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Division 2:  Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations, $2 923 000 - 
Mrs D.J. Guise, Chairman. 

Mr F. Riebeling, Speaker of the Legislative Assembly. 

Ms D.A. O’Donnell, Parliamentary Commissioner for Administrative Investigations. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  My question relates to the key efficiency indicators for service 2, at page 69.  The average 
cost per inspection is $5 200.  Given the increased awareness of the threat of terrorism, how many 
telecommunication intercepts were conducted by eligible authorities - the police or the Corruption and Crime 
Commission - in total during 2004-5 and 2005-06?  How many are estimated in 2006-07 and how many of these 
were investigated, or are planned to be investigated, by the commissioner?  
[2.50 pm] 

The SPEAKER:  As a result of the nature of the relationship between the Speaker and the Ombudsman, I will 
ask the Ombudsman to answer directly those questions, if members are happy with that.  If there is anything I 
need to comment on, I will. 
Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  I am afraid that is a question I am not able to answer.  The role of the Parliamentary 
Commissioner is to inspect the warrants but not to tabulate or keep check of the number of warrants issued.  My 
role is to visit the intercept units of WA Police and the Corruption and Crime Commission to inspect the keeping 
of records of warrants and to make sure that they have complied with their legal obligations.  I would imagine 
that sort of response to come directly from either of the services that do the interceptions. 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I understand that the principal delegated officer was ill during last year.  Did the 
Ombudsman use section 18 of the Telecommunications (Interception) Western Australia Act to put somebody 
else in that place?  Obviously there were 10 investigations if they cost $5 200 each.  What happened while that 
person was ill?  Did any of those checks occur during that period? 
Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  Our role in inspections is, under legislation, to conduct two a year, so every one we 
conduct over and above that is a reflection of the seriousness with which we take that function.  What we did to 
cover for the time my principal investigating officer was ill, as the Leader of the Opposition has noted, was that 
on his return we ensured that the records that had been maintained during that period were all comprehensively 
covered in a catch up.  There was no risk, as it were, to the Western Australian public through that delay.  I have 
three officers who are delegated to conduct inspections.  It is under the authority of a senior officer and two more 
junior officers, so that the rolling program can continue.  Although the delay impacted on the total number, we 
were still able to exceed the requirement provided under legislation to inspect the records.  

Dr J.M. EDWARDS:  On page 65 the first dot point of “Significant Issues and Trends” reads -  

Recent years have seen a marked increased in the complexity of the matters under investigation by the 
Office.  This is expected to continue in 2006-07. 

Although that makes sense when read quickly, what specifically is it about the complexity that leads the office of 
Ombudsman to be making that statement? 

Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  I thank the member for the question.  If I may link it with another recent event, an 
Ombudsmen’s conference was held in this wonderful chamber, thanks to the Speaker, at the end of April.  I was 
able to test my perception against that of my colleagues around Australia and in the region.  I think it is fair to 
generalise and say that all of us are finding as Ombudsmen that the sorts of matters that are coming to us as an 
office of last resort are increasingly complex.  I will give the member a very simple example, which I often use, 
of a member of the public in a suburb who finds some asbestos dumped on the block next door.  The issue is: 
who is responsible for that?  It could entail an investigation involving the Department of Health, the Department 
of Environment, local government and perhaps a range of other agencies.  The challenge is to find who is 
responsible and who can resolve the matter.  Increasingly, with the whole-of-government response, we are 
finding that more than one agency is involved, and that entails complexity of systems.  I hope that assists. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Which parliamentary committee does the office of the Ombudsman report to? 

The SPEAKER:  The office of the Ombudsman does not report to any committee; it reports to the Parliament 
direct. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  It previously reported to the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. 

Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  No. 
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Mr J.N. HYDE:  The Ombudsman attended meetings there.  The Ombudsman has gone into a coalition of the 
willing, hopefully, with other like agencies, such as the Corruption and Crime Commission and the 
Commissioner for Public Sector Standards, to try to get a one-stop shop approach to business.  I understand that 
the office reception area is shared with some other agencies.  Will the Ombudsman detail cost efficiencies and 
whether in practice it is making it easier for Joe Blow off the street, who does not know the range of oversight 
agencies that deal with different problems; is it working? 

Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  In terms of cost efficiencies, I suppose the direct measurable benefit to my office was 
saving in rental and accommodation.  I gained two FTEs, so I was very happy with that.  In terms of the 
perception of members of the public, I do not have any data, other than the feedback from people who come to 
us.  If I might give an example, someone might come with a complaint, ostensibly to the Ombudsman, about the 
prison health system.  That could involve the Office of Health Review.  There may be issues of detention under 
commonwealth legislation.  All of us are co-located.  I now also have the hat of Energy Ombudsman.  We are 
finding that it is a useful point of reference for people who have those sorts of complaints.  It is a one-stop shop 
in that respect.   

If I may clarify a matter, the first part of the member’s question related to what we call the integrity coordinating 
group, which is the Corruption and Crime Commission, the Ombudsman, the Commissioner for Public Sector 
Standards and the Auditor General.  That is not so much a one-stop shop for complaints, because we have 
different jurisdictions.  The function of that body is to bring, as it were, a consistent and coordinated approach to 
programs that all of us are doing to ensure that the information we give to agencies is consistent and simple and 
that we are in sync with each other.  An example of how we have operated is that last month we issued conflict 
of interest guidelines in a conflict of interest toolkit, under the badge of the integrity coordinating group, to all 
agencies and ministerial offices.  In that way we are trying to assist agencies that are subject to our scrutiny by 
doing that in a more coherent way.  Does that answer the question? 
Mr J.N. HYDE:  Yes.  What other bodies are physically co-located in that building and where is the consistent 
branding? 
Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  The agencies that are co-located are the regional office of the commonwealth 
Ombudsman, as I mentioned, the Office of the Information Commissioner, the Commissioner for Public Sector 
Standards, the Office of Health Review and the Energy Ombudsman, which I think is us.  They are the agencies 
that have co-located.  A common, accessible level 12 reception has been constructed, I hope in a welcoming and 
informative way.  People will enter that floor, go to a desk and get information on any of those five or six 
agencies that will assist them if they have a complaint or if they need different types of assistance.  That is how 
we operate in practice.  Again, if I may give another example, we do outreach activities; for example, I 
participated in the north west expo a couple of weekends ago and had a “complaints are us” booth.  I took 
material from all of my co-located colleagues and was able to either answer questions directly or field questions 
for referral.  In that way we collaborate when we are doing our outreach.  I think that is a cost efficiency. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Is it branded as “complaints are us?” 

Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  No, I did that in a light-hearted way, because it is not.  We all have different functions.  I 
think it is really important for members of the public that we are easy to access.  Then we can explain 
jurisdiction.  In the first instance, they should feel willing and comfortable about coming to us, and then we will 
be able to help them.  That is part of our service guarantee. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  Given the threat of terrorism and the increased use of wire taps and telecommunication 
intercepts, and given her role in investigating those areas, has the Ombudsman discovered any problems with the 
process or warrants associated with the intercepts? 

Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  In short, no.  We found one breach in the past year, which is why our percentage is 90 per 
cent rather than 100 per cent, but it was able to be rectified immediately.  It was an oversight; it was not a result 
of any wrong action.  That is something that we monitor very closely.  Perhaps, stepping back from intercepts 
into the broader issue of my function of oversight in that regime, it is very important that we keep a close eye on 
the development of the legislation.  We confer with our colleagues at the commonwealth level, and we make 
sure that our jurisdictions are clear and that there are no barriers to people coming to an Ombudsman if they have 
a complaint and they are in detention under the new legislation, whether it is a commonwealth or state facility on 
commonwealth or state premises.   

[3.00 pm] 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  In the third dot point on page 65, reference is made to taking a more pro-active role in 
addressing systemic problems and promoting good administrative practices.  Can the minister give some 
examples of that?  Is the complaints management unit - CMU - in the education department one of those areas?  
How do you report to this Parliament on those systemic problems? 
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Ms D.A. O’Donnell:  One example of the way we are attempting to address systemic problems is through the 
conflict of interest toolkit that I referred to earlier.  Another way in which we are hoping to assist agencies to do 
a better job is the work we are doing at present on investigations training and possibly an investigations manual 
for the sector, which links to some specific issues that the member is aware of.  My colleague the Clerk is also 
aware of some of the training and research we are doing in that respect.  We are getting assistance and 
collaboration from a number of people.  Investigations training is very important given that agencies now, more 
and more, have to conduct investigations themselves under the Public Interest Disclosure Act or other acts and 
they do not necessarily have the skills or the capability to do that. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I draw members’ attention to the time. 

The appropriation was recommended. 
 


