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The tables presented in this report are based on the information
gathered at public hearings and briefings, and from the documents
presented to it by the Department of the Environment, Sport and
Territories and the Australian National Audit Office. There are some
minor statistical discrepancies and disagreements in the information
provided by the Department and the Australian National Audit Office.
These relate to the number of applications, and the number and value
of grants. There are also some anomalies in various documents listing
applications and grants in each of the categories used by the
Department to sort the applications, and in the lists of grants and
applications relating to electorates. These discrepancies need to be
borne in mind when examining the tables and analyses presented by the
Committee but they are not serious enough to affect the Committee's
findings.

The classification of electorates into ALP or 'non-ALP' and into 'safe'
or 'marginal' is based on the classification used in Department of the
Parliamentary Library, Federal Elections 1993. The classifications used
by the Parliamentary Library are the same as those used by the
Australian Electoral Commission. Party Status is determined by the two
party preferred vote at the 1990 elections adjusted for the effects of the
1991 redistribution.
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The report of the efficiency audit of the Community Cultural, Recreational and Sporting
Facilities Program dealt with two main issues - the general administration of the program
and the accountability of the Minister. The second issue arose because the Minister was
responsible for selecting projects to receive funding and there had been allegations that
there was a bias towards Labor held electorates in the allocation of funds.

The Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories seemed initially not
concerned by the serious criticisms made by the Auditor-General about the general
administration of the program. However, during the course of the Committee's review
of the audit report, the Secretary of the Department, and the Minister, gave assurances
that the Auditor-General's findings were now largely accepted and that the Department's
procedures will be reformed along the lines recommended in the audit report.

The Auditor-General's main concern about the role of the Minister was that she failed
to keep adequate records and that, therefore, the allegations of bias could not be
resolved. The lack of documentation also meant that there was no 'audit trail' and it was
not possible to fully assess the Minister's decision making procedures. As the audit
report stated:

Accurate and relevant information explaining the reasons for decisions is the key to
effective accountability because it enables the public, and those acting on behalf of the
public, to make informed decisions about the performance of officials.1

The Committee has reviewed the Minister's decision making process, and the outcomes.
It concludes that although there is an inference of bias, there is no reliable documentary
basis for going beyond what the Auditor-General concluded. The evidence does make
it clear, however, that the Minister's performance as a record keeper was seriously
inadequate, even though it was essential, for the purposes of proper auditing and
accountability, for her to keep and produce adequate records.

The Auditor-General suggested that, at a minimum:

administrative decisions should be fair and open;

decisions should be based on principle and supported by documented reasons; and

those involved in the decision making should be accountable for their decisions.

1 Audit Report No. 9 (1993-94) Efficiency Audit - Community Cultural,
Recreational and Sporting Facilities Program, p x.
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By failing to support decisions with documented reasons the Minister's management of
the program was deficient. It is not clear why the Minister failed in this aspect of her
responsibilities, but it seems likely that she was at least continuing an inadequate practice
which she had established in her office. Given the lack of documentation and evidence,
it is difficult to reach conclusions about other issues.

The Minister has accepted the Auditor-General's findings. The Committee is confident
that, provided the Auditor-General's recommendations are adopted, any future program
will be run on much improved lines and that the Minister's decisions will be more readilly
accountable.

The House of Representatives must decide if the Minister's past failure to properly
document her administration, and her failure to reach what the Auditor-General
describes as a minimum acceptable standard, amounted to incompetence. It must also
decide if any such incompetence was serious enough to warrant censure and if it is in the
public interest for the Minister to be censured now for past failure to achieve standards
that may have only been retrospectively pointed out to her.

The Auditor-General has said that it is not necessary to agree with decisions of ministers
but that the retention of public confidence in the actions of ministers requires that the
propriety of their decisions be above reproach. The Committee agrees, and believes that
the Auditor-General has a clear responsibility to review the administrative procedures
and decision making processes used by ministers. In this instance the Committee notes
that there are no suggestions of fraud or misappropriation arising from the
Auditor-General's report. The Minister's actions were not illegal. Although her
administration was deficient, the Committee does not recommend to the House that the
Minister be censured.

The Committee makes several recommendations below which would, if implemented,
ensure that the future administration of the program would involve fully accountable and
properly documented decisions. These recommendations would also ensure that if, in the
future, doubts arise about the propriety of Ministerial decisions there would be an
opportunity to test the probity of those decisions. If the Minister is then found to have
acted improperly, she would not be able to be excused on the grounds of insufficient
evidence due to inadequate documentation. There would be no excuse - either the
evidence would be there, or the lack of evidence would be inexcusable and would amount
to either serious incompetence or wilful obstruction of accountability.
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further recommendations to those of the Auditor-General, however it proposes the
following measures to ensure that in the future the program can be adequately monitored
bv the Parliament. The Coi

annotated and the additional mformatloa added to the ffle. (paragraph 4.16)





1.1 A major responsibility of the House of Representatives is to scrutinise and, where
necessary, to criticise the activities of the government of the day. This duty derives from
the principle that governments are accountable to the people for their decisions. The
Parliament must do all that it can to ensure that public monies are not only properly
appropriated but that they are used in the most effective and efficient way possible in the
best interest of the people. In this duty the Parliament is assisted by the investigations
and reports of the Auditor-General and the Australian National Audit Office.

1.2 Under the provisions of the Audit Act 1901 the Auditor-General is responsible
for auditing performance and the financial statements of the Commonwealth
Government. The Auditor-General is required under the Act to present reports of audits
to the Presiding Officers of the Parliament. This emphasises that the Auditor-General
is responsible to the Parliament and not to the Government.

13 Reports from the Auditor-General cannot be easily dismissed and warrant close
scrutiny by the Parliament and the Government. They assist the Parliament to scrutinise
the activities of the Government and they also provide a source of external review and
advice to the Government in the design of its administrative programs and evaluation
procedures.

1.4 The Joint Committee on Public Accounts has a major role to play in reviewing
reports presented by the Auditor-General and it has become the practice of the House
of Representatives to also refer audit reports to the general purpose standing
committees. The Committee considers that the Auditor-General's reports ought to be
reviewed by standing committees' mechanism as well as by reference to the Joint
Committee on Public Accounts. Where necessary, committees should carry out formal
inquiries and seek detailed information from audited departments about their responses
to the audits and their intentions in implementing the Auditor-General's
recommendations.

1.5 In December 1993 the Auditor-General transmitted to Parliament his report on
an efficiency audit of the Community Cultural, Recreational and Sporting Facilities
Program. When it was tabled in the House the report was referred to the Committee
for review.

1.6 The Audit Act specifically empowers the Auditor-General to carry out, at such
intervals as he or she thinks fits, an efficiency audit of all or any operations of a
department. The Act defines an efficiency audit as an examination of an agency's
administrative and evaluation procedures, to allow the Auditor-General to ascertain if
those procedures are being carried out in an economical and efficient manner and if the
evaluation procedures are adequate.



1.7 Efficiency audits do not examine the appropriateness or effectiveness of
government policies and programs. They are concerned only with matters such as the
efficiency and effectiveness of the administration of those policies and programs. This
may extend to the quality of information and policy advice given to government by
officials and whether, and to what extent, stated policy objectives have been met.

1.8 It is unusual for an efficiency audit to focus to a significant extent on the actions
of a minister rather than a department, however the report of the efficiency audit of the
Community Cultural, Recreational and Sporting Facilities Program did just that. This
situation arose because the Minister for the Environment, Sport and Territories had a
very direct and crucial role in the administration of the program and there were
allegations of possible political bias in the allocation of grants under the program. This
resulted in the Committee's review being undertaken against a background of
considerable political interest in the audit report.

1.9 A further political question has arisen since the audit report was tabled. It has
been suggested that the Minister may have mislead the House in answering questions
about whether she, or her staff, either withheld or destroyed documents that may have
been relevant to the audit. Whilst evidence relating to this issue may have arisen during
the Committee's review it is a matter for the House itself to pursue. Some of the
evidence gathered by the Committee and outlined below may be relevant to the
determination of this question but the Committee has concentrated principally on the
matters raised in the audit report. Its concern has been to judge the appropriateness of
the auditors' findings and the department's response to ensure that deficiencies in the
administration of the program are overcome and that any future administration is as fair,
effective and efficient as possible. The Committee has not inquired into the need for the
program as such and, in this report, does not report on its appropriateness.

1.10 Not all government programs are subject to efficiency audits. The Australian
Nationa] Audit Office considers a range of programs to examine and only proceeds to
a full efficiency audit when it considers that it is appropriate to do so and that an audit
is likely to result in findings and recommendations that can lead to improved
administration. Some of the factors that are taken into consideration when determining
the need for an audit are:

financial materiality;

evidence of possible mismanagement;

significance of the program to the activities of the auditee; and

visibility of the program as reflected in its political sensitivity or national
importance.



1.11 The report of the efficiency audit of the Community Cultural, Recreational and
Sporting Facilities Program does not explain why the Auditor-General undertook the
audit but in evidence the auditors advised that they were concerned about earlier failures
by the Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories to expend all the funds
allocated to grants and the large amount of money involved in the program. The
auditors also saw a significant potential for the audit to contribute to the development
of an administrative best practice guide. The Australian National Audit Office provided
the Committee with an extract from its Strategic Audit Plan which showed that that audit
arose from the normal strategic audit planning process. Evidence given to the
Committee by the Auditor-General made it clear that concerns about possible political
bias and lack of accountability in the administration of the program became important
to the question of whether to carry out the audit, and then to the conduct of the audit
itself. The Auditor-General told the Committee:

One of the factors that was clearly important in weighing up whether or not we would
go into this was the allegations of political bias.1

1.12 The audit focussed on the administration of the program since its inception in
1988, with particular reference to later funding rounds and the documentation of the
Minister's decisions in relation to the selection of applications for funding in the final
(1992-93) round. In reviewing the documentation of the Minister's selection processes
the Auditor-General was not challenging those decisions nor her right to be directly
involved in the administration of the program. The auditors sought to understand the
selection process so they could assess if it was efficient and effective, as the
Auditor-General explained:

Our interest in the selection process lay in trying to assess if the process was likely to
approve applications that would contribute most effectively to the program, which is a
goal of the government's reform programs and is very widespread, and ensuring that
selection procedures were documented and the reasons for decisions were also
documented.2

1.13 One of the auditors explained that in reviewing the selection process used by the
Minister they were not looking at the appropriateness of the decisions she made:

... we are not questioning the decision, all we are looking for is the justification for the
decision ...

1 Evidence - John Taylor - Canberra, 16 December 1993, p 10.
2 Evidence - John Taylor - Canberra, 16 December 1993, p 5.
3 Evidence - Peter White - Canberra, 16 December 1993, p 15.



1.14 Once the Minister became involved in the selection of projects for funding she
was liable to be asked to account for her decisions in relation to the administration of the
program. The auditors quite properly gave this matter some attention and the
Committee has had to carefully consider the Auditor-General's comments on the
Minister's administration and, in particular, has had to consider whether it can be said
on the balance of the evidence that the Minister's allocation of grants was biased on
political grounds. This report presents the results of the Committee's consideration of
these comments and presents its conclusions about the general administration of the
program.



2.1 The Community Recreational and Sporting Facilities program was introduced in
1988 to provide grants to local government and community organisations to supplement
funds from other sources. In 1992 the program was expanded to include cultural facilities
and has since been known as the Community Cultural, Recreational and Sporting
Facilities Program. Under the program funds were allocated for the construction of
cultural, recreational and sporting facilities. Projects for funding were selected from
applications made in response to advertisements placed in major daily newspapers by the
Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories. The Minister also wrote to all
members of parliament informing them applications for grants were being called for.1

2.2 Guidelines and selection criteria for the last round of funding were circulated in
June 1992 when the Department invited applications for grants. The selection criteria
stated that the major factors to be taken into account by the Minister in the selection of
projects for funding were to include a demonstrated community need and factors related
to management, access and financial viability.

2.3 Under these guidelines priority was to be given to the needs of certain prescribed
groups, including:

people in new and inner suburban areas and communities in rural areas;

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities and communities with high
unemployment or large migrant populations; and

youth.

2.4 There have been four funding rounds - 1988-89, 1989-90, 1991-92 and 1992-93.
The first three rounds provided funds for the Community Recreational and Sporting
Facilities Grants Program. During the last round of funding grants were provided for the
expanded program.

2.5 In 1988/89, $13 million was made available to be spent over the three years to
1990-91. This provided the basis for the first two rounds of funding. A further
$30 million was provided in 1991-92 for the three years to 1993-94 and this was
supplemented in November 1992 with an additional $17.5 million under the
Government's 'One Nation' statement. These funds provided the basis for the last two
funding rounds.

The Minister for the Environment, Sport and Territories, Submission, p 10.
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2.6 During the four funding rounds a total of $60.3 million was allocated for 1447
selected projects. A summary of the 1991-92 and 1992-93 funding rounds is provided in

1.

Advertised

Closed

Applications
received

Applications
approved for
funding

Value of
approved
applications

Expenditure

91-92

31 August 1991

6 December 1991

1800

338

$17.8 million

$0.95 million1

92-93

6 June 1992

3 September 1992

2800

724

$29.5 million

$14.1 million

In 1991-92 a further S2.15 million was spent on grants approved in earlier funding rounds

2.7 By the end of the 1992-93 financial year the Department had paid out $15 million
of the $47.5 million allocated to proposed projects under the expanded scheme in
1991-92 and 1992-93. Over $26 million has been appropriated for expenditure in 1993-94
and the remaining $7 million is expected to be spent in 1994-95.2

Z8 The program contributes only part of the funds required for the various projects
and the department has estimated that the $29.5 million allocated in 1992-93 will assist
in the development of projects with, a total value of $161 million.3

Minister for the Environment, Sport and Territories, Submission, p 11.
Department of the Environment, Sport and Territories, Annual Report 1992-93, p 83.


