10 committee reports in a one-hour session. It has not been forgotten. Our 
clerks are very conscientious in their work and they have it on their list. I assure the member that it has 
not been forgotten. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Thank you so much for that clarification. I had no idea that we were so hip and with it that 
we have the top 10 of the Legislative Council. Unfortunately, we are number 11. Actually, 11 is my favourite 
number. I am sure we will make it into the top 10 eventually, if we get that opportunity. 
Members were left in no doubt about my feelings about the wonderful work that the public administration 
committee did in this inquiry. I note that Hon Nigel Hallett is in the house today. Unfortunately, he was not with 
us last week due to urgent parliamentary business. I wanted to thank him for his participation in the inquiry. 
Yesterday we tabled a further response, saying, “Sorry, it is not good enough.” If there is a top 10 of government 
responses, that government response will not make it into the top 10 in anybody’s language. As far as I am 
concerned, it would not even make it into the bottom 10. I do not think it was a response. I will not labour the 
fact any further other than to reiterate the important work that committees do in this chamber. I was very pleased 
to see my colleague Hon Simon O’Brien back me up in the commentary that I made last week. Just because I am 
a proud member of the government benches does not mean that we cannot criticise. Everybody has to be open to 
criticism. They have to look at what they have been accused of and rectify those things if they are able to. I am 
very hopeful that, with the tabling of that second report, the twenty-seventh, which we will get to when we finish 
with the top 10, a more fulsome report will be given to the committee in relation to the inquiry. 
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I commend the report of that inquiry to the house. I certainly do not commend the government response to the 
house. I am very hopeful that in the future we might be positive about the next government response. 
Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: I want to continue my remarks. I have spoken once on this report. 
I entirely endorse the comments of Hon Jacqui Boydell and Hon Liz Behjat on the government’s response to this 
report of the Standing Committee on Public Administration. To call it a response is generous. This inquiry was 
initiated because of a number of very serious events around the contract to transport persons in custody, the 
escape of dangerous prisoners, the recovery of those prisoners, whether this contract was providing the service it 
was meant to and whether it was providing value for money for a key government service. I will go through it in 
more detail but this inquiry took around two years. Part of the reason that it took so long was the government’s 
recalcitrance in dealing with this committee. That is the only way I can describe it. It was absolutely obstinate 
about providing any assistance and information. The government can say a lot of words for a long time and not 
tell us anything. Committee members are not silly. They know when someone is filling up the space with empty 
words, which is what we got in evidence taken from the government in committee hearings. It was incredibly 
frustrating and insulting, frankly. 
I want to talk about the government’s response but I will do that when we come to the report that details the 
response more specifically because I do not want the recommendations and the findings of the report to be lost in 
the government’s appallingly poor response. I want to talk about some of the committee’s findings and the 
experience that we had in looking at this issue. In my previous contribution I talked about the difficulty the 
committee had with extracting reports and information from the Department of Corrective Services, one of 
which was the mid-term review of contract by Ernst and Young, which went through whether the contract 
delivers intended outcomes, whether the contract meets the needs of government and whether the contract 
provides value for money and procurement options for the delivery of court security and custodial services. They 
were very similar terms of reference to those of the committee yet we were not given any access to that. I will 
not canvass that any further because members have gone through it in some detail. Similarly, I think the 
Department of Finance provided an audit of the contract immediately after the serious events occurred. We were 
not given access to that, even on a private basis. It was handled with complete disdain. The back and forward 
discussion about those documents took up a lot of time, as did getting clarification from the Commissioner of 
Corrective Services, which happened consistently, because of the contradictory evidence he provided to the 
committee. On one occasion he would say something and then we would get something back in writing that said 
something else. We consistently had to write to the commissioner and seek clarification on what he meant. I am 
not sure that much clarification was ever received. That is in relation to those reports. 
One of the recommendations and findings from this committee was that the public sector comparator was key in 
determining the viability of contracting out this service for the public service, essentially. Is it better for the 
public sector to be running this service? We were obviously given the run-around by the commissioner. I want to 
give members an example of what it was like dealing with the commissioner during hearings and trying to get 
information out. Hon Sally Talbot, who was my replacement whilst I had my baby late last year — 
Hon Sue Ellery: And is it a special day in that baby’s life today? 
Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: It is his first birthday today. Happy birthday, Hugo. 
Hon Mark Lewis: I hope he’s walking. 
Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON: He is nearly walking. He is walking assisted. 
According to the report, Hon Sally Talbot asked the commissioner — 

Would I be right in saying that the metro figures are comparable to the PSC and the regional ones are 
not? 

He essentially said that there is a gap between the PSC and the delivery of contract. Basically, the public sector 
comparator said that we would deliver significant savings if we contracted this service out. The report 
continues — 

In order to understand the cost differences between public and private providers, and having not been 
provided with the un-redacted figures in the EY Review, the Committee pressed the Commissioner on 
the meaning of the word ‘significant’ in this context: 

The CHAIRMAN: When you say it is significant, what is significant? To me, 50 per cent is 
significant, but to some people 10 per cent … 
Mr McMahon: We are way above 50 per cent. 
The CHAIRMAN: Way above 50 per cent? 
Mr McMahon: Way above 50 per cent. 
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: Way above 25 per cent? 
The CHAIRMAN: Way above 50. He is saying way above 50. Do you mean 75 per cent? 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I mean 75 per cent. 
Mr McMahon: Would you say way above? 
Mr Alderton: Yes. 

It was an excruciating extraction of information. We were asking really basic questions. It goes to the finding — 
The Committee finds that in evidence the Commissioner indicated that some services delivered by the 
contractor are more than 75 per cent cheaper than those delivered by the public sector. 

That is an enormous saving. 
The CHAIR: Members, we have run out of time on this report, so under temporary order 5 it falls to the bottom 
of the list of committee reports, but Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson will have an opportunity to continue her 
remarks on the report. 
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