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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Seventy-seventh Report — 
“2017–18 Budget Cycle—Part 2: Annual Report Hearings” — Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I will pick up where I left off with the key performance indicators. We need to look at the 
goals of government, to have those goals relayed to the agencies, to make sure the agencies reflect those in their 
goals for their each individual agency, and then to create KPIs that are effective in reaching those goals. KPIs are 
what employees or staff use to direct how they are going to make decisions, and how they are going to carry out 
their job in order to achieve the goals that we want achieved. I refer to page 7, paragraph 4.11, headed 
“Meaningfulness”. If we do not have meaningful KPIs, there is really little point in having them. Having KPIs that 
are not meaningful and do not aim the staff towards doing the things that we want them to do may actually be 
directing them to other ends—to things that we do not want. If they are just aiming to reach those KPIs to make 
the paperwork look good, it could backfire and not be what was intended. 
At paragraph 4.11, the report states — 

The Committee takes the view that KPIs must be meaningful to those who read annual reports, such as 
Members of Parliament and the Auditor General. ‘Meaningfulness’ was identified in the 2017 Service Priority 
Review with the Panel commenting that ‘while the intention of OBM — 

Outcome-based management — 
is to measure agency and program performance outcomes, the way it currently operates inhibits 
meaningful evaluation’. 

The panel went on to say — 
[r]eporting against KPIs is high level and does not always satisfactorily link against individual funded 
programs. 
KPI reporting does not provide useful details or meaningful transparency around program effectiveness 
or achievement against goals. 

There we are. We had a service priority review in 2017 that said that these KPIs are just not doing it. They are not 
meaningful and not reflecting the goals of the government. 
The issue of meaningfulness arose during a committee hearing with the Art Gallery of Western Australia. One of 
its key performance indicators is the average cost of managing the collection per gallery object. The KPI efficiency 
indicator was $46.35 for each object of art in our Art Gallery. Further questioning went on to reveal that the objects 
in the Art Gallery vary in value—some may be a few hundred dollars, and some may be up to a million dollars or 
more. An average cost of $46 to maintain or manage these objects tells us absolutely nothing. That is not really 
the point. Again, is it dollars per object that we are really looking at when we look at our Art Gallery? I understand 
we want to know that our art collection is being managed properly, but where is the meaning in a dollars per object 
figure? It just did not work out. Through questioning, we even had the response that a KPI is something that is 
given to it, and it has to work towards that. Maybe that is one of the issues. Some of the organisations I was part 
of before coming into this place had to determine their KPIs. They were small organisations—usually community 
organisations. The board of directors would get together with the staff to work out the strategic plan and identify 
what they wanted to achieve and how they wanted to demonstrate that they had done the right thing. They then 
would work with staff to say, “Okay; how are we going to make that work in a meaningful way so that staff are 
working towards those goals, but also we can report back on it?” If they cannot report on what they have done, 
and if they have no measurement for what they are trying to achieve, it is very difficult for them to determine whether 
they have achieved their goals. We need to work with our departments and our agencies to develop those KPIs. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Diane Evers. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: What I was saying earlier about the key performance indicators—what was I saying earlier? 
Hon Sue Ellery: You don’t like them. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Yes! We have to develop these KPIs with staff to make sure we come up with something 
meaningful, because that way we can determine whether we are achieving the aims we want to achieve. 
Another one that came up in our hearings was the accidental residential fires per 100 000 households as an indicator 
for the Department of Fire and Emergency Services to determine whether its fire safety education programs are 
working. The target was fewer than 65 fires, and the number was recorded as 56.2. “Great. We’ve done it—
10 per cent lower than what we targeted for.” Did that mean the education program was working? Maybe. Was it 
just a normal variation through the year? Did we get lucky? So many other factors come into it, but that is good; 
I appreciate that we are trying to keep the number of house fires down. I went on to ask whether we have a similar 
figure for the number of houses lost in bushfires, but that did not even figure. It was not part of it—bushfire 
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management is something else—yet when we talk to people, we find that our reaction to bushfire is so much 
stronger when a house is lost. It is nowhere near the strength of our reaction when a life is lost, but we do not like 
to see houses lost. We go out to protect those. Of course, it is a given that we are trying to protect everyone’s lives, 
but we often hear of numerous fire brigades turning out to protect houses that are in the line of the fire. Losing 
a home is heartbreaking, whether through accidental house fire or bushfire. We do not want to see that happen.  
If we were to say that one of our aims was to reduce the number of houses lost in bushfire, maybe we would have 
another indicator of how well we are doing. As many people may have heard me say in the past, we need to change 
how we manage bushfire and prescribed burns, because this dollars per hectare mentality does not actually protect 
the bush. It spends the money; it ticks a box. Everybody is happy; we have done what we said we were going to 
do. That is not the case. Of course we want to save lives. We do not want to lose a life in a bushfire. I do not say 
that should be a KPI; I think that is a given. We know that is something we are against. However, saying we do 
not want to lose human-built assets or infrastructure might be another one. We can ask: What is the value of 
infrastructure lost? Is that what we are actually trying to protect? Then, of course, we do not want to follow that 
KPI if it will put a human life in danger.  
There are so many factors to take into account that we must have a complete and thorough review of this. I hope 
that is going on, because as we are travelling, we are not hitting the goals that I perceive the population of 
Western Australia to be saying they want. I do not think anybody is out there saying, “We just want you to burn 
as much as you can.” I know it gets talked about in here as though that is the case, but when working with the 
brigades, or in those rural communities, people are worried about the human-built assets, the environment and the 
biodiversity—the flora and fauna—that we are trying not to lose. That is what should be guiding our prescribed 
burns, because that way we can focus on those areas of prime importance around the assets that we care to protect. 
It may only be a kilometre-wide zone around towns, or leaving areas that have not been burnt for some time. It 
may be a risk, but if we can contain it in that area, it could be part of the naturally occurring cycles that happen, 
and then we might get back to a more natural system of our forest burning and then thriving again. 
Back to the key performance indicators, they need to be useful, and they need to demonstrate to the staff the goals 
of the agency and of the government. That will move us much further ahead in reaching those goals, if we have 
a clear indicator to staff of what is expected of them. 
Consideration of report postponed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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