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Standing Committee on Public Administration — Eighteenth Report — “Clarification of Auditor General’s 
advice on statutory secrecy provisions and the Auditor General Act 2006 (WA)” 

Resumed from 27 February. 

Motion 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I move — 

That the report be noted. 

I rise to briefly speak to the eighteenth report of the Standing Committee on Public Administration. Other 
members of the committee may wish to comment on it. On the face of it, it is a very small report—short and to 
the point. It nonetheless brings a very important point to the attention of the house and, generally, the public. 

In October 2013 the Auditor General, Mr Colin Murphy, gave a presentation at the Australasian Study of 
Parliament Group conference, at which a number of members from this and the other place were in attendance. 
At that presentation by the Auditor General some comments were made about advice he had taken from the State 
Solicitor’s Office, with particular reference to sections 23 and 46 of the Auditor General Act that refer to secrecy 
provisions, to whom he can and cannot provide information and the extent of the information. It was brought to 
the attention of the Standing Committee on Public Administration that what the Auditor General said at that 
conference may have in some respect differed from the evidence he gave to a hearing of the public 
administration committee of the previous Parliament in 2012. In order to seek clarification from the Auditor 
General on that point, therefore, the committee thought it prudent to write to him and ask him to clarify for us 
those points, and also what he meant by raising issues surrounding section 23 in his speech to the conference 
when he had given evidence to the committee that he was unable to do that. The Auditor General responded to 
our request by giving us a chronology of events on how all of that came about. The letter from the Auditor 
General is appended to the report and states that the speech he made last year in 2013 was made in the 
knowledge of further information he had gained from the State Solicitor’s Office following the advice he had 
when he first appeared in front of the public administration committee in 2012. Given that he has cleared up 
those points for the committee, the committee felt that it was sufficient. However, it does raise some other issues 
about the State Solicitor’s Office’s own advice that there needs to be an amendment to both sections 23 and 46 
of the Auditor General Act. That was not a matter for the public administration committee to look at, but we felt 
it important at this point to bring these matters to the attention of everyone. Perhaps members of other 
committees that deal with the Auditor General will have views on this point as well. 

I want to thank the members of the committee for allowing us time to thoroughly canvass those issues and to 
provide this report. I also thank the committee staff, Dr Julia Lawrinson, our advisory officer, and Lauren Mesiti, 
the committee clerk, for the assistance given in putting this report together, and I ask that the house do note the 
report. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I want to make a couple of comments, in particular about some general issues around 
committees that arise out of this report. I also want to make a couple of comments in a personal capacity, noting 
at the same time that I am the Chair of both the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations and 
the Joint Standing Committee on Audit, which are specifically referred to in the legislation that deals with the 
Auditor General’s report. 

The first issue I want to raise arises out of this report. The Chair of the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration raised a matter that was brought to her committee’s attention about evidence that had been given 
to a previous committee. It is timely to remind those members who sit on the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges that I believe one of the areas the public administration committee needs to look at with some 
degree of urgency is the status of previous standing committees of previous Parliaments that hold the same 
name. Is the current Standing Committee on Public Administration a continuation of the previous Standing 
Committee on Public Administration or is it a creation of a new beast in its own right? 

Members may ask: what does that matter? It actually matters in many ways. It firstly matters in terms of access 
to the records. We are told that current committees cannot have access to the records of previous committees 
because we are not the previous committees. If that is the case, how does the Standing Committee on Public 
Administration deal with the fact that the chair was clearly questioning whether the previous committee was 
misled when it was looking at the act? If that committee is not the body that does that, which body is then 
responsible for investigating those matters and determining whether a committee of a previous Parliament was 
misled? I guess it goes to a broader question about the powers of this house and what happens if a previous 
Parliament has been misled. Does the ending of that Parliament remove any penalty that is available to the 
Parliament? In other words, is the penalty not available if a dispute is not settled before the Parliament ended? I 
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am referring not only to this committee but also to other committees. I think you, Madam Chair 
(Hon Adele Farina), would be well aware of other committees that have had to deal with this issue. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 1017.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm  
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