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PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 
First Report — “Review of Auditor General Reports: Selected Reports of 2011 and 2012” — Tabling 

MR D.C. NALDER (Alfred Cove) [10.02 am]: I present for tabling the first report of the Public Accounts 
Committee, titled “Review of Auditor General Reports: Selected Reports of 2011 and 2012”. 

[See paper 796.] 

Mr D.C. NALDER: I choose not to speak this morning. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [10.02 am]: I am sorry; I was not expecting the member for Alfred Cove to 
say that when he stood up. I rise as deputy chair to speak to the Public Accounts Committee’s report titled 
“Review of Auditor General Reports: Selected Reports of 2011 and 2012”. There are five reports, and I intend to 
speak just quickly to a couple of those reports. The first is the Auditor General’s ninth report of 2011, titled “Use 
of CCTV Equipment and Information”. This is quite interesting, because it reflects on the success of the 
government in delivering on its media release statements. I made some commentary yesterday about the success 
of the Premier in delivering on his $20 billion debt cap and the impact that has had on the loss of our credit 
rating just yesterday. This is another good example. Back in 2009, the Barnett government released a media 
statement titled “Police given access to CCTV cameras across WA”, and lauded the importance and the success 
of the Blue Iris CCTV register, which apparently was going to provide WA Police with access to 4 000 to 6 000 
cameras in that year alone and be a significant contributor in helping police to manage natural disasters and large 
public events such as New Year’s Eve and the Australia Day fireworks. The Barnett government had committed 
$6 million to the community crime prevention program, of which Blue Iris was a main component. Interestingly, 
the Auditor General has now had a look at the implementation of Blue Iris. The conclusions of the Public 
Accounts Committee state on pages 11 and 12 of the report — 

The Committee has resolved to conclude its follow-up and is pleased to note that WA Police has re-
assigned a full-time coordinator to its CCTV development strategy. However, it is clear that other 
actions planned by WA Police are predicated on the anticipated receipt of a $13.5 million pre-election 
funding commitment specifically earmarked for the CCTV network. 

I hope that was not fully funded, member for Cannington, because that may go away. That, of course, was not a 
quote from the committee report! The second conclusion states — 

The recently released Budget Papers show that $200,000 has been made available in 2013–14 for WA 
Police ‘to develop a detailed business case and implementation plan’ around the CCTV network. 

It is interesting to note that, despite the Barnett government announcing in April 2009 the wonders of Blue Iris 
and the success it was going to bring, the 2013–14 budget has finally allocated $200 000 to develop a detailed 
business case. Of course, this has always been the problem with the Barnett government. It is reluctant to 
develop detailed business cases and implementation plans. The third conclusion of the committee states — 

The contrast in funds expected versus funds received will likely limit the ability of WA Police to 
expand the data-gathering capacity of the network to its full potential … 

The final conclusion states — 

Despite this, the Committee notes WA Police’s undertaking that ‘Blue Iris will continue to be supported 
despite the present limitations concerning the ongoing funding of this project.’ 

Our finding states — 

The expected benefits of an integrated CCTV network are yet to be realised. Funding has been 
committed to develop a detailed business case and implementation plan however, further funding 
commitments will be required to fully implement once scope and costs are finalised. 

This is something that we saw in respect of issues such as Blue Iris, when announcements and commitments 
were made before there was any understanding of the business case or implementation plan or, indeed, final 
costs. That is now, of course, playing out in respect of the Metro Area Express light rail, which was committed 
to by the government in September last year. At the time the Treasurer said what it would cost, the costing of it 
was north of $1 billion. It is certainly now, I dare say, more accurately south of $2 billion on current projections. 
This has always been the problem with the Barnett government announcing and committing to projects without 
adequate business cases and implementation plans. 

The other commentary I want to make is on the Auditor General’s fourth report of 2012, titled “Supporting 
Aboriginal Students in Training”. I know that the member for Cannington may make some commentary around 
the correspondence that takes place between the Auditor General and particular agencies, but I want to note one 
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thing about the key findings of the Auditor General in his report into Aboriginal students in training. His findings 
are outlined on page 29 of the committee report, which states — 

Outcome indicators such as course completions and enrolment numbers ‘did not provide a 
comprehensive picture of how well STPs and the Department support Aboriginal students.’ There is 
currently no measure of the broader social and community outcomes from training, although the 
Department is looking at ways to address this. 

The next finding states — 

The Department and STPs had not comprehensively analysed their performance data and information 
and thereby missed opportunities to further identify best practice measures and unmet needs. 

This is the Public Accounts Committee’s report into a select number of Auditor General reports as per the 
legislation. My interest as shadow Treasurer was certainly taken by the failure of delivery of Blue Iris—the 
failure of delivery of a government announcement back in April 2009—and the fact that that reflects a pattern of 
behaviour by the Barnett government of announcing and committing, and then worrying about a business case, 
implementation and cost much later. In my view, that was one of the big reasons why, just yesterday, the state’s 
credit rating was downgraded. We have seen that the Premier does not have an interest in the forward estimates. 
When finances are managed on a day-by-day basis, things ultimately end up where they are now—with a credit 
rating downgrade. Whilst this is just one small program within the Barnett government’s litany of disasters, it is 
reflective of a much broader approach to government that has got us into the financial mess that we now find 
ourselves.  
MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10:10 am]: As a member of the Public Accounts Committee, I wish to 
speak on the committee’s first report entitled “Review of Auditor General Reports: Selected Reports of 2011 and 
2012”. I start by thanking the members of the committee—the members for Alfred Cove, Victoria Park, Belmont 
and Bateman—for their fine working attitude in the committee and the fact that we have been able to progress 
our work effectively in the time that we have been together. Committee members have conducted themselves in 
a pleasant way and the committee has proceeded without any sort of unnecessary outside issues being dealt with 
inside the committee. I also want to place on record my thanks to our principal research officer, Tim Hughes, 
who I worked with extensively when I was on the Economics and Industry Standing Committee in the former 
Parliament, as were you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.C. Blayney). I also thank our research officer, Lucy Roberts, 
who provides great service to the committee.  
When I was appointed to the Public Accounts Committee I was not aware of the PAC’s responsibility to review 
the reports of the Auditor General. It came as a bit of a surprise that we had a massive pile of work sitting on our 
desks when we first arrived, left to us by the PAC of the previous Parliament. This work continues to grow as the 
Auditor General tables more and more reports. The committee has tried to get through a number of reports and 
do its follow-up work—that is, to let the Parliament know what it has done and what has become of the Auditor 
General’s reports. It is a good thing that there is a follow-up process for those reports, but I am not quite sure that 
the one we are considering is actually the best one available to us. I had a chat with the member for Victoria Park 
briefly about what I might say here. He highlighted that I was going to mention chapter 5 of the report, which is 
headed “Report 4 of 2012: Supporting Aboriginal Students in Training”. On page 30 of the committee’s report, 
members will see the Auditor General’s recommendations repeated. In the Auditor General’s report, there is the 
response from the Department of Training and Workforce Development. There has been further follow-up with 
the department about what it is doing. Page 31 of the committee’s report quotes correspondence the committee 
received from the Department of Training and Workforce Development. The correspondence stated — 

While it would be interesting to know about social outcomes from support services, in practice, the cost 
of determining this may outweigh the benefits. Aboriginal students would be subjected to an inequitable 
survey burden [relative to other students such as those from English as Second Language backgrounds], 
STPs would struggle to undertake the evaluation within their current budgets, and the data gained 
would be of questionable validity and usefulness. 

I make the point that that may well be right. That may be a perfectly reasonable position and the department may 
be correct. The problem is that it is in contrast with the recommendations of the Auditor General. The 
Auditor General performs a very important function on behalf of this Parliament, not on behalf of the 
government. The Auditor General performs his functions on behalf of the people of Western Australia, who are 
represented here in this chamber. There needs to be some process to match the Auditor General’s 
recommendations with the demands of the Department of Training and Workforce Development. If there is not, 
what is the benefit of the Auditor General’s reports? What value do we get out of the Auditor General’s reports if 
all that happens is that agencies say, “The Auditor General is wrong”, which is effectively what they say? 
Efficiency and program audits are a very significant advancement in the way that audits are conducted in 
Australia. It was a practice that started in the 1980s when Auditors General around Australia—in addition to 
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straight financial auditing such as, “Where has the money gone; has anybody stolen anything?”—looked at the 
effectiveness of the expenditure of taxpayers’ money. That is what these program and efficiency audits are all 
about. There needs to be some way to resolve issues between the recommendations made in the 
Auditor General’s report and the views of the department. That is the value of doing these external program 
audits, not financial audits. They do not look at whether the money has been expended in accordance with the 
instructions of the Parliament but, rather, whether the instructions of the Parliament are delivering efficient 
government, which is a separate question.  
The Auditor General said that this shows a gap in the efficient delivery of service, but how do we then respond 
to that? As I said, I just found out when I joined the Public Accounts Committee that it is supposed to resolve 
that. I do not think the Public Accounts Committee is the best place to resolve that. We will continue to do the 
work that we can. I imagine, subject to the decisions of the committee itself, we will continue to produce reports 
to the chamber on our findings, but I do not know whether that is actually the best way to resolve these conflicts.  

I will conclude by making some comments about the Blue Iris issue. I was particularly interested in this issue 
being examined by a committee. I was on the back bench when this report was tabled and I took particular 
interest in the report’s recommendations. There is a big gap between what was said by the government when it 
announced the Blue Iris program and what has occurred. I also want to highlight the difference between the 
attitude of the Public Transport Authority and the police service’s response to the Auditor General’s 
recommendations. The PTA actually took on board most of the Auditor General’s comments and 
recommendations. It has worked to ready its systems for integration into Blue Iris. It was very interesting to read 
the Auditor General’s report. The police, even at the time that the audit report came down, simply said, “We 
don’t have the money to do this.” They did not actually then look at any of the issues. The government at the 
time did not respond and say, “We’re going to make this happen; we will do this.” There was no effective 
response on behalf of the government. As the member for Victoria Park outlined in his presentation, the 
committee has outlined what has happened at a government level.  

In accordance with the standing orders, the government will respond in time to the committee’s report. It will be 
interesting to see how it resolves the gap between the government’s rhetoric on Blue Iris and the benefits that it 
claims will flow as stated in a TV story, and in its media release and presentation, to the findings of both the 
Auditor General and now the Public Accounts Committee’s report. Anyway, we will look at that. It is a highlight 
of this report. It is the only finding the committee makes in this report. It is a very important issue. I await the 
government’s response to those issues. With those comments, I commend the report to the house.  

MR M.H. TAYLOR (Bateman) [10.19 am]: I rise to endorse the first report of the Public Accounts Committee 
titled “Review of Auditor General Reports: Selected Reports of 2011 and 2012”. I would like to make some brief 
comments about chapter 2 and some of the statements made by fellow committee members. I also endorse the 
member for Cannington’s comments about how well the committee functioned and thank the secretariat.  

I will start by emphasising that the closed-circuit television program total promise is $13.5 million over four 
years; that is, we have four years to deliver on that promise. It is a little rich to be six months in and talking about 
a requirement to have delivered on that. The member for Cannington raised the issue of an effective response. In 
response, I point out that the first step we have taken is to provide $200 000 in this budget to initiate a business 
case and implementation strategy for the CCTV program. That is covered under paragraph 2.32, which states — 

The recently released Budget Papers show that $200,000 has been made available in 2013–14 for WA 
Police ‘to develop a detailed business case and implementation plan’ around the CCTV network. 

I also note that we have been criticised for not doing business plans. Now that we are initiating a process with a 
business plan and implementation strategy, we are also being criticised.  
I also point out that WA Police has reassigned one full-time equivalent to coordinate the CCTV development 
strategy, which again shows the government’s commitment to deliver on this promise. In addition, $8.3 million 
of the $13.5 million that has been promised will be used to upgrade the Maylands facility to allow it to receive 
live feeds from CCTV networks. This includes real-time policing and surveillance for crime prevention. We 
have also promised $5 million for CCTV grants to local governments. The need to build strategy and to scope 
the Maylands project is paramount. During the federal election campaign, promises were made by the federal 
government on CCTV. We would also like to incorporate these opportunities from the federal government into 
our state CCTV strategy.  

In summing up, I wish to say that we have until March 2017 to deliver on our promises, and we will. I commend 
the first PAC report of 2013 to the house.  
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