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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Seventy-fourth Report — 
“2016–17 Annual Report hearings” — Motion 

Resumed from 15 August on the following motion moved by Hon Alanna Clohesy — 

That the report be noted. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I would like to speak on the report on the annual report hearings that the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations tabled earlier in the year, if only to say how important 
these annual report hearings have been. I have sat through estimates hearings, annual report hearings and then 
estimates hearings again. After a year and a bit, committee members are in stride; we have an idea of how we want 
to continue for the next few years. Yes, some changes have been made, but I think we are making a lot of progress. 
I think people remain interested in the process. We have our committee members, but we always hope to engage 
members from outside the committee.  

The point that has been raised in this chamber a number of times is the role of the committee and the role of other 
members. The way it was introduced to me is that the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations 
holds hearings and invites agencies in so that members can grill them on the issues, the budget or the annual 
reports. One of the committee’s options is to invite other members, and that is something that we have tried to do. 
We have tried to engage other members by giving them the opportunity to not only ask questions before and after 
the hearings, but also attend the hearings and ask the questions that they want to at that time. Overall, we have 
done this quite well. I know there have been a few detractors, but there is always room for discussion to see whether 
some of the committee hearings were not given the time that it was thought was necessary or were not given the 
time that it was thought they deserved. Overall, I think we are making great progress here and, as I said, it is 
something we can continue to review, but only if we have that input from other members in the chamber and if 
they express their needs and desires. 

If we go back to how the committee is managed, we are five members representing five different political parties 
and just about all the members in this chamber, apart from the Nationals WA and the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers 
Party. We cover quite a range of different aspects in looking at these individual agencies and in the questions we 
raise, and I think we do our jobs quite well. 

The annual report hearings were held in the committee rooms and one or two members from outside the committee 
joined us for a number of those hearings. That was really good to see. The hearings in those rooms had a different 
feel to this chamber, because for some reason in the committee rooms there is less pressure to score points against 
each other. That is especially the case when agencies are present, because we are trying to find out information 
from them. There seems to be a lot more camaraderie, almost, need I say it, amongst members of this Council 
because we are working as one to try to get information from the departments to help us understand what they 
have been doing. Again, in the annual report hearings we are trying to look at the past. The budget that began that 
process was brought down before I came to this place. We were looking at the annual reports for 2016–17, so that 
budget would have come on in April or May 2016. This was the completion of that process. As we have tried to 
explain in our reports and also in this chamber, we are looking at a process that spans almost two years. The budget 
comes up before that year and annual reports come out after that year. We are really looking at almost a two-year 
process from start to finish. The report we are considering today is finishing the process for 2016–17. It is winding 
it up and completing it. 
Through these hearings we were able to ask questions about what had been done in the past. We looked at key 
performance indicators to see whether agencies were living up to what they were expected to do. Key performance 
indicators are a strong interest of mine. Some KPIs make sense—they are what we expect. I have worked with 
KPIs in private business, community organisations and now in government and they are a lot more important than 
we sometimes take them to be. If a person’s job description states that they have to work within certain KPIs and 
make sure they show whatever the government is aiming at to represent its policies, those KPIs are a driver of 
effort. If the wrong KPIs are created because the people who created them do not get it and come up with indicators 
that do not indicate the progress trying to be achieved, it can lead to faulty decisions. We can look into that through 
this hearing process. We can try to work out whether those KPIs are the best way of getting to the outcomes that 
the government is looking for. I hope that over the time I am here, and even on an ongoing basis, government 
departments and agencies that we look at review those KPIs with the Auditor General—who also looks at those 
agencies to make sure they are meeting those KPIs—and the government to make sure that they reflect what we 
are trying to achieve. If they do not, they are pointless, useless and even debilitating, backwards and expensive, 
and they send us down the wrong track. They are more important than we think. I used to think the annual report 
hearings were just to look at finances and how we are doing, and that it was all about the finances, but I will get 
to that shortly. Now, as I step into this role, I think that everyone in this chamber who manages a portfolio should 
look to those KPIs and ask whether they really measure what is trying to be achieved or are they just made up by 
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an accountant to try to put numbers to something because it needs to be measurable. We should make sure that we 
are looking for good KPIs. 
I go back to the financial statements. All 14 agencies we called in had their financial statements audited by our 
Auditor General, and there was a clean bill of health for all of them, which was good to see. We do not want to 
see problems. In the past, many people feared the Auditor General like they fear the dentist, and it should not be 
that way—for either of them! The Auditor General is there to see whether what is being done is what was intended, 
whether things are recorded properly and all the i’s are dotted and t’s are crossed. The Auditor General is not trying 
to find problems and say that the agency is negligent, fraudulent or whatever, but those things should come up if 
the audit is carried out. I have strong faith in the Auditor General and her team that they are very good at their job. 
We want them to pick up things such as what has been in the news recently with the North Metropolitan Health 
Service. How utterly disappointing—what an utter failure—that that was not picked up over the last several years. 
Why was the corruption not picked up? I do not know whether it was hidden well or whether there is no process 
in place to allow people to come forward with these issues, but things like that should be picked up. That is one of 
the things we could do here. Our questions try to find some hole or chink in the armour, but we should be trying 
to find corruption. It is not going to be an us-and-them situation; we should all be working together to find out 
whether agencies and departments are working effectively to achieve what we have agreed through legislation we 
want them to achieve. 
I go back to the annual reports. An interesting issue raised is the fact that people do not get the amount of time 
they would like to ask questions. Committee members have put their hands up to run these hearings and dive into 
finances either through annual reports or the budget. From the time of tabling either the budget or the annual report, 
so either in May or September or October, we have time for questions, and the answers come back and then we 
have hearings. There is a time for follow-up questions from members and then those answers come back. During 
this time the committee is working quite hard to make sure that these answers address the question to some degree, 
whether we can make them public and all sorts of things. We have to be aware of this through that whole time. 
That period is really about 10 to 12 weeks. 
The CHAIR: Hon Diane Evers. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: That is if we do not have any breaks. Sometimes our committee works through the breaks 
because that is what we have to do. There are 10 to 12 weeks minimum, plus any breaks, and then the report has to 
be done. These reports are potent records of what we have done and they contain a lot of detail. I even suggested 
today, perhaps a bit naively, that they are even intended to educate us a bit. I do not know whether that will happen, 
but I can wish for it. Sometimes we put information in them that we really want all members to read. We want 
members to see it and understand how things work. We may not all get a chance to read them, but maybe our staff 
will and they will be able to shape the questions to be more directed to what we are trying to achieve. We go through 
the reports line by line, comma by comma, making sure that what we are saying is what we mean to say. I note that 
we had to make a correction to a report, and that happens. We are not dealing with matters of life and death. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: What are you discussing? 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I am referring to a previous report. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: We are not discussing that report. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: No, we are discussing the seventy-fourth report and because I am taking a general look at 
what the committee does in our reporting across the budgets and annual reports, I mentioned that mistake. It is 
within the realm of possibility that we can make a mistake. It is nice that reports are not life-and-death matters, as 
I said, and the work I have often been involved in is not a matter of life and death. When dealing with the 
environment or numbers, mistakes can be made and corrected. We can say, “Yes, we made a mistake. Here we go, 
we’ve got it right.” I understand many of us in this chamber do not work in those sorts of areas, but might work in 
human or social areas, and can make life-and-death mistakes. That is what we also need to avoid. Luckily, that is 
not my area; I am still looking at the numbers and the environment, and we try to do the best we can and keep 
moving on from there. 

I get back to the timing. When we called departments in for the budget hearings, we did an email survey and asked 
people who they would like to see. With this one, because it is a less formal situation, we talked amongst our 
colleagues to find out which departments should be called in. I hope the Nationals WA were represented by the 
Liberal member on the committee or others, because they do not have a member on this committee. We recognise 
that that could be a difficulty, so let me make the offer from the committee: if the Nationals have any 
communications they would like to have, our chair is always there to receive requests, letters or whatever. If the 
Nationals want to communicate with us, please go ahead and talk to one of us, because we want to make sure that 
all members of the Council are represented. I think that would be one way to help. 
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We decide, after some consultation, which departments we are going to call in, and then comes the time of trying 
to organise them into a week of hearings. That is something we leave mostly to the committee staff, but we have 
to be involved as well. We have to take into account whether ministers are going to be available and on which 
days they will be available. We have to make sure that the committee will be available for the entire week and that 
the room and our staff will be available. We then have to try to make it effective and efficient so we do not have 
ministers having to come and go through different parts of the day or departments having to get people in at 
a certain time, which might be difficult. We try to pick the amount of time that is necessary to run those hearings 
in that manner. It is interesting, because sometimes we do not know who is going to show up until the day they 
show up, so it is always worthwhile letting us know in advance if members are coming along to some of the 
hearings so that we can coordinate enough time for people to ask the questions they desire. In no way do we want 
to stop people from asking questions, but we have to stick to time limits and we have to represent the committee 
first because the committee is the group that is calling the departments in for the hearing. Again, it is 
communication. We can work together to make sure that we get the right departments called in and that we can 
call them in for the amount of time we want them to be there. We then have the opportunity to ask the questions 
that we want to. 

I recommend that everybody have a look at this report. It is very interesting, as financial matters are. We are always 
willing to hear from people; we try to do the members’ survey. We did it again after the estimates hearings and we 
had considerably fewer responses, so I take that to mean that we are doing the right thing. We will not know unless 
members tell us. I think it is likely to have more effect outside this chamber because we know how emotional it 
can get in here from time to time. 

With that, I commend the report to the house. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I would like to make a few comments in respect of the seventy-fourth report of the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations and provide a bit of feedback in the chamber rather 
than outside the chamber, and hopefully my remarks will not be too emotional for the previous speaker. 

On page 2 there is a heading, “Tabling an agency’s Annual Report”. I draw to members’ attention that the 
committee says, at paragraph 2.6, quote — 

The annual report and a copy of the Auditor General’s opinion on an agency’s financial statements and 
key performance indicators must be submitted to the Minister. The relevant Minister is ‘to cause to be 
laid before each House of Parliament’ copies of the Annual Report and the Auditor General’s opinion 
within 90 days of the end of the relevant financial year. For most agencies, the deadline was 28 September 
2017. 

The report continues, at paragraph 2.7 — 

Ministers for 48 agencies advised the House that their annual reports could not be tabled within the 
prescribed time. The Ministers explained that the last sitting date of the Parliament in September 2017 was 
14 September but the Parliament was not scheduled to resume until 10 October 2017. Further, that the 
alternate tabling provisions in section 83 of the FMA — 

That is, the Financial Management Act — 
(tabling with the Clerk) were unable to be effectively utilised in the particular circumstance of 2017. 

There is a nice little footnote, footnote 17, which states — 
The House was sitting during the prescribed period. Section 83(1) — the alternate tabling with the Clerk 
facility only applies if the Minister is of the opinion that that the House will not sit during the prescribed 
period. 

I find this very interesting, and I thank the committee for drawing it to our attention. I encourage the committee to 
take it up further, because it strikes me as a ridiculous set of circumstances for ministers and departments to be 
unable in this situation to table the report via the Clerk between 14 September and 28 September. There was 
a period of 14 days within which they could, quite physically, have picked up the report and given it to the Clerk, 
but because of the wording and interpretation of section 83 of the act, they were unable to effectively utilise that 
provision, so the reports were tabled only on 10 October. That is ridiculous. If my maths is correct, we have to 
wait 12 days for an annual report for no good reason. Why should the ministers and departments not be able to 
table it via the Clerk, simply because of the interpretation of section 83? If the interpretation is right—I have not 
looked at this closely—then the section needs to change and should be amended. I encourage the committee to 
take that up because I think it is in an ideal position to make such recommendations to government, if it is so 
inclined. 
The second thing I want to raise in consideration of this report is on page 3, under the heading “Process”. I note 
that the committee states, at paragraph 3.2 — 
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To assist the Committee in determining which agencies to examine, the Committee authorised Members 
to consult with their colleagues. 

It goes on to say that there were public hearings for some 14 agencies, which took place between 13 and 
16 February 2018. 
What the committee says there is no doubt correct; I am not on the committee, so I do not know whether it 
authorised members to consult their colleagues, but I do know that the committee invited members, by virtue of 
a report tabled on 9 November last year, to nominate agencies to appear at the annual report hearings. I also know 
that I responded to the committee and asked it to call the Department of Communities to appear before it with 
regard to the report that was tabled for the then Department for Child Protection. Members might be aware that 
prior to the change of government last year there was a standalone Department for Child Protection, and because 
it was a standalone department, it had to table an annual report. Of course, there is no longer any such thing as the 
Department for Child Protection, but I asked the committee to hold a hearing so that we could examine that final 
annual report by the Department for Child Protection. Unfortunately, for reasons known only to the committee, 
that request was not fulfilled. We had public hearings with the agencies, which are listed in this report at 
appendix 1—it sets out the timetable of the hearings—and most regrettably, from my point of view, there was no 
hearing to examine the final report of the Department for Child Protection.  
I raise that just as a point of disappointment on my part, because I think it was an opportunity missed, but I respect 
the fact that I am not a member of the committee and that, ultimately, the decision on who to call before the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations is a matter for that committee and its five members. 
I would have thought if the committee is asking members which agencies should appear and if a member suggested 
one, that it would do everything possible to try to accommodate that. But as I say, I am not there and I am not 
privy to the deliberations, so I respect that there were no doubt good reasons that was not able to be fulfilled. I hope 
that in the next round of annual report hearings, which will not be too far away, the Department of Communities 
will appear with respect to whatever type of report it ends up tabling. In fact I am quite looking forward to seeing 
the annual report of the Department of Communities because I would imagine it must be a massive report, given 
that it is a massive department with a massive number of people in it. That is courtesy of the decision of the new 
government—it is not really new anymore; probably this tired government—to amalgamate all those various 
agencies into one massive department. I would have thought the report will be massive, but we will know in due 
course; sometime between now and 30 September. Then again, we are sitting during the “prescribed period”, to 
use the committee’s phrase. We have some sitting days in September. Who knows, in 2018 we may once again 
have a situation in which there will be the late tabling of annual reports. I do not criticise the agencies, the 
departments, the ministers or the government for that; I think it is just, as I said earlier, an interesting point that 
the committee has picked up on in paragraph 2.7 of its report; that is, there is this problem with the operation of 
section 83. As I said earlier, that provision ought to be remedied. I would encourage the committee to take that up 
and make some strong recommendations and put forward some strong advocacy to government to see that that is 
changed for the benefit of everybody. It does not seem to serve any particular person’s purpose if section 83 is not 
able to operate effectively. It would serve everyone’s purpose if it were able to operate as I am sure it was intended. 
I thank the committee for this report. As I said last week, I encourage it to continue to table these wrap-up reports 
with respect to the budget estimates process and the annual report hearings because I, for one, find them quite 
helpful. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I want to quickly let Hon Nick Goiran know that one of the obligations of the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations is to review the Financial Management Act. I have 
just had a look at it and I have taken note of what the honourable member has said. Regarding the member’s other 
comment about nominating agencies, I do not have the committee’s seventy-third report in front of me, but the 
committee did go out and ask, and the number of agencies nominated by members of this house was greater than 
the number the committee could fit in the week. The committee looked at agencies that more than one member 
had requested. 

Question put and passed. 
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