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Canberra ACT 
28 March 2018 

Dear Mr President 
Dear Mr Speaker 

The Australian National Audit Office has undertaken an independent performance audit 
across entities titled Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 
2016–17. The audit was conducted in accordance with the authority contained in the 
Auditor-General Act 1997. I present the report of this audit to the Parliament. 

Following its presentation and receipt, the report will be placed on the Australian 
National Audit Office’s website—http://www.anao.gov.au. 

Yours sincerely 

Grant Hehir 
Auditor-General 

The Honourable the President of the Senate 
The Honourable the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
Parliament House 
Canberra  ACT 
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Summary and recommendations 
Background 
1. The current performance measurement and reporting requirements for Commonwealth 
entities (corporate and non-corporate) are established under the Public Governance, 
Performance and Accountability Act 2013 (PGPA Act) and the accompanying Public Governance, 
Performance and Accountability Rule 2014 (PGPA Rule). The introduction of the PGPA Act was 
intended to establish a strong performance reporting system to demonstrate to the Parliament 
and the public that resources are being used effectively and efficiently.1 

2. The PGPA Act and PGPA Rule, and any formal guidance issued by the Department of 
Finance, are collectively referred to as the Commonwealth performance framework (the 
framework).2 The framework is principles based, and focuses on entities designing their 
performance measurement and reporting to provide sufficient performance information to users, 
including operating context, to allow an assessment of progress against intended purposes. The 
aim is to provide users with a greater understanding of how entities have utilised resources, not 
just in producing outputs, but also the entity’s impact and efficiency in delivering outcomes.  

3. The Auditor-General has flagged to the Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit 
(JCPAA) and the Parliament, the intention to position the ANAO to conduct annual audits of 
performance statements. This would provide a similar level of assurance to the Parliament and 
the public as provided by mandatory annual audits of financial statements.3 The JCPAA provided 
their support for this approach, and in Report 469: Commonwealth Performance Framework, 
released on 7 December 2017, recommended amending the PGPA Act in this context. The 
Committee also referred this matter to the attention of the Independent Review of the PGPA Act. 

4. This performance audit follows ANAO Report No.58 2016–17 Implementation of the 
Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2015–16, which was the ANAO’s first examination 
of entities’ implementation of the annual performance statements (performance statements) 
requirements. Report No.58 identified a number of key learnings for entities in regard to the 
appropriateness of performance criteria; processes supporting the development, collection and 
assurance of performance information; and recordkeeping to support the results reported in the 
performance statements. The timing of this audit is intended to inform entities’ development of 
2018–19 Corporate Plans and the publication of 2017–18 Performance Statements. 

5. The Department of the Environment and Energy (Environment), the former Department 
of Employment (Employment)4, the Australian Trade and Investment Commission (Austrade) 
and the Australian Sports Commission (the Sports Commission) were selected to participate in 

                                                                 
1  Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Bill 2013 Explanatory memorandum, paragraph 85. 
2  Department of Finance, Functions of Audit Committees: Reviewing the Appropriateness of Performance 

Reporting, including for 2016–17 Annual Performance Statements, p. 2. 
3  Commonwealth, JCPAA Official Committee Hansard, Commonwealth performance framework—Auditor-

General’s reports No. 6 (2016–17), 31 (2015–16) and 58 (2016–17), 6 September 2017, Mr Grant Hehir, 
Auditor-General. 

4  The Department of Employment was renamed the Department of Jobs and Small Business following the 
Administrative Arrangements Order amendment, issued 20 December 2017. 
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this audit on the basis of a review of their respective 2016–17 Corporate Plans. The mixture of 
entities, reflected by two departments of state, a non-corporate Commonwealth entity, and a 
corporate Commonwealth entity, was considered to provide the opportunity to make 
observations that would be relevant to a range of Commonwealth entities. By sharing key 
learnings this audit aims to continue to facilitate improved understanding and implementation 
of the performance reporting framework. 

Audit objective, rationale and criteria 
6. The objective of the audit was to continue to examine the progress of the 
implementation of the annual performance statements requirements under the PGPA Act and 
the PGPA Rule by the selected entities. The audit was also designed to: 

• provide insights to entities more broadly, to encourage improved performance; and 
• continue the development of the ANAO’s methodology to support the possible future 

implementation of annual audits of performance statements. 
7. To form a view against the audit objective, the following high level criteria were 
adopted: 

• the selected entities complied with the requirements of the PGPA Act and PGPA Rule; 
• the performance criteria presented in the selected entities’ PBS, corporate plans, and 

performance statements were appropriate5; 
• the selected entities had effective supporting frameworks to develop, gather, assess, 

monitor, assure and report performance information; and 
• sufficient records were retained to support the results reported by the selected entities 

against the performance criteria in the performance statements. 

Conclusion 
8. All of the entities met the requirement to publish performance statements under section 
39 of the PGPA Act. Each of the entities’ performance statements also contained the basic 
elements (statements, results and analysis) set out in section 16F of the PGPA Rule. However, 
improvements to the quality of those elements, including the development of purposes that 
better define impact, and more appropriate performance measures, are still required by entities 
to support the presentation of meaningful performance information to the Parliament and the 
public under the PGPA Act. 

9. Each of the entities had processes to support the coordination and collation of the 
performance statements. The ANAO observed the scale and complexity of processes varied 
depending on the entity, and the implementation of those processes required improvement in 
some instances. The effectiveness of the systems, methodologies, and assurance processes 
established for the collection and reporting of performance information also varied across the 
selected entities. In particular, this impacted the accuracy of information presented in 
Environment’s and the Sports Commission’s performance statements.  

                                                                 
5  The criteria for assessing the appropriateness of an entity’s performance measures can be found at Appendix 3. 
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10. Observations made in this report indicate that there is still some way to go in the 
maturity of entities’ implementation of the annual performance statements requirements.  

Supporting findings 

Measurement and reporting of performance 
11. All of the entities met the requirement to publish performance statements under section 
39 of the PGPA Act. Each of the entities’ performance statements also contained the basic 
elements (statements, results and analysis) set out in section 16F of the PGPA Rule. However, 
improvements to the quality of those elements presented by Employment, Environment and the 
Sports Commission are required for the performance statements to provide more meaningful 
information to the Parliament and the public. 

12. Each of the entities’ corporate plans had areas that may be improved to support the 
quality of performance measurement and reporting presented in the performance statements. 
This included clearly describing the impact intended to be achieved in an entity’s purpose, and 
focusing on outlining significant, rather than minor or supporting, activities to provide a 
meaningful basis for measuring performance. 

13. Each of the entities’ performance criteria require improvement to support the reporting 
of progress against their purpose/s. The majority of the selected entities’ performance criteria 
were assessed as either demonstrating all, or most of, the characteristics of relevance. However, 
less performance criteria were able to fully demonstrate the characteristics of reliability, with 
the majority only mostly or partly meeting this criterion. The completeness of performance 
criteria is a particular area requiring consideration, including increasing the use of effectiveness 
and efficiency measures, or where appropriate, making clear the intention to use input, activity 
and/or output measures as proxies. Entities are also not realising the full potential arising from 
the minimum four year horizon of corporate plans, by developing performance criteria that 
assess a mixture of short, medium and long-term objectives. 

14. The selected entities had all either made minor improvements to their 2017–18 
Corporate Plan, or were establishing arrangements to consider and/or implement 
improvements to their 2018–19 performance measurement and reporting cycle. The 
observations within this report should be considered as part of any ongoing efforts by each of 
the selected entities to improve performance measurement and reporting in future reporting 
periods. 

Systems and processes to support measurement and reporting of performance 
15. Each of the entities had processes to support the coordination and collation of the 
performance statements. The ANAO observed the scale and complexity of processes varied 
depending on the entity, and the implementation of those processes required improvement in 
some instances. This included where a central unit charged with developing and improving an 
entity’s performance reporting lacked sufficient influence to effect changes necessary to 
improve an entity’s performance measurement and reporting. 

16. The effectiveness of systems and methodologies established for the collection and 
reporting of performance information varied across the selected entities. An absence of clearly 
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documented methodologies, or where the chosen methodology led to a result that did not 
reflect the measure as described, were areas requiring improvement by each of the entities. 

17. Processes were established by all four entities to provide assurance that the results 
reported in the performance statements were an accurate representation of performance. 
Observations made in other sections of this report regarding the appropriateness of the 
selected entities’ measures, systems, methodologies, and the accuracy of results supported by 
suitable records, indicate that there is still some way to go in the maturity of entities’ 
consideration of, and audit committees’ assurance and advice on, entity performance reporting. 

18. The results and analysis presented in Austrade’s and Employment’s performance 
statements accurately presented their performance. Environment’s and the Sports 
Commission’s performance statements each presented results and analysis that contained 
inaccuracies and/or were not supported by suitable records. 

Recommendations 
Recommendation 
no.1 
Paragraph 2.81 

Entities review their performance measurement and reporting 
frameworks to develop measures that provide the Parliament and public 
with an understanding of their efficiency in delivering their purpose/s. 

Department of Jobs and Small Business response: Agreed. 

Department of the Environment and Energy response: Agreed. 

Australian Trade and Investment Commission response: Agreed. 

Australian Sports Commission response: Agreed.  

Recommendation 
no.2 
Paragraph 2.105 

Environment review the design of its performance measurement and 
reporting framework to ensure it is addressing the requirements of the 
Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013, to 
demonstrate progress against its purpose/s and provide meaningful 
information to the Parliament and the public. 

Department of the Environment and Energy response: Agreed. 

Recommendation 
no.3 
Paragraph 2.110 

The Sports Commission review the design of its performance 
measurement and reporting framework and in particular its purpose, to 
address the requirements of the Public Governance, Performance and 
Accountability Act 2013. 

Australian Sports Commission response: Agreed. 

Recommendation 
no.4 
Paragraph 3.69 

Environment, Austrade and the Sports Commission review their audit 
committee charters to ensure they reflect the requirements of section 17 
of the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Rule 2014. 

Department of the Environment and Energy response: Agreed. 

Australian Trade and Investment Commission response: Agreed. 

Australian Sports Commission response: Agreed. 
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Summary of entity responses 
19. Summary responses from the selected entities are provided below, while the full 
responses are provided at Appendix 1. 

Department of Jobs and Small Business 
The Department of Jobs and Small Business is continuing to make improvements to its 
performance framework. The work of the ANAO in the performance audit of the Implementation 
of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2016–17 has provided valuable analysis to 
inform the work already underway to improve the Department’s performance information. As 
the ANAO intended, the timing of this audit will support the Department in its development of 
the 2018–19 Corporate Plan and the publication of its 2017–18 Annual Performance Statements.  

Department of the Environment and Energy 
The Department agrees to recommendations 1, 2 and 4.  

The Department welcomes the report and acknowledges that it contains valuable information to 
guide improvements to the implementation of performance reporting of the audited entities, 
and more broadly across the Australian Public Service. The Department also recognises the 
report will support clarification of our audit committee’s role in improving the effectiveness of 
non-financial performance reporting. 

The Department is committed to addressing the issues raised in the report. As with other major 
reform agendas, we note mature implementation of the enhanced Commonwealth performance 
framework will take several years. We have already commenced a targeted review and revision 
of our performance measurement and reporting framework. This provides a sound basis from 
which continuous improvement of our performance reporting systems and processes can build.  

The scheduled review of the Portfolio Audit Committee Charter in 2017 was put on hold until the 
release of this report, specifically to reflect its key learnings, and finalisation of the Department 
of Finance’s guidance for audit committees.  

The Department will now progress with the scheduled review of the Portfolio Audit Committee 
charter. 

Australian Trade and Investment Commission  
Austrade agrees with the ANAO’s findings, which will assist Austrade in ongoing performance 
measurement reform across the entire cycle of planning, monitoring, analysis and reporting. 
Austrade will continue active engagement with the Department of Finance, including 
participation in the Community of Practice. 

Australian Sports Commission 
The Australian Sports Commission welcomes the ANAO’s findings and acknowledges the support 
provided by the ANAO through the review process. In early 2017, under the direction of a new 
Chief Executive Officer, the ASC commenced the development of a new strategic plan and has 
commenced a process of enhancing its performance framework. The ASC will use the findings in 
this report to continue to improve the plan and performance framework. 

Department of Finance 
The Department of Finance supports the findings of the report. 
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Key learnings for all Australian Government entities 
20. The key learnings summarised in ANAO Report No.58 2016–17 Implementation of the 
Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2015–16, remain a valid reference point for 
entities seeking to improve their performance measurement and reporting. Below is a summary 
of further key learnings identified during this audit that may be considered in meeting the 
performance statements requirements set out by the PGPA Act and PGPA Rule. 

Corporate planning and performance frameworks 
• Design a framework that encompasses the complete cycle of performance measurement 

and reporting. 

• Establish expertise to provide advice and guidance on performance measurement and 
reporting, accompanied by sufficient executive support. 

Presentation of results and analysis 
• Performance statements should not rely on additional information presented elsewhere in 

an annual report to provide a complete picture of performance. 

• Focus on the quality of analysis presented in the performance statements, including the 
overall progress against the purpose. 

• Establish a connection to how the risk and capability elements outlined in the corporate 
plan have influenced performance. 

Relevance, reliability and completeness of performance criteria 
• Performance criteria should be designed to address the accountability needs of the 

Parliament and the public, focusing on the impact and efficiency that is being achieved. 

• The use of input, activity and output measures as proxies for effectiveness, collectively or 
individually, should be explicitly stated in the corporate plan and performance statements. 

• Avoid using technical terms or language that requires a higher level of assumed knowledge 
by the Parliament and the public. 

• Describe the method of measurement or assessment for each performance criteria in the 
corporate plan. 

• Consider performance criteria that assess a mixture of short, medium and long-term 
objectives including, where appropriate, beyond the four year horizon of the corporate 
plan. 

Systems, processes and methodologies 
• Identify data sources and assess collection methods as part of the development of 

performance measures to determine whether suitable information will be available at the 
end of the reporting period. 

• Clearly document the methodologies used to determine performance results to promote 
consistent and accurate reporting. 
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Assurance processes 
• Develop a clear understanding by management representatives of the performance 

framework to increase the level of assurance provided by management certifications.  

• An audit committee may still provide reasonable assurance while concluding that an entity’s 
performance reporting requires improvement to be appropriate, provided this is drawn to 
an accountable authority’s attention. 

Accurate presentation of entity performance 
• Evaluate whether current arrangements supporting the accurate presentation of 

information in the performance statements are sufficient to meet the requirements of the 
PGPA Act. 
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Audit findings 
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1. Background 
Introduction 
1.1 Since the mid-1980s public sector management frameworks have emphasised the 
importance of measuring program performance. While the frameworks have changed over the 
years, the fundamental aim has remained consistent—to be able to measure and assess the 
impact and outcomes of government programs, not just the inputs, activities and outputs. Some 
of the frameworks have also included a focus on program efficiency. This enables public sector 
management to regularly assess the impact and outcomes of programs, and realign resources 
where necessary, to achieve the required government outcomes on behalf of the Parliament and 
the public. 

1.2 The current performance measurement and reporting requirements for Commonwealth 
entities (corporate and non-corporate) are established under the Public Governance, Performance 
and Accountability Act 2013 (PGPA Act) and the accompanying Public Governance, Performance 
and Accountability Rule 2014 (PGPA Rule). The introduction of the PGPA Act was intended to 
establish a strong performance reporting system to demonstrate to the Parliament and the public 
that resources are being used effectively and efficiently.  

1.3 These requirements, and any formal guidance issued by the Department of Finance 
(Finance), are collectively referred to as the Commonwealth performance framework (the 
framework). The framework is principles based and focuses on entities providing sufficient 
performance information to users, including operating context, to allow an assessment of 
progress against intended purposes. The aim is to provide users with a greater understanding of 
how entities have utilised resources, not just in producing outputs, but also the impact and 
efficiency in delivering outcomes. The introduction of the requirement for the publication of 
entity information on efficiency is a key part of the Commonwealth performance framework, and 
will typically be presented alongside effectiveness measures.6  

1.4 The Auditor-General’s responsibilities, as set out in the Auditor-General Act 1997, include 
auditing the annual performance statements (performance statements) of Commonwealth 
entities in accordance with the PGPA Act. The PGPA Act does not require the Auditor-General to 
conduct annual audits of performance statements, unless requested by either the Minister for 
Finance or the responsible Minister. This means that the Parliament does not receive assurance, 
as a matter of course, on performance statements included in annual reports, as it does over 
financial statements, where an independent audit report is mandatory.  

1.5 The Auditor-General has flagged to the Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit 
(JCPAA) and the Parliament, the intention to position the ANAO to conduct annual audits of 
performance statements. This would provide a similar level of assurance to the Parliament and 
the public as provided by mandatory annual audits of financial statements.7 The JCPAA has 
                                                                 
6  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.131: Developing Good Performance Information, 

April 2015, p. 84. 
7  Commonwealth, JCPAA Official Committee Hansard, Commonwealth performance framework—Auditor-

General’s reports No. 6 (2016–17), 31 (2015–16) and 58 (2016–17), 6 September 2017, Mr Grant Hehir, 
Auditor-General. 
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provided its support for this approach and in Report 469: Commonwealth Performance 
Framework, released on 7 December 2017, recommended amending the PGPA Act in this regard.  

Commonwealth performance framework 
1.6 The Commonwealth performance framework came into effect with the commencement of 
the PGPA Act. It has three inter-dependent elements—purposes, operating context and 
performance information—used to demonstrate the achievement of purposes.8 These elements 
are demonstrated below in Figure 1.1. 

Figure 1.1: Elements of the Commonwealth performance framework 

 
Source: The Department of Finance, 2017–2018 Corporate Plan Lessons Learned, November 2017, p. 2. 

1.7 Portfolio Budget Statements (PBS), which set out planned financial performance, are also 
required to describe at a strategic level, the outcomes intended to be achieved with the funding 
appropriated by the Parliament. The performance measures presented in the PBS are required to 
be a strategically focused subset of those included in an entity’s corporate plan.9 Entities are also 
required to clearly map the measures from their PBS to their purposes, which are published in 
their corporate plans. 

1.8 As the primary planning document10, the corporate plan sets out planned non-financial 
performance and provides the reader with an understanding of how an entity intends to measure 
and assess its actual performance. The alignment of the corporate plan and PBS provides readers 
an insight into the expenditure expected to achieve that performance. 

1.9 Entities are required to publish corporate plans at the beginning of each reporting cycle. 
Corporate plans must set out entities’ strategies for achieving their purposes, and measuring 
progress. Entities are also required to prepare performance statements at the end of the 
                                                                 
8  Department of Finance, 2017–2018 Corporate Plan Lessons Learned, November 2017, p. 2. 
9  The Finance Secretary Direction issued on 24 February 2016, sets out that entities’ 2016–17 PBS must include 

at least one high level performance criterion, as well as targets and expected dates of achievement. For new 
or materially changed existing programs, the PBS must outline all performance criteria, targets and expected 
dates of achievements. 

10  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.130: Overview of the Enhanced Commonwealth 
Performance Framework, July 2016, p. 8. 
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reporting period. These are to be included in entities’ annual reports. Performance statements 
provide an assessment of the extent to which the entity has progressed in achieving its purposes, 
as set out in the corporate plan.11 Key elements of the Commonwealth performance framework, 
and the broader Commonwealth Resource Management Framework, are set out in Figure 1.2. 

                                                                 
11  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.130: Overview of the Enhanced Commonwealth 

Performance Framework, July 2016, p. 5. 
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Figure 1.2: Elements of the Commonwealth Resource Management Framework 
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Outcome Statements
Outcome statements identify those intended 
results, impacts or consequences of actions by 
the Government on the Australian community.

Delivery
Describes the mechanisms 
through which the program will 
be delivered (e.g. the high-level 
activities) and the target group to 
be impacted.

Performance Criteria
Program-level performance 
measures that will be used by an 
entity to assess the achievement 
of program objectives.

Programs
Activities that deliver benefits, 
services or payments, aiming to 
achieve the intended result set 
out in an outcome statement. 

Performance Criteria
Criteria that the entity will use to measure 
and assess its performance in achieving 
its purposes, over the reporting period. 
The criteria outline an activity's intended 
beneficiary, what benefit it will deliver, 
and how it proposes to measure 
effectiveness and efficiency.

Results
Reporting on the actual performance results an entity has achieved in the 
reporting period, for each significant activity identified. Results are reported 
against the performance criteria and targets published at the beginning of the 
reporting period in the entity’s corporate plan and Portfolio Budget 
Statements.

Analysis
An analysis of the factors that may have contributed to the entity’s 
performance in achieving its purposes in the reporting period, including any 
changes to:

(a) the entity’s purposes activities or organisational capability; or 
(b) the environment in which the entity operated; that may have had a 
significant impact on the entity’s performance in the reporting period. 

This can include any events or external factors that may have affected an 
entity’s ability to deliver on the intended results.

Portfolio Budget Statements Corporate Plan

Entity 
Resource 

Statements
A summary 
of the total 
resources 

of the entity 
and the 

total 
payments 

made, 
including 
the total 

expenses 
for each 
outcome.

Report on 
Financial 

Performance Annual Performance Statements

Activities
Details of significant activities that the 
entity will undertake to achieve its 
purposes. Each activity may have specific 
intended results and non-financial 
performance criteria, including targets. 

Purposes
The objectives, functions or role of an 
entity. An entity’s purposes provide the 
focus for development of entity 
performance criteria, which are intended 
to measure the entity’s effectiveness and 
efficiency in meeting its purposes.

Program Support (inputs)
The departmental activities and 
resources that can be attributed 
to the policy development, 
delivery and associated costs of 
administering a Commonwealth 
program.

Program 
Costs

Program 
Support 
Costs

Legend    : Legislative requirement     : Other requirement
 

Source: ANAO analysis of guidance from the Department of Finance, incorporating relevant legislation. 
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1.10 The elements of the framework are intended to improve the line of sight between the use 
of public resources and the results achieved by entities. The intended users of the PBS, corporate 
plan, and performance statements are the Parliament and the public. It is for this reason that an 
entity must carefully consider whether the level of performance information presented in these 
documents will meet those users’ needs. Guidance from the Department of Finance (Finance) 
advises that performance information can be categorised by how it communicates accountability, 
strategic, tactical, or management related information, as demonstrated in Figure 1.3. 

Figure 1.3: Performance information hierarchy 

 

Accountability

Outcomes and 
impacts

Strategic

Activities and outputs

Tactical

Management 

Operational activities and inputs

 
Source: ANAO analysis of the Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.131: Developing Good 

Performance Information, April 2015, pp. 12–13, 30 & 45. 

1.11 Accountability performance information demonstrates whether the use of public 
resources is making a difference and delivering on government objectives. Finance guidance 
makes it clear that this is the level of performance reporting that is the focus of the PGPA Act, and 
made public through corporate plans and performance statements. Performance reporting for 
accountability purposes is of most interest to the Parliament and the public12, and should be 
balanced with the other levels of the performance information hierarchy.  

1.12 Well-presented and easily interpreted accountability information is essential to enable 
governments to coordinate policy, clarify objectives, enhance transparency and accountability, 
improve service delivery, and keep the wider community informed. While strategic, tactical, and 
management performance information are also important, they should be used to support and 
advance accountability information, rather than replace it. Performance measures that address 
these lower levels of information, without sufficient connection to accountability information, may 

                                                                 
12  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.131: Developing Good Performance Information, 

April 2015, p. 11. 
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not be appropriate to include in the corporate plan, and consequently, the performance 
statements.13 

1.13 As the key accountability documents under the Commonwealth performance framework, 
an entity’s PBS, corporate plan, and performance statements should provide the Parliament and 
the public with sufficient information to determine whether a measure addresses the 
accountability, strategic, tactical or management level of the performance information hierarchy. 
If a user is required to rely on an in-depth understanding of an entity, the basic information needs 
of the Parliament and public are not being met. In this circumstance, the performance measures 
and the PBS, corporate plan and/or performance statements should be reviewed.  

1.14 In considering the balance of performance information presented in an entity’s corporate 
plan, the number of performance criteria presented against the purpose should also be 
considered. The ANAO conducted a review of the performance criteria presented in the 2017–18 
Corporate Plans for 22 major Commonwealth entities.14 The intention of the review was to 
identify and compare the number of performance criteria presented across a number of entities’ 
corporate plans.  

1.15 In compiling this information, the ANAO noted the varied approaches applied by each 
entity in designing their performance information. For example, some entities adopted a tiered 
approach, with an overarching performance measure framed as an objective, supported by 
multiple subordinate measures addressing the current year, and also the forward estimates 
period. In these circumstances, the ANAO totalled all criterion presented. The results of this 
review are presented in Figure 1.4 on the following page.  

1.16 The wide-range in the number of performance criteria presented in 2017–18 Corporate 
Plans indicates that entities are embracing the flexibility provided by the framework to design 
performance information tailored to their circumstances. Finance guidance notes the quality of 
performance information should be emphasised over quantity, recommending a small set of 
measures that is sufficiently comprehensive to cover those factors that affect an activity’s 
performance.15 For those entities with greater than 30 performance criteria, it may be 
appropriate to confirm that an appropriate balance of performance information, against the 
different levels of the performance information hierarchy, is being achieved.  

                                                                 
13  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.131: Developing Good Performance Information, 

April 2015, p. 11. 
14  The entities represent a selection of those included in the ANAO Report No.60 2016–17 Interim Report on Key 

Financial Controls of Major Entities. The Australian Postal Corporation, nbn co limited, and the Reserve Bank 
of Australia were excluded. 

15  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.131: Developing Good Performance Information, 
April 2015, p. 41. 
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Figure 1.4: Performance criteria presented in 2017–18 Corporate Plans 

 
Note:  The number of performance criteria presented in the figure above were confirmed by each of the listed entities. 
Source: ANAO analysis of 2017–18 Corporate Plans. 
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Roles and responsibilities 

Minister for Finance and the Department of Finance 
1.17 The Minister for Finance is the Minister responsible for administering the PGPA Act. The 
Finance Minister may, by legislative instrument, make rules prescribing matters required or 
permitted by the Act to be prescribed by the rules, including those relating to performance.16 On 
25 April 2015, the Finance Minister amended the PGPA Rule to reflect the requirements for 
entities to publish corporate plans and annual performance statements from 2015–16.  

1.18 As noted previously, under section 40 of the PGPA Act, the Minister for Finance or a 
responsible Minister may request the Auditor-General to examine and report on the annual 
performance statements of an entity. As noted in paragraph 1.5, the Auditor-General intends to 
position the ANAO to conduct annual audits of performance statements.  

1.19 The Minister for Finance is supported by the Department of Finance (Finance). Finance is 
responsible for the whole-of-government administration of the Commonwealth performance 
framework and related legislation. Section 112 of the PGPA Act requires that an independent review 
of the operation of the PGPA Act and Rule be conducted as soon as practicable after 1 July 2017. 
The Minister for Finance, in consultation with the JCPAA, commissioned this review in October 
2017.17 The review is expected to be finalised in early 2018. The objectives of the review are to: 

• examine whether the operation of the PGPA Act and Rule is achieving the objects of the 
PGPA Act in a manner consistent with the guiding principles. 

• identify legislative, policy or other changes or initiatives, to enhance public sector 
productivity, governance, performance and accountability arrangements covered by the 
PGPA Act. 

• examine whether policy owners’ implementation of the PGPA Act and Rule has 
appropriately supported their operation in Commonwealth entities.18 

Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit 
1.20 On 17 October 2016 the JCPAA announced an inquiry focused on the Commonwealth 
performance framework and, in particular, the implementation of appropriate performance 
information by departments to strengthen accountability. The purpose of the inquiry was to 
improve the Commonwealth performance framework and ensure line of sight between the use of 
public resources and the outcomes achieved by Commonwealth entities—a long-term focus of the 
JCPAA. Public hearings for this inquiry were held on 23 November 2016 and 6 September 2017, 
and were based on ANAO Reports: 

• No.58 2016–17 Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 
2015–16; 

• No.6 2016–17 Corporate Planning in the Australian Public Sector; and 
                                                                 
16  PGPA Act, ss. 101–104. 
17  JCPAA, Report 457 Development of the Commonwealth Performance Framework—Second Report, 5 May 

2016, p. 4. 
18  Department of Finance, Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Newsletter, 26 October 2017, 

pp. 1–2. 



 
ANAO Report No.33 2017–18 
Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2016–17 
 
24 

• No.31 2015–16 Administration of Higher Education Loan Program Debt. 
1.21 On 6 December 2017 the JCPAA released Report 469: Commonwealth Performance 
Framework. The report included ten recommendations which are reproduced in Appendix 2. Five 
of those recommendations related to the committee’s consideration of ANAO Report No.58 
2016–17. Recommendation 6 was that ‘The Australian government amend the PGPA Act to 
enable mandatory audits of performance statements by the Auditor-General …’.19 The Committee 
also referred this matter to the attention of the Independent Review of the PGPA Act. As noted in 
paragraph 1.5, the Auditor-General intends to position the ANAO to meet this remit if the PGPA 
Act is amended.  

1.22 The report also included observations in regard to entity performance measurement and 
reporting relevant to this audit, including the need: 

• to use a mix of quantitative and qualitative performance information, along with 
relevant contextual information and analysis, to focus on entity impacts and outcomes 
(reflecting the move away from key performance indicators based solely on measuring 
inputs and outputs); 

• for narrative utilised as part of qualitative performance information to be evidence-
based, reliable and robust;  

• for further work on measurement methodologies for qualitative performance 
information, drawing on local and international research and practice in this area; 

• for further collaborative work on measuring and articulating performance outcomes, to 
build consistency and maximise reporting efficiencies; and 

• for methodologically robust attribution of entity activities to outcomes that makes 
accountabilities clear. 

Responsible Ministers 
1.23 Under the PGPA Act, a responsible Minister may:  

• access the records kept about the performance of the entities within their portfolio 
(section 37); and 

• request that the Auditor-General examine and report on the performance statements of 
entities within their portfolio (section 40).  

1.24 A responsible Minister, who makes a request of the Auditor-General, is required to table 
the report in each House of Parliament with the accompanying performance statements as soon 
as practicable after the report is received. 

                                                                 
19  JCPAA, Report 469: Commonwealth Performance Framework, December 2017, p. 2. 
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Accountable Authorities 
1.25 Accountable authorities are responsible for the implementation of the requirements of 
the Commonwealth performance framework in their entities. Part 2–3 of the PGPA Act—relating 
to planning, performance and accountability—sets out the requirements of accountable 
authorities. The requirements relevant to this audit include: 

• preparing a corporate plan each reporting period that complies, is published, and is 
provided to the responsible Minister and Finance Minister in accordance with any 
requirements prescribed by the PGPA Rule; 

• keeping records about the entity’s performance in accordance with any requirements 
prescribed by the Rule; 

• measuring and assessing the entity’s performance and complying with any requirements 
prescribed by the Rule; and 

• preparing annual performance statements about the entity’s performance that comply 
with any requirements prescribed by the Rule, and including these statements in the 
annual report. 

Audit Committees 
1.26 Audit committees are appointed by the accountable authority of an entity. The functions 
of an audit committee are prescribed by section 17 of the PGPA Rule, and must be set out by the 
accountable authority in a written charter. The required functions of an audit committee are 
detailed below. 

Functions of the audit committee 

PGPA Rule subsection 17(2) outlines the functions of the audit committee: 

The functions must include reviewing the appropriateness of the accountable authority’s: 

(a) financial reporting; and 

(b) performance reporting; and 

(c) system of risk oversight and management; and 

(d) system of internal control for the entity. 

Source: PGPA Rule. 

1.27 In July 2017, Finance released Functions of audit committees: Reviewing the 
appropriateness of performance reporting, including for 2016–17 performance statements. The 
document provides additional guidance to audit committees to assist in discharging their 
functions under the PGPA Rule, in particular reviewing the appropriateness of an accountable 
authority’s performance reporting. The guidance reiterates the audit committee’s role and 
function, and makes explicit that audit committees are to provide a reasonable level of assurance 
as required by the PGPA Rule. 

1.28 As presented in Appendix 2, the JCPAA Report 469 includes a recommendation that the 
PGPA Act and accompanying rules and guidance be amended, as necessary, to clarify that audit 
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committee’s functions and charters must reflect their role in providing assurance of the 
appropriateness of performance reporting.  

Requirements for annual performance statements  
1.29 Performance statements under the PGPA Act are required to be published in entities’ 
annual reports. Specific requirements for the presentation of performance statements are 
outlined on the following page. 

Matters to be included in a Commonwealth entity’s annual performance statements 

Under the PGPA Rule section 16F, entities’ annual performance statements must: 

• measure and assess the entity’s performance in achieving the entity’s purposes in the 
reporting period in accordance with the method of measuring and assessing the 
entity’s performance in the reporting period that was set out in the entity’s corporate 
plan, and in any Portfolio Budget Statement, Portfolio Additional Estimates Statement 
or other portfolio estimates statement, that were prepared for the reporting period; 
and 

• include the following information in the annual performance statements: 
Statements 

− a statement that the performance statements are prepared for paragraph 
39(1)(a) of the Act; 

− a statement specifying the reporting period for which the performance 
statements are prepared; 

− a statement that, in the opinion of the accountable authority of the entity, the 
performance statements: 
(i) accurately present the entity’s performance in the reporting period; and 
(ii) comply with subsection 39(2) of the Act. 

Results 

− The results of the measurement and assessment referred to in subsection (1) 
of this section of the entity’s performance in the reporting period in achieving 
its purposes. 

Analysis 

− An analysis of the factors that may have contributed to the entity’s 
performance in achieving its purposes in the reporting period, including any 
changes to:  
(a) the entity’s purposes, activities or organisational capability; or 
(b) the environment in which the entity operated; that may have had a 
significant impact on the entity’s performance in the reporting period. 

Source: PGPA Rule. 
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1.30 Section 37 of the PGPA Act sets out the requirement for Commonwealth entities to keep 
records that properly record and explain the entity’s non-financial performance as outlined below. 

Records about performance of Commonwealth entities 

(1) The accountable authority of a Commonwealth entity must cause records to be kept 
that properly record and explain the entity’s performance in achieving its purposes. 

(2) The accountable authority must ensure that the records are kept in a way that: 

a) complies with any requirements prescribed by the rules; and 
b) enables the preparation of the annual performance statements required by 

section 39. 
(3) The responsible Minister and the Finance Minister are entitled to full and free access 
to the records kept under this section. However, those Ministers’ access is subject to any 
Commonwealth law that prohibits disclosure of particular information. 

Source: PGPA Act. 

Audit objective, rationale, criteria and scope 
1.31 The objective of the audit was to continue to examine the progress of the implementation 
of the annual performance statements requirements under the PGPA Act and the PGPA Rule by 
the selected entities. The audit was also designed to: 

• provide insights to entities more broadly, to encourage improved performance; and 
• continue the development of the ANAO’s methodology to support the possible future 

implementation of annual audits of performance statements. 
1.32 To form a view against the audit objective, the following high level criteria were adopted: 

• the selected entities complied with the requirements of the PGPA Act and PGPA Rule; 
• the performance criteria presented in the selected entities’ PBS, corporate plans, and 

performance statements were appropriate20; 
• the selected entities had effective supporting frameworks to develop, gather, assess, 

monitor, assure and report performance information; and 
• sufficient records were retained to support the results reported by the selected entities 

against the performance criteria in the performance statements. 
1.33 The audit involved assessment of the appropriateness (relevance, reliability and 
completeness) of the performance criteria, and the completeness and accuracy (fair presentation) 
of reporting. This was completed for either a subset, or all of the performance criteria presented 
by the selected entities in their 2016–17 Performance Statements. 

1.34 Under the PGPA Act and Rule, an entity’s purpose may be their objectives, functions or 
role. This has led to variability in the language used by entities when labelling elements of their 
corporate plans, as demonstrated in Figure 1.5, and reduces inter-entity comparability for readers. 

                                                                 
20  The criteria for assessing the appropriateness of an entity’s performance measures can be found at Appendix 3. 
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This may be an area where further consideration or guidance by Finance may assist in providing 
additional clarity across entity performance reporting. 

Figure 1.5: Comparison of corporate plan elements 
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Source: ANAO analysis. 

1.35 The audit considered the performance criteria established by each of the selected entities 
to demonstrate progress against the following elements of their corporate plans:  

• Employment’s performance criteria for ‘Outcome 1—[Employment services]’; 
• Environment’s performance criteria for ‘Environment and Heritage Protection—

Conserve, protect and sustainably manage Australia’s biodiversity and heritage’; 
• Austrade’s performance criteria for all purposes; and 
• the Sports Commission’s performance criteria for its purpose. 
1.36 The audit involved reviewing: 

• internal systems, processes, and procedures, including the governance and oversight put 
in place by entities to support their development of the annual performance statements;  

• records, and interviews of staff of the selected entities; and 
• the selected entities’ 2017–18 PBS and Corporate Plans to identify any further 

opportunities for improvements to its performance measurement and reporting that may 
be addressed in the 2017–18 Performance Statements, or 2018–19 PBS and Corporate 
Plans. 
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1.37 The audit also included reviewing Finance’s role in whole-of-government administration of 
the annual performance statements requirements, including: 

• administering the PGPA Act and Rule; 
• publishing resource management guides and supporting papers on selected areas of the 

framework; 
• continuing to host communities of practice to provide a forum to share examples of 

better practice, and improving the feedback loop between framework design, 
implementation and results; and 

• providing advice to entities as requested. 
1.38 The audit was conducted in accordance with the ANAO Auditing Standards at a cost to the 
ANAO of approximately $536,902.  

1.39 The team members for this audit were Jennifer Hutchinson, Alicia Vaughan, Kara Ball, 
Taela Edwards and Michael White. 

Other ANAO audit coverage 
1.40 This performance audit is one of three follow-on audits identified in the ANAO’s current 
work program that address key aspects of the implementation of the PGPA Act. The other two 
follow-on audits are: 

• Corporate planning in the Australian Public Sector. This performance audit commenced 
in August 2017 and is the third in a series of audits that is assessing progress in 
implementing the corporate planning requirement under the PGPA Act; and 

• Management of Risk by Public Sector Entities. This performance audit would be the 
second in a proposed series, which would assess how effectively selected public sector 
entities manage risk, including compliance with the Commonwealth Risk Management 
Policy. 

1.41 The most recent audits in this series are ANAO Report No.54 2016–17 Corporate Planning 
in the Australian Public Sector21, and ANAO Report No.6 2017–18 The Management of Risk by 
Public Sector Entities. Similar to the observations of ANAO Report No.58 2016–17, both of the 
audits concluded that further work is required by entities to fully address the core elements of the 
PGPA Act.22 

1.42 The ANAO’s continued focus in these areas is expected to assist in keeping the Parliament, 
the government, and the community informed on implementation of the resource, risk and 
performance management frameworks introduced by the PGPA Act and to provide insights to 
entities to encourage improved performance. 

                                                                 
21  The ANAO’s first examination of entity corporate planning was considered in ANAO Report No.6 2016–17 

Corporate Planning in the Australian Public Sector. 
22  ANAO Report No.54 2016–17 Corporate Planning in the Australian Public Sector, pp. 8–9. ANAO Report No.6 

2017–18 The Management of Risk by Public Sector Entities, pp. 9–10. 
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2. Measurement and reporting of performance 
Areas examined 
This chapter considers whether the selected entities met their obligations to publish 
performance statements in their 2016–17 annual reports. It also examines whether the 
performance statements, including a selection of performance criteria, met one of the objects 
of the PGPA Act—to provide meaningful information to the Parliament.  
Conclusion 
All of the entities met the requirement to publish performance statements under section 39 of 
the PGPA Act. Each of the entities’ performance statements also contained the basic elements 
(statements, results and analysis) set out in section 16F of the PGPA Rule. However, 
improvements to the quality of those elements, including the development of purposes that 
better define impact, and more appropriate performance measures, are still required by entities 
to support the presentation of meaningful performance information to the Parliament and the 
public. 
Key learnings 
The ANAO identified the following key learnings across the four entities: 

• Adequately describing the method of measurement or assessment for each performance 
criteria; 

• Improving the quality of analysis presented in the performance statements; 

• Designing a performance planning and reporting framework to align with intended results, 
including an appropriate balance of efficiency, and quantitative and qualitative measures; 
and 

• Developing performance criteria that assess a mixture of short, medium and long-term 
objectives including, where appropriate, beyond the four year horizon of the corporate 
plan. 

Have entities met the requirements of the Public Governance, 
Performance and Accountability Act 2013 and accompanying Rule?  
All of the entities met the requirement to publish performance statements under section 39 
of the PGPA Act. Each of the entities’ performance statements also contained the basic 
elements (statements, results and analysis) set out in section 16F of the PGPA Rule. However, 
improvements to the quality of those elements presented by Employment, Environment and 
the Sports Commission are required for the performance statements to provide meaningful 
information to the Parliament and the public. 

2.1 Table 2.1 outlines the PGPA Act and Rule requirements for the presentation of annual 
performance statements. To determine whether entities met these requirements, the ANAO 
reviewed whether the entity had published performance statements that contained the basic 
elements set out in the PGPA Act and Rule (statements, results and analysis). This assessment is 
summarised in Table 2.1 below. All of the entities met the basic requirements to publish 
performance statements under section 39 of the PGPA Act. However, improvements to the 
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quality of results and analysis presented in Employment’s, Environment’s and the Sports 
Commission’s performance statements are required to provide meaningful information to the 
Parliament and the public—one of the objects of the PGPA Act.23 

Table 2.1: Selected entities compliance with the PGPA Act and Rule requirements 
Requirement Employment Environment Austrade Sports 

Commission 

Section 39 of the PGPA Act 

Subsection (1) 

Prepare annual performance 
statements for the entity as soon as 
practicable after the end of each 
reporting period for the entity. Include 
a copy of the annual performance 
statements in the entity’s annual 
report that is tabled in the 
Parliament. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Subsection (2) 

The annual performance statements 
must: 
(a) provide information about the 
entity’s performance in achieving its 
purposes; and 
(b) comply with any requirements 
prescribed by the rules. 

Requires 
improvement. 

Requires 
improvement. 

Yes Requires 
improvement. 

Section 16F of the PGPA Rule 

Subsection (1) – Measuring and assessing entity’s performance 

The accountable authority of the 
entity must measure and assess the 
entity’s performance in achieving the 
entity’s purposes in the reporting 
period in accordance with the 
method of measuring and assessing 
the entity’s performance in the 
reporting period that was set out in 
the entity’s corporate plan, and in 
any Portfolio Budget Statement, 
Portfolio Additional Estimates 
Statement or other portfolio 
estimates statement, that were 
prepared for the reporting period. 

Requires 
improvement, 
refer to 
Items 2 and 3 
below. 

Requires 
improvement, 
refer to 
Items 2 and 3 
below. 

Yes Requires 
improvement, 
refer to 
Items 2 and 3 
below. 

Item 1: Statements 
A statement specifying the 
performance statements were 
prepared for subsection 39(1)(a) of 
the PGPA Act. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes  

                                                                 
23  Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013, subsection 5(c)(ii). 
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Requirement Employment Environment Austrade Sports 
Commission 

A statement specifying the reporting 
period for which the performance 
statements are prepared. 

A statement that, in the opinion of the 
accountable authority of the entity, 
the performance statements: 
(i) accurately present the entity’s 
performance in the reporting period; 
and 
(ii) comply with subsection 39(2) of 
the Act. 

Item 2: Results 
The results of the measurement and 
assessment referred to in subsection 
16F(1) of PGPA Rule of the entity’s 
performance in the reporting period 
in achieving its purposes. 

Requires 
improvement. 

Requires 
improvement. 
 

Yes Requires 
improvement. 

Item 3: Analysis 
An analysis of the factors that may 
have contributed to the entity’s 
performance in achieving its 
purposes in the reporting period, 
including any changes to:  
(a) the entity’s purposes, activities or 
organisational capability; or 
(b) the environment in which the 
entity operated; 
that may have had a significant 
impact on the entity’s performance in 
the reporting period. 

Requires 
improvement. 

Requires 
improvement. 

Yes Requires 
improvement. 

Source: ANAO analysis against PGPA Act and Rule requirements. 

Statements 
2.2 Each of the selected entities’ 2016–17 Performance Statements included the required 
statement by the accountable authority. The ANAO noted that Employment and the Sports 
Commission both included an additional statement that the performance statements were ‘based 
on properly maintained records’, which is above the minimum requirement set out above. 
Austrade’s accountable authority also noted that the statement was made ‘based on advice from 
Austrade management and the agency’s Audit and Risk Committee’.  

Results 
2.3 All four entities either addressed, or mostly addressed the requirement, under section 16F 
of the PGPA Rule, to provide the results of the measurement and assessment of their 
performance in achieving their purpose. Those entities requiring improvement to fully address the 
PGPA Rule were Employment, Environment and the Sports Commission. These entities did not 
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fully meet the requirement that results are presented in accordance with the method set out in 
the corporate plan and PBS (Item 2: Results).  

2.4 Finance guidance indicates that a corporate plan should include a description of 
performance measures, when they will be reported on, the data collection techniques to be used 
and any targets the performance measures will be assessed against.24 Employment, Environment, 
and the Sports Commission did not disclose or clearly attribute data collection techniques or a 
method for assessment for all of their performance criteria in their corporate plans, or 
performance statements, and as a result could not fully meet this requirement. In addition, 
Environment presented results that did not address its performance criteria in some 
circumstances, while the Sports Commission did not present all performance criteria outlined in 
its corporate plan, or changed targets without adequately explaining the reasoning to the reader. 

2.5 The consistency and completeness of the presentation of performance criteria and targets 
across the PBS, corporate plan and performance statements is important to establish a clear read. 
Guidance from the Department of Finance notes that entities should outline the reasoning for any 
changes to performance criteria and/or targets during the performance reporting cycle, in the 
corporate plan or performance statements.25 

Employment 

2.6 Employment did not disclose in its 2016–17 Corporate Plan, or Performance Statements, 
the data collection techniques, or methodologies, intended to be used to present results against 
its performance criteria. An absence of this information makes it difficult for a reader to 
determine whether the result is an accurate reflection of the measure as described, and whether 
the result presents an unbiased view of performance.  

Environment  

2.7 While Environment identified selected data sources, systems and methods in the 
‘Assessment’ section for each activity, these were not explicitly linked to individual performance 
criteria and targets. Consequently, it could not be determined whether the assessment 
information presented by Environment was complete, and the requirement under PGPA Rule, 
section 16F(1) Item 2: Results, was not fully addressed. 

2.8 In addition, the reported result for approximately a third of the measures did not fully 
address the criterion/target. For example, the result for ‘Increase in the proportion of approved 
assessments that apply streamlining policy initiatives’ under the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 was reported to be ‘Achieved’. However, in the commentary 
supporting the result, the total number of assessments, or the proportion that applied such 

                                                                 
24  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide 132: Corporate plans for Commonwealth entities, 

July 2016, p. 4; and Resource Management Guide 132: Corporate plans for Commonwealth entities, 
January 2017, p. 7.  

25  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide 132: Corporate plans for Commonwealth entities, 
paragraphs 100–104; Resource Management Guide 134: Annual performance statements for Commonwealth 
entities, paragraph 37. 
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initiatives was not disclosed26, except to note that it was ‘the majority’. The commentary also did 
not specify whether an ‘increase’ had occurred. In this instance, Environment noted in the 
performance statements that it was improving internal reporting and data collection so that 
trends (such as an increase or decrease) can be ‘more meaningfully reported in future years’. 

Austrade 

2.9 While Austrade met the requirements for the presentation of its performance statements, 
the ANAO noted that four performance criteria were included in the 2016–17 PBS (May 2016) that 
were not repeated in the corporate plan (August 2016). The corporate plan is intended to be the 
primary planning document, and should contain a complete picture of an entity’s planned non-
financial performance. Section 16E of the PGPA Rule requires an entity to include in its corporate 
plan ‘any measures, targets and assessments that will be used to measure and assess the entity’s 
performance for the purposes of preparing the entity’s annual performance statements under 
section 16F’. The approach adopted by Austrade, in presenting some performance criteria only in 
the PBS, does not meet this requirement.  

2.10 In addition, Austrade’s 2016–17 Corporate Plan did not include targets for its performance 
criteria. The only exceptions were where a target was explicit in the criterion itself, such as 
‘Double overnight visitor expenditure to between $115 billion $140 billion by 2020’. However, 
Austrade did present ‘forecasts’ of performance against the majority of performance criteria 
included in the 2016–17 PBS, which were then reported against in the 2016–17 Performance 
Statements.27 In accordance with the Finance Secretary Direction28, Austrade also included 
forecasts of performance against all, except one29, of its 2016–17 performance criteria in the 
2017–18 PBS. Discussion of the impact of the absence of targets on the appropriateness of 
Austrade’s performance criteria can be found in paragraph 2.70. 

Sports Commission 

2.11 For the majority of its performance criteria, the Sports Commission did not present the 
method of assessment, or accompanying parameters in the corporate plan, to enable a complete 
assessment against Item 2: Results. In addition, the results presented alongside some 
performance criteria and targets in the performance statements did not reflect the measure as 
described. For example, the result for ‘Increase in the percentage of Australians participating in 

                                                                 
26  As specified by the target, streamlining policy initiatives can include ‘outcomes based conditions’, ‘conditions 

setting policy’ and ‘bilateral assessment agreements’. While the result noted that: ‘At the end of the reporting 
period, the Department was [still] assessing 92 projects under bilateral assessment agreements’, the numbers 
of ‘outcomes based conditions’, ‘conditions setting policy’ and any other streamlining policy initiatives are not 
provided. 

27  The Finance Secretary Direction issued on 24 February 2016, sets out that entities’ 2016–17 PBS must include 
at least one high level performance criterion, as well as targets and expected dates of achievement for each 
program. For new or materially changed existing programs, the PBS must outline all performance criteria, 
targets and expected dates of achievement. 

28  The Finance Secretary Direction issued on 3 March 2017, sets out that entities’ 2017–18 PBS must include 
forecasts of program performance against expected targets for the current financial year. 

29  The performance criterion that did not have a forecast was ‘Effective contribution to whole-of-government 
policy development using Austrade’s commercial perspectives on export, investment, international education 
and tourism’. 
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organised sport’ [compared to 2015–16] presents the number of participants in 2016–17, rather 
than an assessment of whether this represented an increase from 2015–16.  

2.12 The ANAO also noted differences between the performance criteria presented across the 
PBS, corporate plan, and performance statements, including instances where only a target was 
presented without the accompanying performance criterion. For example, in the PBS the target 
for the performance criteria ‘Improved organisational capability of NSOs’ is: ‘the organisational 
capability assessment of national sporting organisations shows an improvement across the four 
components of the organisational development tool compared to the baseline established in 
2015–16’. However, the corporate plan presents the target as ‘Baselines established across the 
four components of the organisational development tool’, and is presented in the performance 
statements without the original performance criterion from the PBS and corporate plan. As results 
are required to be presented in accordance with the method set out in the corporate plan and 
PBS, all performance criteria and targets should have been presented in the Sports Commission’s 
performance statements to fully address the requirements of the PGPA Rule.  

Analysis 
2.13 The ANAO noted there are opportunities for Employment and the Sports Commission to 
increase the quality of analysis presented in the performance statements. All four entities would 
have also benefitted from presenting analysis that addressed the purpose directly. In most cases, 
the entities’ analysis was limited to the performance criteria without considering how they 
collectively demonstrated progress against the overall purpose. Environment’s analysis should 
also clearly acknowledge and consider the department’s specific contribution, as compared to 
those of private and state and territory government delivery partners. 

2.14 As noted in Figure 1.1, the operating context of an entity (risk, capability, and 
environment) is a key driver of an entity achieving its purpose. There is an expectation that 
analysis in performance statements establishes a stronger connection with the operating context 
elements outlined in the corporate plan. For example, where risks are outlined in the corporate 
plan, they would be acknowledged and discussed in the context of their impact on an entity’s 
performance during that reporting period in the performance statements. By providing more 
detailed analysis in regard to these elements, users are provided with a deeper understanding of 
the cyclical nature of performance, and the effectiveness of an entity in anticipating and/or 
addressing matters affecting their performance during the reporting period. 

Employment  

2.15 As demonstrated in Figure 1.5, Employment’s corporate plan is structured to reflect its 
purpose, which is supported by outcomes and lower level objectives. Employment’s performance 
criteria have been set at the objective level and are accompanied by one overarching outcome 
measure. Employment’s performance statements present analysis to demonstrate progress at the 
objectives and outcome levels, however both sets of analysis are limited and do not adequately 
explain the key drivers of overall performance.  

2.16 The analysis presented at the objective level provides some discussion of the results for 
the performance criterion within each objective, however does not necessarily address the results 
of the criteria collectively. For example, the analysis presented for ‘Objective 1—Job seekers find 
and keep a job’ discusses one of the five performance criteria, focusing on the criterion ‘Count of 
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job placements’ target that was not met. There is no analysis of what contributed to the other 
targets being achieved, or how the group of measures should be considered together to 
determine progress against the objective or purpose. In addition, the Department’s explanation 
for not achieving the target was: 

Although labour market conditions improved during 2016–17, employment growth remains 
below the annual growth rate for the past decade. This has limited the number of available job 
opportunities in 2016–17, the second year of the jobactive program. 

2.17  While employment growth may contribute to the number of job placements, the 
performance statements would have benefited from discussion of the factors able to be 
influenced through jobactive specifically. 

2.18 The analysis presented at the ‘Outcome 1’ level was also limited and did not provide an 
indication of Employment’s overall progress against its purpose. It described the core groups 
which are the subject of historically higher unemployment rates, and that the Department has 
implemented programs to support this, however it doesn’t adequately address the progress of 
those activities against the overall outcome. 

Environment  

2.19 Analysis is presented in Environment’s performance statements for each of its key 
activities (see Figure 1.5). Together, the analysis sections include discussion of operational factors, 
such as government policy decisions and market conditions that impacted on the delivery of these 
activities. However, the quality of analysis could have been improved by more clearly indicating 
how the department’s activities, and the other factors identified, may have affected the 
achievement of its purposes in the reporting period. This includes demonstrating the 
department’s specific contribution towards the reported result. 

2.20 For example, reporting against the target for ‘Continued implementation of the Reef 2050 
plan’, lists various milestones and achievements against the plan. However, the results and 
analysis do not demonstrate how the department’s activities contributed to these achievements. 
This is particularly important, as 11 other agencies, supported by delivery partners, are also 
responsible for the delivery of actions under the plan, including the Queensland Government and 
the Commonwealth Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority. Reporting the attribution of an 
entity’s activities towards an objective that relies on multiple stakeholders, whether inter or intra-
governmental or private enterprise, is an area that requires greater focus by entities. This is also 
an area of the framework and guidance that may benefit from further consideration by the 
Department of Finance.  

Sports Commission 

2.21 The analysis presented in the Sports Commission’s performance statements is aligned to 
the four ‘strategic pillars’ supporting its purpose (refer to Figure 1.5). Each section provides a 
discussion of the results for the relevant performance criteria and includes activities that were 
undertaken during 2016–17, or underway for the following reporting period, that contributed to 
the Sports Commission’s performance. In two cases, the connection between the activities and 
achievements outlined in the analysis section to the results presented against the performance 
criteria was unclear. The Sports Commission would benefit from better establishing this 
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connection to assist a reader to understand those matters influencing the Commission’s 
performance. 

2.22 In addition, in some cases where a target had not been achieved, for example ‘90 per cent 
of targeted NSOs demonstrated satisfactory progress towards compliance with the Mandatory 
Sports Governance Principles’, there was limited analysis of what contributed to the target not 
being met. In this example, the Sports Commission did describe a number of activities or initiatives 
that appeared to be intended to improve this result, but as noted above, without making this 
relationship clear, a reader’s understanding is potentially limited.  

Other annual reporting requirements 
Plain English and clear design 

2.23 The purpose of the Commonwealth performance framework is to enhance the 
transparency and accountability of the public sector.30 As noted in Chapter 1, Finance guidance31 
highlights the aim of the PGPA Act to improve the line of sight between what is intended and what 
is delivered. To support this aim, sections 17AC, 17BD and 28D of the PGPA Act include provisions 
for ‘Plain English and clear design’, in relation to commonwealth entities’ and companies’ annual 
reports, including:  

• annual reports must be prepared having regard to the interests of the Parliament and 
any other persons who are interested in the annual report; and  

• requiring information in the annual report to be relevant, reliable, concise, 
understandable and balanced, including through clear design and defining technical 
terms.  

These requirements provide for clear interpretation of the annual report, including the 
performance statements, by users. 
Environment 

2.24 Finance guidance notes that ‘good performance reporting is not about the volume of data; 
it is about using quality data to support better decision-making and better assessment of 
performance’.32 While each of the three main sections of Environment’s 2016–17 Performance 
Statements (activity, performance criteria and results, and analysis) have a different focus 
depending on its purpose, a combination of activity descriptions, results and analysis are 
presented against all three. When combined with the volume of information presented against 
each criterion, and results being presented at the performance criterion and target level, 
Environment’s 2016–17 Performance Statements are not presented in a way that provides a clear 
view of the outcomes of its activities.  

2.25 Environment adopted a tiered approach to the development of its 2016–17 performance 
criteria. Performance criteria were intended to be set at a higher level, which were then 

                                                                 
30  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.130: Overview of the Enhanced Commonwealth 

Performance Framework, p. 5. 
31  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.130: Overview of the Enhanced Commonwealth 

Performance Framework, p. 4. 
32  ibid., p. 4. 
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supported by more detailed targets. However, there was no clear differentiation or alignment 
between the criterion and targets in the 2016–17 Corporate Plan to determine how they were 
intended to be viewed together to demonstrate progress against the overall purpose. In some 
instances, a performance criterion was also repeated against multiple purposes, without any 
further information to determine how they were intended to be measured differently in each.  

2.26 Using a performance criterion with multiple targets complementarily provides the 
opportunity to present information across each level of the performance information hierarchy. 
Where this approach is well-structured, a more comprehensive picture of performance can be 
achieved than would be possible with a single accountability/effectiveness measure. However, 
where this approach is not well structured, and an imbalance of lower-level information is 
presented, it is difficult for users to discern the actual progress of the entity. This is the case with 
Environment’s 2016–17 Performance Statements. 

2.27 To enhance the line of sight between the corporate plan and performance statements, 
targets should be established as direct indicators of progress against performance criteria, rather 
than presenting them separately. Environment’s 2017–18 Corporate Plan has partly addressed 
this matter by mapping targets to specific performance criteria. This demonstrates how each 
target is intended to inform an assessment against the performance criterion to which it relates. 
The presentation of results and analysis against the revised structure in Environment’s 2017–18 
Performance Statements will also need to be carefully considered, to ensure a clear line of sight.  

Performance statements and the Annual Report 

2.28 In the 2015–16 Annual Performance Statements Lessons Learned paper, Finance made the 
observation that the large size of some performance statements presents issues for the reader. It 
also noted that the intent of performance statements is to provide a concise, comprehensive and 
accurate picture of an entity’s performance. Finance recommends that, where the size of annual 
performance statements is considered to be an issue, consideration could be given to rationalising 
and reducing the number of performance criteria. Entities should review existing data collections 
and assessment methodologies to focus on information that is truly meaningful.33  

2.29 In considering the above, the ANAO totalled the number of performance criteria 
presented by each of the selected entities and compared it to the page span of their performance 
statements. The results of this comparison are provided in Table 2.2. Environment had the highest 
number of performance criteria (65) and also the longest performance statements (123 pages). 
The high number of performance criteria and targets, accompanied by the volume of results and 
analysis presented against each, contributed to the ANAO’s observations in the previous section 
regarding a lack of clear design and conciseness in Environment’s performance statements.  

                                                                 
33  Department of Finance, 2015–16 Annual Performance Statements Lessons Learned, May 2017, p. 8. 
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Table 2.2: Total number of performance criteria and performance statements’ pages  
 Employment Environment Austrade Sports 

Commission 

Performance criteria 26 73 26 19 

Pages—performance statements 10 123 16 26 

Pages—other performance 
information  

63 0 99 0 

Source: ANAO analysis of the selected entities’ performance statements. 

2.30 While the remaining entities’ performance statements appeared more concise in page 
span, the ANAO noted this was achieved by Employment and Austrade presenting, or directing 
readers to, additional performance information and analysis elsewhere in the annual report. For 
example, Employment’s annual report had a section titled ‘Our Performance’ spanning 63 pages 
that preceded the performance statements and presented more in-depth analysis and additional 
performance information.  

2.31 Similarly, Austrade’s 16 page performance statements were presented within a section of 
the annual report titled ‘Report on performance’ (totalling 115 pages), and the performance 
criteria results directed readers to areas within the section, but outside of the performance 
statements, for further information and analysis. However, Austrade’s performance statements 
still presented sufficient information without referencing the additional information presented 
elsewhere in its annual report to fulfil the requirements of the PGA Act and Rule, as demonstrated 
in Table 2.1. 

2.32 While this approach may be viewed by entities as a useful way to provide additional 
contextual information, the performance statements are intended to be the key accountability 
document to inform an assessment by the Parliament and the public of an entity’s performance. 
As a result, the performance statements should present all information and analysis necessary to 
inform that assessment. Finance guidance supports this view, noting that:  

From the 2015–16 reporting period, annual performance statements will replace the report on 
performance section that is currently included in annual reports.34 

Did the entities’ corporate plans support performance measurement 
and reporting in the annual performance statements? 
Each of the entities’ corporate plans had areas that may be improved to support the quality of 
performance measurement and reporting presented in the performance statements. This 
included clearly describing the impact intended to be achieved in an entity’s purpose, and 
focusing on outlining significant, rather than minor or supporting, activities to provide a 
meaningful basis for measuring performance. 

2.33 The key elements of the corporate plan that support performance measurement and 
reporting in the annual performance statements are an entity’s purpose/s and activities. 

                                                                 
34  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.131: Developing Good Performance Information, 

April 2015, p. 42. 
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Section 16E of the PGPA Rule requires that an entity’s corporate plan state the entity’s purposes 
over the next four years. The PGPA Act defines purpose/s as including the objectives, functions or 
role of an entity. Finance guidance notes that: 

Well-expressed purpose statements make it clear who benefits from an entity’s activities, how 
they benefit and what is achieved when an entity successfully delivers its purposes. Essentially, 
purposes describe the value an entity seeks to create or preserve.35  

2.34 The aim of the purpose/s statement is to give context to the significant activities that the 
entity will pursue over the period covered by the plan, and should be stated in a relevant and 
concise manner. Finance has defined an activity as a distinct effort of an entity undertaken to 
achieve a specific result (fulfilling purpose/s). Activities should be aligned with the entity’s 
purpose/s, and be a focus for performance measurement and reporting.  

Purpose 
2.35 As demonstrated in Figure 1.5, the selected entities used different structures in the design 
of their purpose under the Commonwealth performance framework. The purpose expressed in 
the corporate plans of Employment, Environment, and Austrade demonstrate who will benefit 
from their respective activities, how they will benefit and the impact intended to be achieved in 
delivering against their purposes.  

2.36 Employment’s purpose statement could have been more concise to better reflect the core 
elements of the purpose. The ANAO noted that in its 2016–17 Performance Statements, 
Employment removed some of the additional language used to reinforce the connection between 
its purpose and PBS outcomes, making the purpose more succinct.  

2.37 Similarly, Environment’s purpose statement could be clearer. This may include using more 
measurable language to help users identify the intended impact, and clarify that the department 
often relies on other parties, including state departments, to assist in the achievement of national 
objectives.  

2.38 The purpose expressed in the Sports Commission’s 2016–17 Corporate Plan demonstrates 
who will benefit from the Commission’s activities and how they will benefit. However, the 
intended impact of the Sports Commission could be better described in the purpose to reflect the 
outcome that is expected to be achieved.  

2.39 The intended outcome of the Sports Commission’s activities, as described by the purpose, 
is strengthening Australian sport. However, this describes an intermediate output of activities 
rather than the intended impact on the population as a result of those outputs. Without 
adequately describing the intended impact, a reader cannot assess whether it is being achieved. 
By describing an output-focused purpose, the Sports Commission also limits the likelihood of 
designing measures that successfully demonstrate progress in achieving the intended impact. 

Purposes and outcomes 

2.40 As noted in paragraph 1.8, an entity’s corporate plan and PBS are intended to be 
complementary to establish alignment between the financial and non-financial performance of an 

                                                                 
35  Department of Finance, 2017–18 Corporate Plans: Lessons Learned, p. 2. 
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entity, and facilitate an assessment of that performance by the Parliament and the public. Finance 
guidance notes that:  

it does not assume that activities and purposes will necessarily equate to the ‘programs’ and 
‘outcomes’ reported by Commonwealth entities in the PBS and other budget documents. 
However, to provide a clear line of sight between the allocation and use of public resources, 
entities will need to ensure that links can be made between the appropriations reported in the 
PBS and the performance information published in corporate plans and annual performance 
statements. How the links are made is left to the discretion of entities.36 

2.41 Establishing these links, and ensuring the funding and organisational structures established 
by an entity facilitate the development and collection of meaningful performance information and 
reporting, can be difficult. Examples of these difficulties are provided by Environment and 
Austrade’s corporate plans and performance reporting approaches.  
Environment 

2.42 The mapping of Environment’s PBS outcomes and programs structure to the purposes and 
activities presented in its corporate plan is complex, as demonstrated by Figure 2.1. This is 
particularly evident for the ‘Environment and Heritage’ purpose and activities, which span two 
outcomes and six programs. Where multiple programs address a single activity, the ANAO observed 
the department’s approach to the development of performance criteria was complex, and failed to 
coordinate a cohesive performance story, as previously noted in paragraphs 2.24–2.27.  

                                                                 
36  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.131: Developing Good Performance Information, 

April 2015, p. 5. 
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Figure 2.1: Mapping of Environment’s 2016-17 Corporate Plan to PBS 

Program Outcome

Energy
Support the 
reliable, 
sustainable and 
secure operations 
of energy markets 
through Australia’s 
energy efficiency, 
performance and 
productivity for the 
community.

Antarctic 
science, policy 
and presence

ActivityPurpose

Adapting to 
climate 
change

Reducing 
Australia’s 
greenhouse 
gas 
emissions

Environmental 
watering

Investing in 
our 
environment 
and heritage 1.3: Land Sector Initiatives 

1.1: Sustainable management 
of natural resources and the 
environment

Corporate Plan

Regulating to 
protect our 
environment 
and heritage

Environmental 
health

Climate Change
Develop and 
implement a 
national 
response to 
climate change.

1.4: Conservation of Australia’s 
Heritage and Environment 

1.5: Environmental Regulation 

1.6: Management of Hazardous 
Wastes, Substances and 
Pollutants 

2.1: Reducing Australia’s 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

2.3: Renewable Energy 
Technology Development

2.2: Adapting to Climate 
Change

3.1: Antarctica: Science, Policy 
and Presence

Relates to Outcome 1, Program 1.2: Environmental information and 
research and Outcome 4, Program 4.1: Water science and wetlands. 
Supports all other outcomes and programs. 

Relates to 
‘Environment and 
Heritage’ and 
supports all other 
purposes.

Science, 
information 
and research

Environment 
and Heritage
Conserve, 
protect and 
sustainably 
manage 
Australia’s 
biodiversity and 
heritage.

4.2: Commonwealth 
Environmental Water

Antarctica
Advance 
Australia’s 
strategic, 
scientific and 
environmental 
interests in the 
Antarctic.

Energy 
security

Energy 
market 
reform and 
energy 
efficiency 
programs

1: Conserve, protect and 
sustainably manage Australia’s 
biodiversity, ecosystems, 
environment and heritage through 
research, information management, 
supporting natural resource 
management, establishing and 
managing Commonwealth 
protected areas, and reducing and 
regulating the use of pollutants and 
hazardous substances.

4: Improve the health of freshwater 
ecosystems (rivers, wetlands, flood 
plains) through research, education 
and environmental watering and 
strengthen the water resources 
knowledge base.  

2: Reduce Australia’s greenhouse 
gas emissions, adapt to the impacts 
of climate change, contribute to 
effective global action on climate 
change, and support technological 
innovation in clean and renewable 
energy, through developing and 
implementing a national response 
to climate change.

3: Advance Australia’s strategic, 
scientific, environmental and 
economic interests in the Antarctic 
region by protecting, administering 
and researching the region.  

5.1: Energy

5: Support the reliable, sustainable 
and secure operations of energy 
markets through improving 
Australia’s energy efficiency, 
performance productivity for the 
community.

Portfolio Budget Statements

 
Source: Reproduced from the Department of the Environment and Energy’s 2016–17 Corporate Plan, p.45. 
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Austrade 

2.43 Entities are required to develop performance criteria for all programs presented under the 
outcomes in their PBS, which are also expected to align to an entity’s purpose in its corporate 
plan. Austrade presents two outcomes in its 2016–17 PBS: 

• Contribute to Australia’s economic prosperity by promoting Australia’s export and other 
international economic interests through the provision of information, advice and 
services to business, associations, institutions and governments; and 

• The protection and welfare of Australians abroad through timely and responsive 
consular and passport services in specific locations overseas.  

2.44 Both outcomes are reflected in Austrade’s purpose presented in its 2016–17 Corporate 
Plan. While ‘Outcome 1’ represents Austrade’s responsibilities as set out in its legislation, 
‘Outcome 2’ is a reflection of services provided by Austrade on behalf of the Department of 
Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT). This arrangement is governed under a Memorandum of 
Understanding between the two entities, and Austrade is funded directly via an appropriation to 
deliver these services. Austrade has developed performance criteria, as required, to reflect its 
delivery of services on behalf of DFAT.  

2.45 As noted earlier in this report, the corporate plan is intended to serve as an accountability 
document to inform the Parliament and the public. While Austrade is funded to deliver these 
services, the performance measures are more indicative of the effectiveness of the management 
of a contractual arrangement, rather than representing a Commonwealth outcome in its own 
right. As a result, the level of accountability information presented by those measures is limited 
and may benefit from review in conjunction with DFAT and the Department of Finance. The way in 
which these types of arrangements are reported in the future is an area of the framework that 
may benefit from further consideration by the Department of Finance, particularly as 
collaboration across government continues to mature. 

Activities 
2.46 The ANAO assessed the activities listed by the selected entities in their 2016–17 Corporate 
Plans against the following criteria, sourced from Finance guidance37:  

• Are the activities readily identifiable?; 
• Do the activities align with the entity’s purpose?; 
• Do the activities clearly describe what actions the entity will undertake to achieve its 

purpose?; and 
• Are the activities identified at an appropriate level?  
2.47 Overall, all four of the entities’ activities presented in their corporate plans met, or mostly 
met, the assessment criteria. The ANAO has noted some minor improvements for Employment, 
Environment and the Sports Commission in the following paragraphs. 

                                                                 
37  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide 132: Corporate Plans for Commonwealth Entities, 

January 2017, pp. 13, 18, and 24–25. 



 
ANAO Report No.33 2017–18 
Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2016–17 
 
44 

2.48 Activities should be aligned with an entity’s purposes, and be a focus for performance 
measurement and reporting. Employment described strategies to meet its objectives, which then 
contributed to the outcome and purpose. The positioning of the strategies and the language used 
to describe them denote that they are intended to be read as the activities of the department, but 
this could be clearer. 

2.49  In addition, while it is clear from Employment’s strategies the actions it intends to 
undertake to contribute to achievement of its purpose, they have been presented as relevant only 
to 2016–17, rather than the entire four year period covered by the corporate plan. The PGPA Rule 
requires the corporate plan to address the entity’s purpose across the next four years, which 
would include the activities of the entity intended to meet that purpose. As presented, 
Employment’s corporate plan does not meet this requirement at the activity level. The ANAO 
notes Employment’s 2017–18 Corporate Plan has clearly presented its strategies across the four 
year horizon. 

2.50 Some of Environment’s descriptions for the actions it intended to undertake could be 
made clearer to allow for more meaningful interpretation of the intended outcome and the 
specific nature of Environment’s intervention. In addition, while Environment’s performance 
statements mostly focus on significant activities, which contribute directly to the purpose, one-
third of the delivery strategies (8 of 24) presented in the corporate plan describe minor or 
supporting activities which may be more appropriately monitored through internal planning and 
reporting.  

2.51 Similarly, the Sports Commission’s activities were mostly presented at an appropriate 
level, with the exception of those under the ‘Organisational Excellence’ pillar. These focus on 
supporting, rather than significant, activities. The Sports Commission would benefit from 
reviewing the balance of significant activities, versus minor or internal management activities, 
presented in the corporate plan. The ANAO notes that the ‘Organisational Excellence’ pillar and 
accompanying activities were not presented in the Sports Commission’s 2017–18 Corporate Plan.  

Did the entities’ performance criteria support the reporting of 
progress against the purposes? 
Each of the entities’ performance criteria require improvement to support the reporting of 
progress against their purpose/s. The majority of the selected entities’ performance criteria 
were assessed as either demonstrating all, or most of, the characteristics of relevance. 
However, less performance criteria were able to fully demonstrate the characteristics of 
reliability, with the majority only mostly or partly meeting this criterion. The completeness of 
performance criteria is a particular area requiring consideration, including increasing the use of 
effectiveness and efficiency measures, or where appropriate making clear the intention to use 
input, activity and/or output measures as proxies. Entities are also not realising the full 
potential arising from the minimum four year horizon of corporate plans, by developing 
performance criteria that assess a mixture of short, medium and long-term objectives.  
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Performance information hierarchy 
2.52 As noted at paragraph 1.11, performance information in an entity’s corporate plan and 
performance statements should address the accountability level of the performance information 
hierarchy. This level of information is essential to enable government to coordinate policy, clarify 
objectives, enhance transparency and accountability, improve service delivery, and keep the 
wider community informed. While lower levels of performance information are also important, 
they should be used to support and advance accountability information.  

2.53 Tactical and strategic information, which are focused on the activities and outputs that are 
intended to lead to fulfilment of an entity’s purpose, may be used to support higher level 
accountability information. Management information is an important input to determining 
whether an accountable authority is addressing their duties to govern an entity as set out in the 
PGPA Act.38 However, there is limited benefit for the Parliament and public where this information 
is solely used to demonstrate performance at the purpose level, as the connection can be too 
remote. 

2.54 Table 2.3 summarises the mixture of management, tactical, strategic and accountability 
level information presented by each entity’s performance criteria in their 2016–17 Performance 
Statements. Appendix 4 presents the ANAO’s assessment of each of the selected entities’ 
performance criteria considered by this report and the level of the hierarchy it was categorised as. 
As noted in paragraph 1.13, making an assessment of which level of the performance hierarchy is 
addressed by a performance criterion is influenced by the information presented in an entity’s 
corporate plan. This may lead to differences in the categorisations applied by the ANAO when 
further contextual information outside of the corporate plan is considered. 

2.55 The Sports Commission was the only entity that did not present performance criteria that 
addressed the accountability level of the hierarchy and, of the four entities, had the highest 
proportion of criteria at the management level (31 per cent). Without an adequate balance of 
performance information, particularly at the higher levels of the performance hierarchy, the 
Parliament and the public are not able to adequately assess an entities’ progress in delivering its 
intended impact.  

2.56 The remaining entities displayed a mixture of performance criteria across the different 
levels of the hierarchy. All of Employment’s performance criteria addressed the top two tiers of the 
hierarchy, and 73 per cent of Austrade’s were similarly focused. More than half of Environment’s 
performance criteria addressed the two lowest levels of the performance information hierarchy 
(management or tactical), and would benefit from a review to increase the proportion of strategic 
and/or accountability information provided.  

                                                                 
38  PGPA Act, Division 2. 
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Table 2.3: Assessment of the selected entities’ performance information hierarchy 
Entity Management Tactical Strategic Accountability Total 

Employment 0 0 10 5 15 

Environment 9 16 8 8 41 

Austrade 3 4 9 10 26 

Sports Commission 5 0 11 0 16 

Total 17 20 38 23 98 

Source: ANAO analysis, as provided to entities during the progress of the audit. 

2.57 The 17 performance criteria that presented management level information were excluded 
from the ANAO’s assessment for appropriateness in the following section. 

Appropriateness of entities’ performance criteria 
2.58 The ANAO assessed the selected entities’ performance criteria for relevance, reliability and 
completeness. The basis for this assessment is drawn from the characteristics of ‘good’ 
performance information as defined by Finance.39 The detailed criteria can be found at  
Appendix 3. 

2.59 A summary of the ANAO’s assessment of whether the elements of appropriateness were 
suitably addressed by the selected entities’ performance criteria is presented in Table 2.4. The 
scale used to rate the performance criteria was: 

• displayed all of the characteristics of the criterion (Yes); 
• displayed most of the characteristics of the criterion (Mostly);  
• displayed in part the characteristics of the criterion (Partly); and 
• did not display the characteristics of the criterion (No). 
2.60 The ANAO notes that the characteristics of the ‘relevant’ and ‘reliable’ criteria are linked, 
and observations made during an assessment against those characteristics may have contributed 
to reporting for more than one criterion.  

Table 2.4: Summary of ANAO assessment of the appropriateness of the selected 
entities’ performance criteria 

Entity Relevant Reliable Complete 

Employment Mostly Mostly Mostly 

Environment Mostly Partly Unable to determine 

Austrade Mostly Mostly Mostly 

Sports Commission Mostly Mostly Partly 

Source:  ANAO analysis. 

                                                                 
39  Department of Finance, Quick reference guide—Resource Management Guide 131: Developing Good 

Performance Information. 
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Relevant—benefit, focus, and understandable  

2.61 In applying the ‘relevant’ criterion, the ANAO assessed whether each of the selected 
entities’ performance measures under review: 

• clearly indicated who benefited and how they benefited from the entity’s activities; 
• was focused on a specific aspect of the entity’s purpose/s and activity/ies, and the 

attribution of the result to the entity is clear; and 
• was easily understandable.  
2.62 Overall, the majority of the selected entities’ performance criteria were assessed as either 
demonstrating all, or most of, the characteristics of relevance. The summarised results of the 
ANAO’s assessment of the relevance of the selected entities’ performance criteria are presented 
in Table 2.5 below.  

Table 2.5: Summary of ANAO assessment of the relevance of the selected entities’ 
performance criteria 

Entity Relevant Mostly relevant Partly relevant Not relevant Total 

Employment 3 12 0 0 15 

Environment 11 18 3 0 32 

Austrade 15 8 0 0 23 

Sports Commission 5 4 2 0 11 

Total 34 42 5 0 81 

Source: ANAO analysis. 

2.63 Across the four entities, there were some common reasons for performance measures 
being assessed as mostly or partly relevant. Most commonly, measures were not understandable 
due to the inclusion of entity specific terms and/or technical language which were not adequately 
defined. This limited a readers’ ability to understand what was being measured. For example in 
Austrade’s corporate plan ‘investment outcomes’ are referenced in three separate criteria, and a 
fourth refers to ‘foreign direct investment outcomes’. Without defining these terms, readers are 
unable to determine what the criterion is intending to address, or whether they are measuring the 
same, or a different activity. Where a performance criterion was not understandable, in some 
cases, a reader’s ability to determine the benefit or beneficiary considered by the performance 
measure was also affected. 

2.64 In other cases, although the measure was understandable, and the benefit and beneficiary 
clear, how the activity being measured contributed to the entity’s purpose, or the entity’s specific 
contribution to the activity, was not, affecting an assessment of the criterion’s ‘focus’. This was 
demonstrated by 12 of Environment’s measures. The description or language used by 
Environment in its measures was too broad in some cases to enable the reader to determine the 
alignment to the purpose, for example ‘meets its [Environment’s] obligations’. There were also 
examples where the measure was too narrow to provide an understanding of how it contributes 
significantly to achieving the purpose. This is demonstrated by the performance criterion: ‘All 
required assessments under Article 3.2 of the Ramsar Convention (change in the ecological 
character description of Ramsar wetlands) are completed consistent with obligations under the 
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Convention’—referring to a specific article of a broader convention, without sufficient information 
to determine how it contributes significantly to the purpose, affects the focus of the criterion.  

Reliable—measurable and free from bias 

2.65 In applying the ‘reliable’ criterion the ANAO assessed whether each performance measure: 

• was measurable, that is, it used and disclosed information sources and methodologies 
(including a basis or baseline for measurement or assessment, for example a target or 
benchmark) that were fit-for-purpose and verifiable; and 

• was free from bias, allowing for clear interpretation and an objective basis for 
assessment of the results.  

2.66 The majority of the entities’ performance criteria were commonly either mostly or only 
partly reliable, while a smaller proportion fully demonstrated the characteristics (seven), or not at 
all (ten). The summarised results of the ANAO’s assessment of the reliability of the selected 
entities’ performance criteria are presented in Table 2.6 below.  

Table 2.6: Summary of ANAO assessment of the reliability of the selected entities’ 
performance criteria 

Entity Reliable Mostly reliable Partly reliable Not reliable Total 

Employment 0 8 7 0 15 

Environment 6 6 11 9 32 

Austrade 0 13 9 1 23 

Sports Commission 1 6 4 0 11 

Total 7 33 31 10 81 

Source: ANAO analysis. 

2.67 In the case of Employment and the Sports Commission, the key matter that affected the 
reliability of their measures was the absence of a description of the methodology, data and/or 
information intended to be used to determine the results. Finance guidance notes entities are 
required to include this information in the planned performance section of their corporate 
plans.40 It is important for a reader to be able to understand the basic methodology supporting a 
measure for them to determine whether it can be relied on. Specific commentary of the key 
matters affecting the reliability of some of Environment and Austrade’s performance criteria is 
provided below. An assessment of whether the methodologies supporting each of the selected 
entity’s performance criteria were suitable is presented in Chapter 3. 
Environment 

2.68 As noted in paragraph 2.7, the alignment of Environment’s performance measures to 
assessment methodologies presented in the corporate plan was unclear in most circumstances. In 
multiple cases, neither the performance criterion, nor the accompanying assessment information, 
indicated how results would be measured or the timeframe for measurement. These matters also 

                                                                 
40  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide 132: Corporate plans for Commonwealth entities, 

July 2016, p. 4; and Resource Management Guide 132: Corporate plans for Commonwealth entities, 
January 2017, p. 7. 
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affected an assessment of the potential for bias. For example, for the target ‘200 taxa revised or 
newly described’, the boundaries/parameters of when a revision would be made, or what 
constituted a revision was not clear. As a result, a reader could not determine what constituted a 
valid revision and whether the reported result was a fair representation of the department’s 
performance during the year. Providing a reference to the framework for revisions would assist 
the reader in understanding how the target would be assessed and improve a reader’s ability to 
assess for potential bias. 

2.69 Undefined key terms also impacted the reliability of Environment’s performance reporting. 
Similarly, the absence of a baseline or target against which to measure success affects the 
reliability of a measure. This is demonstrated by the performance measure ‘Environmental 
watering improves the condition of water-dependent ecosystems in the Murray-Darling Basin.’ 
Without defining ‘environmental watering’ or providing a baseline for comparison or a target for 
achievement, the reader cannot determine what is being measured, and whether what is 
reported by the entity represents an improvement. 
Austrade 

2.70 As noted in paragraph 2.10, when reviewing Austrade’s performance criteria, the ANAO 
noted that no targets were presented alongside its criteria in the corporate plan. The only 
exceptions were where a target was explicit in the criterion itself.41 Finance guidance indicates 
that a corporate plan should include a description of performance measures, when they will be 
reported on, the data collection techniques to be used and any targets the performance measures 
will be assessed against. Without an accompanying target, a reader is unable to determine what is 
being measured, or what success looks like, affecting the reliability of the measure.  

2.71 For example when considering the criterion: ‘The anticipated annual exports from 
investment outcomes facilitated’, a reader doesn’t know whether it’s the number, type, or the 
value of exports being measured. A reader also cannot determine the standard that is expected in 
order for the criteria to be achieved, leading to the potential for bias. This is demonstrated by 
comparing the results presented in Austrade’s 2015–16 and 2016–17 Performance Statements. In 
both years, Austrade reported ‘Criterion met’, even though there was a $68 million decline in 
anticipated exports between the two years.42 Austrade included additional information in its 
performance statements outlining the reasons for the fluctuation between years. Providing this 
information, including a target, in the corporate plan would assist a reader in determining the 
reliability of the measure through the primary planning document. 

2.72 Austrade advised that its interpretation of Finance guidance was that there was no 
requirement for targets to be presented in the corporate plan, and that forecasts of performance 
against the performance criteria were instead presented in the 2016–17 PBS, in accordance with 
the Finance Secretary’s Direction issued on 24 February 2016. These forecasts were then 
published in Austrade’s 2016–17 Performance Statements as targets alongside the performance 
criteria. As noted in paragraph 2.9, section 16E of the PGPA Rule requires an entity’s corporate 
plan to include ‘any measures, targets and assessments that will be used to measure and assess 

                                                                 
41  For example, ‘Double overnight visitor expenditure to between $115 billion and $140 billion by 2020’. 
42  Anticipated annual exports reported in 2016–17 were $1 million, compared to the previous year’s anticipated 

exports of $69 million. 
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the entity’s performance for the purpose of preparing the entity’s annual performance 
statements under section 16F’. This would mean, as a matter of course, that any target that has 
been, or is intended to be, published by an entity in its performance statements should appear in 
its corporate plan. 

2.73 For 2017–18, Austrade presented four performance criteria, and accompanying targets, in 
its 2017–18 PBS, published in May 2017. This is in accordance with the Finance Secretary’s 
Direction issued on 3 March 2017, which notes that only one performance criterion per existing 
program is required to be published for the forthcoming budget year and forward estimates. This 
is compared to 12 criteria43 presented without accompanying targets in Austrade’s 2017–18 
Corporate Plan published in August 2017. As noted in paragraph 2.70 above, presenting the 
majority of performance criteria without an accompanying target in a Corporate Plan, limits the 
ability of the Parliament and the public to determine what is intended to be measured and what 
success looks like, and affects the reliability of Austrade’s performance criteria. 

Completeness of the performance criteria in assessing the entities’ activities and purpose 

2.74 The PGPA Act requires accountable authorities to govern their entity in way that promotes 
the proper use and management of public resources, which is defined by the Act to mean 
efficient, effective, economical and ethical, and to measure and assess the performance of the 
entity in achieving its purposes.44 The Act also requires entities to provide meaningful information 
to the Parliament and the public to assist it in understanding how Commonwealth entities are 
performing, and how they are using the resources that have been entrusted to them.45  

2.75 This is fulfilled by entities meeting the requirements for corporate plans to include 
statements of how the entity will achieve its purposes, and how they will be measured and 
assessed, the results of which are reported in the entity’s performance statements. This would 
require the inclusion of relevant measures demonstrating the proper use of resources in achieving 
the entity’s purposes in the corporate plan.  

2.76 Finance guidance outlines that the considerations that are critical to developing good 
performance information include using an understanding of an entity’s purposes to identify a set 
of measures that can demonstrate the extent to which those purposes and activities are being 
delivered effectively and efficiently. It is rare for a single measure to be able to adequately 
determine the effectiveness of an activity, and Finance guidance advises that good performance 
information will draw on multiple sources and the quality of performance information should be 
emphasised over quantity. The guidance recommends a small set of measures that is sufficiently 
comprehensive to cover those factors that affect an activity’s performance. 

2.77 The guidance also notes that in some cases, effectiveness may not be measurable, due to 
cost or a lack of complete information. In these cases, other measures may be used as proxies for 
effectiveness. Entities are advised that in these circumstances, they should be clear on why 

                                                                 
43  Three of the performance criteria presented in the 2017–18 PBS are included in the 2017–18 Corporate Plan. 

The fourth performance criteria—’High level of satisfaction for ministers, Australian business community, 
institutions and key partners with Austrade’s services’ was presented only in the 2017–18 PBS and not 
included in the 2017–18 Corporate Plan. 

44  PGPA Act, ss. 15, 8, and 38 respectively. 
45  Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Bill 2013 Explanatory memorandum, paragraph 85, p. 13. 
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effectiveness cannot be measured and how the proxy measures are suitable. Finance notes that 
activities often work on different timeframes, and information on one or more timeframes may 
not be available at the time of reporting. It is therefore recommended that the performance story 
told at a particular time reflect the outcome that can be reasonably expected from the relevant 
activities at that time. 

2.78 In assessing the selected entities’ performance criteria for completeness, the ANAO 
considered whether the performance criteria present a basis for a collective and balanced 
assessment of the entity against its purpose. In particular, the ANAO considered whether the 
selected entities’ performance criteria: 

• collectively address the entity’s purpose through the activities identified in the corporate 
plan (collective); 

• provide a basis for assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of the entity in fulfilling 
its purpose either directly or through the use of proxies (balanced); 

• relied on a mixture of quantitative and qualitative data (balanced); and 
• assess a mixture of short, medium and long-term objectives (balanced).46 
2.79 Across the four entities an area for improvement was increasing the use of effectiveness 
measures, or where appropriate making clear the intention to use input, activity and/or output 
measures as proxies. 

2.80 Employment was the only entity to include a measure, that when considered over time, 
may be used to demonstrate its efficiency in achieving its purpose. As noted above, entities 
should identify a set of measures that demonstrate both effectiveness and efficiency. This is to 
support the Parliament and the public in their assessment of how well Commonwealth entities are 
performing, including how they are using the resources that have been entrusted to them. 

                                                                 
46  The ANAO applied the following parameters to categorise criterion: Short-term refers to within 12 months; 

medium term refers to between one and three years; and long-term refers to beyond three years. A criterion 
that addressed objectives less than three months were categorised as ‘immediate’. 
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Recommendation no.1  
2.81 Entities review their performance measurement and reporting frameworks to develop 
measures that provide the Parliament and public with an understanding of their efficiency in 
delivering their purpose/s. 

Department of Jobs and Small Business’ response: Agreed. 

2.82 Agreed. While the Department of Jobs and Small Business believes its performance 
statements accurately reflects it actual performance, it will continue to review and refine its 
performance framework to ensure it is able to provide Parliament the public a full understanding 
of how it is achieving its purpose. 

Department of the Environment and Energy’s response: Agreed. 

2.83 The Department’s implementation of recommendations 1 and 2 is interconnected. The 
review of our performance measurement and reporting framework (see recommendation 2) will 
include consideration of efficiency measures. 

Australian Trade and Investment Commission’s response: Agreed. 

2.84 Austrade agrees with this recommendation, and notes that it is currently reviewing its 
performance measurement and reporting framework. As part of this process, it will consider 
measures that demonstrate the organisation’s efficiency in achieving its purpose. 

Australian Sports Commission’s response: Agreed. 

2.85 The Australian Sports Commission agrees with the recommendation. 

2.86 In 2017 the Australian Government consulted on the development of a National Plan for 
Sport, which aims to be a long-term strategy for sport and physical activity in Australia. 
Extensive public and stakeholder consultation is informing the development of the National Plan 
for Sport, which will be released in 2018. 

2.87 In developing the 2018–19 portfolio budget statements, the Australian Sports 
Commission is reviewing and updating its purpose statement to better reflect the impact the 
Australian Sports Commission has on the community and align to the direction of the National 
Plan for Sport. 

2.88 The Australian Sports Commission is reviewing its performance criteria for the 2018-2022 
Corporate Plan to address the observations highlighted by the ANAO in relation to the 
appropriateness of performance criteria and align to the direction of the National Plan for Sport. 

2.89 In addition, for some of the entities, there was an imbalance between quantitative and 
qualitative measures. Entities are also not realising the full potential of the minimum four year 
horizon of the corporate plan by developing performance criteria that assess a mixture of short, 
medium and long-term objectives. Commonly, where targets were set by an entity, they were 
static across the four years of the corporate plan, and the analysis of results did not make clear 
the medium or longer term objective to be delivered. 
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Employment 

2.90 Overall, Employment’s performance criteria were mostly complete, with improvements 
required to the balance of quantitative and qualitative performance criteria. While all of 
Employment’s performance measures could be related to an activity presented in the corporate 
plan, there were some that only partly addressed an activity, while other activities were not 
considered to be addressed by any of the performance criteria. Five of Employment’s measures 
appear to be designed to measure the effectiveness (delivery of impact against the purpose) of 
Employment’s activities. There is also a measure evaluating the cost of delivering an employment 
outcome, which when considered over time may provide the basis for measuring Employment’s 
efficiency. The remaining nine measures consider outputs. 

2.91 Only two of Employment’s measures assessed report qualitative information, while the 
remainder focus on quantitative results. Improving the balance of quantitative and qualitative 
performance criteria would assist in providing readers with a more comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of Employment’s activities, and its progress towards the overall purpose. Each of 
Employment’s performance criteria are reported against annually (short-term), and static targets 
have been set over the four years of the corporate plan.  
Environment 

2.92 Overall, it is unclear whether Environment’s performance measures provide a complete 
basis to assess the department’s progress in achieving its purpose. While the ANAO was able to 
map most of Environment’s delivery strategies to an accompanying performance criterion, it was 
unclear whether those presented a complete picture of performance.  

2.93 Environment also did not clearly indicate how each performance criterion and target 
would be assessed to determine the intended measurement basis or type. As a result, the ANAO 
was unable to determine the basis for measurement and/or timeframe for assessment for more 
than half of the performance criteria assessed.47 Of those that had sufficient information, only 
eight appeared designed to determine the effectiveness (delivery of impact against the purpose) 
of the department’s activities.  

2.94 The remaining measures consider activities and outputs, and the ANAO noted that 
Environment did not present any efficiency measures under the ‘Environment and Heritage’ 
purpose. Environment has not signalled the intention for any indicators in its corporate plan or 
performance statements to be considered as proxies, in accordance with Finance guidance. 
Environment should consider whether the use of output and activity measures as proxies is 
deliberate and if so, explain this approach to assist users in understanding how future 
performance reporting will adequately address the purpose. 

2.95 While there appeared to be a balance of quantitative and qualitative information in the 
performance criteria assessed, this would need to be reconsidered in light of those that could not 
be determined. Environment did not present performance criteria with distinct timeframes for 
achievement, and targets were mostly presented under the headings of ‘2016–17 and beyond’, 
and one under ‘2017–18 and beyond’. Environment should consider setting more distinct 
timeframes for its performance criteria and targets, to inform users of what information will be 

                                                                 
47  17 of 27. 
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available in each reporting period, and to better demonstrate the intended progress against 
longer-term objectives. 
Austrade 

2.96 Austrade’s performance measures were mostly complete, however, incorporating 
efficiency measures in future reporting periods would improve their balance, as the current set do 
not provide the Parliament or the public with an understanding of Austrade’s efficiency in 
delivering its purpose. Austrade’s performance criteria aligned to the activities outlined in the 
corporate plan, providing a collective basis for assessing progress against the purpose. Ten of 
Austrade’s performance criteria measure effectiveness, while the remaining criteria measure 
outputs or activities. Austrade was also the only entity to clearly signal the intention for an output 
measure to be considered as a proxy for effectiveness.  

2.97 Austrade’s group of performance criteria provide a balance of qualitative and quantitative 
information. As first noted in paragraph 2.10, no targets have been set by Austrade in its 
corporate plan against the performance criteria in the current year, or in the future periods 
covered by the corporate plan. As a result, all performance criteria were assessed as only 
addressing the short-term timeframe. Austrade would benefit from reviewing how to 
demonstrate to readers the expected timeframes of activities through the performance criteria by 
setting and publishing targets in the corporate plan, and also expected incremental progress over 
the forward years.  
Sports Commission  

2.98 None of the Sports Commission’s performance measures address effectiveness or 
efficiency. The observations noted in paragraph 2.39, regarding the Sports Commission’s output-
focused purpose statement, may have contributed to the Sport Commission’s difficulty in 
identifying effectiveness measures. Only two of the performance criteria presented qualitative 
results. The Sports Commission would benefit from addressing this imbalance to provide readers 
with a more complete understanding the Sports Commission’s progress towards its overall 
purpose.  

2.99 Each of the Sports Commission’s performance criteria have a static target established for 
the four years of the corporate plan, with the exception of ‘The AIS is a world leader in sports 
insights, services and facilities’ which only sets a target for 2016–17. As noted for the other 
entities, setting more specific timeframes for achievement provides the opportunity for an entity 
to demonstrate progress against short, medium and longer-term objectives. 

Have entities made improvements to their proposed performance 
measurement and reporting for 2017–18? 
The selected entities had all either made minor improvements to their 2017–18 Corporate Plan, 
or were establishing arrangements to implement improvements to their 2018–19 performance 
measurement and reporting cycle. The observations within this report should be considered by 
each of the selected entities to improve their performance measurement and reporting. This can 
be achieved through updating current corporate plans, PBS and/or the performance statements. 

2.100 The timing of this audit is intended to inform entities’ development of 2018–19 Corporate 
Plans and also improvements to the 2017–18 Performance Statements. To achieve this aim, the 
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ANAO also reviewed the selected entities’ 2017–18 Corporate Plans, released August 2017, to 
determine whether improvements had already been made to proposed performance reporting.  

Employment 

2.101 As noted in paragraph 2.36, the ANAO observed the purpose presented in Employment’s 
2016–17 Corporate Plan could have been more concise to better reflect the core elements of its 
purpose. In the 2016–17 Performance Statements, and 2017–18 Corporate Plan, Employment 
removed some of the additional language used to reinforce the connection between its purpose 
and PBS outcomes, which has made the purpose more succinct. The department’s outcomes, 
objectives and strategies are consistent with those presented in the 2016–17 Corporate Plan. No 
changes have been made to the performance measures or associated targets in the 2017–18 
Corporate Plan. 

2.102 During the course of the audit, the department advised that it had completed a review of 
the appropriateness of performance criteria presented in its corporate plan and PBS. This formed 
part of a broader review of the department’s business performance framework, approved by the 
department’s Executive group on 5 December 2016. The review, completed in June 2017, 
included recommendations focused on improving the department’s purpose statement, and the 
relevance and reliability of the department’s performance criteria. Employment advised that it 
intends to consider improvements to its business planning performance framework, including 
how it assesses the appropriateness of performance criteria during the 2018–19 performance 
reporting cycle. 

Environment 

2.103 In comparing the 2016–17 and 2017–18 Corporate Plans the ANAO noted limited changes 
to the presentation and design of Environment’s purpose, activities and performance criteria. 
Environment advised the ANAO that the department has commenced trialling a program logic 
model to inform divisional business planning and develop more meaningful measures in future 
reporting periods.  

2.104 In July 2017, the department also established a Knowledge and Technology Division, to 
‘focus on improving the Department’s information management, investment in research (creating 
and collecting data) and technology (providing access to data)’. The Division plans to support the 
delivery of the department’s priorities, including through: 

• management, governance and oversight of information technology, data and records; 
• expert advice on technology, data, science and environmental-economic accounts; and 
• engagement with various stakeholders, including service providers, academia and line 

areas across the department.  
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Recommendation no.2  
2.105 Environment review the design of its performance measurement and reporting 
framework, to ensure it is addressing the requirements of the Public Governance, Performance 
and Accountability Act 2013 and Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Rule 2014 
to demonstrate progress against its purpose/s and provide meaningful information to the 
Parliament and the public. 

Department of the Environment and Energy response: Agreed. 

2.106 The Department is committed to fully responding to the issues raised in the report. We 
have already commenced a review and will update our performance measurement and 
reporting framework. This will provide a basis from which to mature our performance reporting 
systems and processes and culture of continuous improvement. 

Austrade 

2.107 Austrade’s 2017–18 role, purposes, and activities are consistent with those presented in 
the 2016–17 Corporate Plan. Austrade has reduced the total number of performance criteria 
presented by consolidating eight measures into two, and removing four entirely. Minor wording 
changes have also been made to some performance criteria, and one new measure has been 
included. Overall the changes provide a smaller group of performance criteria, however, the key 
issues affecting the relevance, reliability and completeness of the criteria referred to in earlier 
sections of this report continue to apply. 

Sports Commission 

2.108 The Sports Commission’s 2017–18 Corporate Plan reflects some changes when compared 
to the 2016–17 Corporate Plan. The management level ‘Organisational Excellence’ strategic pillar 
and accompanying performance criteria have been removed, and the remaining pillars have been 
renamed but remain thematically consistent with those presented in the 2016–17 Corporate Plan. 
The total number of performance criteria has also been reduced from 16 to five, which has 
lowered the amount of management level information presented, however the completeness of 
the performance criteria remains an area for improvement. Positively, the ANAO also noted that 
the Sports Commission amended the wording for the following performance criterion presented 
in the 2016–17 Corporate Plan ‘Number of children participating in the Sporting Schools program’ 
to better reflect the results intended to be reported as ‘Number of student attendances in the 
Sporting Schools program’ in the 2017–18 Corporate Plan. 

2.109 The Sports Commission noted that it had made limited changes to its 2017–18 Corporate 
Plan in anticipation of the National Sports Plan (NSP) and accompanying internal strategic review. 
The NSP was announced by the Minister for Sport on 22 May 2017, and one of its intentions is to 
inform policy objectives across the Australian sporting sector, of which the Sports Commission is a 
major participant. The Sports Commission has noted it will consider its performance 
measurement and reporting more broadly in light of changes to its strategic direction and 
framework while the NSP is being developed. 
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Recommendation no.3  
2.110 The Sports Commission review the design of its performance measurement and 
reporting framework and in particular its purpose, to address the requirements of the Public 
Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013. 

Australian Sports Commission’s response: Agreed.  

2.111 The Australian Sports Commission has commenced a project to review and enhance its 
performance management framework, and will consider the observations highlighted by the 
ANAO as part of this project. 
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3. Systems and processes to support 
performance measurement and reporting  
Areas examined 
This chapter examines whether the selected entities implemented processes to collect, assess, 
assure and report performance information for the annual performance statements. It also 
examines whether the results and analysis presented in the performance statements were 
complete and accurate, and supported by suitable records. 
Conclusion 
Each of the entities had processes to support the coordination and collation of the performance 
statements. The ANAO observed the scale and complexity of processes varied depending on the 
entity, and the implementation of those processes required improvement in some instances. 
The effectiveness of the systems, methodologies, and assurance processes established for the 
collection and reporting of performance information also varied across the selected entities. In 
particular, this impacted the accuracy of information presented in Environment’s and the Sports 
Commission’s performance statements. Observations made in this report indicate that there is 
still some way to go in the maturity of entities’ consideration of, and audit committees’ 
assurance and advice on, entity performance reporting. 
Key learnings 
The ANAO identified the following key learnings across the four entities: 

• Identifying data sources and assessing collection methods as part of the development of 
performance measures to determine whether suitable information will be available at the 
end of the reporting period; 

• Clearly documenting the methodologies used to determine performance results to promote 
consistent and accurate reporting; 

• Developing a clear understanding by management representatives of the performance 
framework to increase the level of assurance provided by management certifications; and 

• Evaluating whether current arrangements supporting the performance statements are 
sufficient to meet the requirements of section 37 of the PGPA Act, to properly record and 
explain the non-financial performance of the entity. 

Did the entities’ processes inform the coordination and collation of the 
performance statements? 

Each of the entities had processes to support the coordination and collation of the 
performance statements. The ANAO observed the scale and complexity of processes varied 
depending on the entity, and the implementation of those processes required improvement 
in some instances. This included where a central unit charged with developing and improving 
an entity’s performance reporting lacked sufficient influence to effect changes necessary to 
improve an entity’s performance measurement and reporting. 
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3.1 Corporate planning and performance reporting should be viewed by entities as a 
continuous process, rather than annual and distinct processes. Finance guidance notes that 
entities should design processes that support the complete cycle of planning, performance 
measurement and reporting. This would include the preparation and publication of the PBS, 
corporate plans, performance statements and annual reports, evaluating lessons learnt and 
incorporating these into the following cycle to contribute to continuous improvement.48 

3.2 In reviewing the processes implemented by the entities in developing their performance 
statements, the ANAO considered whether they reflected a whole-of-cycle approach to 
performance measurement and reporting. The ANAO also considered whether those processes 
were supported by clearly defined roles and responsibilities and adequate structures to facilitate 
management engagement and support. 

3.3 The ANAO noted that each of the selected entities had engaged with the Department of 
Finance to seek feedback and/or guidance during 2016–17. This was through direct contact with 
representatives of the department, and/or through participation in Finance’s corporate planning 
and performance statements Communities of Practice.  

Employment 

3.4 Employment’s processes for the coordination and collation of its performance statements 
were clearly structured, including well-defined roles and responsibilities. The ANAO also observed 
effective management engagement through the monitoring and endorsement of the 
department’s performance measurement and reporting across the reporting period. 

3.5 The 2016–17 corporate planning and performance statements process was centrally 
coordinated by a dedicated section and overseen by an Executive committee. The committee is 
co-chaired by Deputy Secretaries and comprises representatives at senior levels across the 
department, meets on a quarterly basis, and receives updates on progress against the 
department’s performance measurement and reporting requirements. 

3.6 A paper containing the proposed approach to the development and publication of the 
department’s annual report, including the performance statements, was presented to the 
Executive committee and endorsed on 24 May 2017. The paper included a timeline with key 
milestones, and was informed by an evaluation of the 2015–16 Annual Report development 
process, completed in November 2016. A project plan was also developed which highlighted items 
such as timing constraints, related projects such as the PBS and corporate plan, milestones and 
responsible parties, roles and relevant stakeholders.  

3.7 A formal structure for the submission and clearance of information for the annual report, 
and performance statements, was evident and also documented in the project plan. Coordinators 
were established at each level of the Employment cluster to coordinate the collection, collation 
and clearance of information that would support the annual report49, including the performance 
statements. The Employment cluster determined the underlying processes supporting this 

                                                                 
48  ANAO Report No.58 2016–17 Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2015–16, 

pp. 49–50. 
49  Employment’s organisational structure reflects three ‘clusters’, each led by a Deputy Secretary and supported 

by groups and branches. The focus of this section is the Employment cluster. 
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activity, and received feedback on their submissions at each stage of this coordination process 
from the central coordination section. 

3.8 The Employment cluster’s key decision-making forum is the Employment Steering 
Committee (ESC). The ESC is chaired by the Deputy Secretary Employment and consists of the 
group managers within the cluster. The ESC meets weekly to discuss the jobactive program policy, 
risk, delivery, performance, contract management and evaluation. One of the four ESC meetings 
each month is replaced with a Joint ESC and includes all Senior Executive Service branch managers 
and state managers.  

3.9 Reports detailing progressive performance against the criteria set out in the PBS and 
corporate plan are provided to the ESC (or Joint ESC where appropriate) on a quarterly basis50 and 
the Deputy Secretary receives a monthly update. The ANAO also observed that individual 
branches and groups also prepare more regular updates, that address ongoing performance 
monitoring at a more detailed level, for the Branch and Group Managers. This reporting is then 
used by those groups to inform the regular reporting to the ESC, which is coordinated by the 
Employment Services Reporting and Analysis branch within the Quality and Integrity Group.  

Environment 

3.10 The key elements of Environment’s processes to support the development, coordination 
and collation of the department’s performance measurement and reporting, are reproduced in 
Figure 3.1. Referred to as the activity performance planning, evaluation and reporting framework, 
it was designed to achieve the aim of continuous improvement. 

Figure 3.1: Environment activity performance planning and reporting framework 

Feb   Mar    Apr     May    Jun    Jul    Aug    Sep    Oct    Nov      

Biannual 
performance 

report

Activity 
performance 

plan

Biannual 
performance 

report 

PBS
Financial 
year start

Financial 
year end

Year 1

Year 2

Planned 
performance Division, branch, section 

plans, MiPDS

Corporate 
plan

Planned 
performance

Annual 
Report

Annual 
performance 
statements

 
Source: Reproduced from documentation provided by the Department of the Environment and Energy. 

3.11 Activity performance plans are intended to be the primary performance planning 
document for Environment’s policies, programs and regulations. These plans then informed the 
                                                                 
50  The Joint ESC received monthly updates on performance between August 2016 and January 2017. Quarterly 

reporting commenced in April 2017. 



Systems and processes to support performance measurement and reporting 

 
ANAO Report No.33 2017–18 

Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2016–17 
 

61 

performance criteria set out in the PBS and corporate plan. Underlying divisional, branch and 
section plans were then developed on this basis. 

3.12 The biannual performance report outlines results against the performance measures set 
out in the PBS and corporate plan, and is used as a basis for preparing the department’s 
performance statements. It was designed to assist divisions in:  

• preparing early; 
• identifying measures that were at risk of not being met by 30 June;  
• identifying improvements to the measures proposed to be included in the next activity 

performance plans, PBS and corporate plan; and  
• improving the quality of results intended to be reported in the current year performance 

statements. 
3.13 Environment’s 2016–17 corporate planning and performance statements process was 
centrally coordinated by a section within the department, and overseen by the Governance and 
Performance Committee. The committee comprised representatives at senior levels across the 
department, met five times across the reporting period and considered updates on the 
department’s progress against its performance measurement and reporting requirements, 
including the corporate plan, biannual performance report, and performance statements.  

3.14 The ANAO did not identify any significant changes between the February 2017 biannual 
performance report and the 2016–17 Annual Performance Statements for the ‘Environment and 
Heritage’ purpose, and noted only minor changes to the 2017–18 Corporate Plan. While Divisions 
were responsible for developing measures and establishing suitable processes to support the 
collection and monitoring of results across the continuous performance reporting cycle described 
above, Environment’s central coordination unit developed and provided policy, guidance and 
templates to assist divisions. However, there was limited evidence of advice and feedback 
provided by the central coordination unit being considered or adopted by divisions. The ANAO 
noted that in some cases, if the advice and feedback had been actioned, issues outlined in this 
report would have been resolved, such as improving the meaningfulness of results presented in 
the performance statements. 

Austrade 

3.15 Austrade’s organisational structure during the 2016–17 performance reporting cycle 
reflected the groups represented by its purposes and presented in the corporate plan.51 The 
corporate planning and reporting section is responsible for the central monitoring and collation of 
performance information to be included in Austrade’s corporate plan and performance 
statements. While the central unit provided guidance and advice, each group was responsible for 
the development of its performance measures. 

3.16 Management engagement was facilitated through an Executive group, comprising senior 
executives across the organisation. The Executive Group meets weekly and assists Austrade’s 
Chief Executive Officer by advising on organisational strategy, corporate governance, cross-

                                                                 
51  The groups are: International Operations; Tourism, Investment, Education and Programs; and Corporate 

Services. 
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organisational policy, management and accountability. The Executive Group monitors the status 
of key projects and considers performance reports against business plans, budget and key 
performance measures. 

3.17 In March 2017, Austrade adapted existing quarterly management reports to a ‘traffic-light’ 
style of reporting against the consolidated performance criteria set out in the corporate plan. The 
traffic light reports set out the status, assurance strategy, area and executive member responsible 
for data, the data source and how the data will demonstrate performance for each performance 
measure. The report is compiled by the central coordination unit through liaising with each group. 
While the consolidated monitoring was implemented mid-way through the reporting cycle, it 
provides a foundation to identify ongoing improvements to Austrade’s performance measurement 
and reporting. 

Sports Commission  

3.18 Responsibility for the coordination and collation of the Sports Commissions’ performance 
measurement and reporting was held centrally. The level of the Sports Commission’s executive 
consideration and monitoring was commensurate with its size. Formal monitoring of the 
performance measures included in the corporate plan was conducted on a bi-monthly basis. 
Organisational performance ‘dashboard’ reports were presented to the Board in October and 
December 2016, and February, April and June 2017. These dashboards provided a progressive 
update of performance to date against those measures outlined in the corporate plan and 
intended to be included in the performance statements. These reports were compiled by the 
Governance section through coordinating with those sections with responsibility for the 
measures.  

3.19 A similar approach was used for the year-end reporting to support the performance 
statements. The Governance section also referred to an Annual Report Procedure document 
which outlines the key processes, stakeholders and inputs required to facilitate the collation and 
publication of the annual report, including the performance statements. The coordination process 
largely occurred via email between the Governance section and other areas of the organisation 
and also included providing feedback on areas such as the performance criteria rationale (why, 
and how) and conducting ‘sense checks’ over the reported results. 

Were systems and methodologies established to collect and report 
performance information? 
The effectiveness of systems and methodologies established for the collection and reporting 
of performance information varied across the selected entities. An absence of clearly 
documented methodologies, or where the chosen methodology led to a result that did not 
reflect the measure as described, were areas requiring improvement by each of the entities. 

3.20 In designing appropriate performance criteria, an important consideration for entities is 
the information that the entity will need to collect to report against those measures. Resource 
Management Guide No. 131: Developing good performance information, issued by the 
Department of Finance, sets out that entities should consider the following for information used 
to report performance: 

• availability—is information readily accessible or feasible to access; 
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• suitability—is the information accurate, auditable and reliable; 
• timeliness—the information be collected on a timescale relevant to the measure; and  
• cost—the effort required to collect and analyse information should be commensurate 

with the benefit it provides.52  
3.21 One focus of this audit was whether the selected entities considered the above factors and 
established systems and methodologies to support the collection of performance information that 
could be relied upon as a complete and accurate reflection of the results. In assessing the 
approaches adopted by the selected entities, the ANAO considered the following: 

• the method and frequency used to collect the data for each criterion and whether it was 
suitable; 

• the known limitations of the data; 

• how data is recorded and stored and what controls exist to ensure it is not inadvertently or 
purposely manipulated; 

• how data is extracted from systems and what processes are applied to reach the reported 
result; and 

• whether adequate documentation of policies and procedures to support consistent data 
outcomes exist. 

3.22 The ANAO observed a number of different methods and approaches to identifying and 
collecting suitable information to support performance measurement and reporting. Entities 
would benefit from incorporating the identification of suitable information sources, and an 
understanding of how information will be collected, into the development of performance 
measures. These should also be clearly documented in policies and procedures to promote the 
consistency and accuracy of future reporting. 

Data sources and collection methods 
Employment 

3.23 Of the selected entities, Employment was the most reliant on IT systems and tools to 
collect, collate, and extract information to report results. Given this reliance on systems data, the 
ANAO reviewed the effectiveness of key controls established by Employment to ensure data 
integrity.  

3.24 The use of IT systems or applications, when not adequately controlled or monitored, can 
increase the risks posed to the accuracy and completeness of information being relied upon to 
produce reports. The existence of effective controls mitigates these risks. The ANAO focused on 
testing the following key controls: 

• user access restriction to systems and any data warehouse systems; 
• data input validation and quality assurance; 

                                                                 
52  Department of Finance, Resource Management Guide No.131: Developing good performance information, 

April 2015, p. 31. 
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• monitoring and reporting of changes and/or deletion of records; and 
• extraction and transformation of data. 
3.25 Employment’s performance criteria for ‘Outcome 1’ rely on a combination of information 
sourced from a number of key management information systems.53 The largest system is the 
Employment Business Intelligence Warehouse (EBIW). The EBIW provides a central environment 
for collating data to support Employment’s business functions and performance reporting from a 
number of other management information systems. These source systems are established to 
provide the validation required during data entry and business processing to ensure the 
completeness and accuracy of data subsequently loaded into the EBIW. Once loaded into the 
EBIW it is then able to be extracted and used by Employment to support further analysis and 
reporting across a number of business areas.  

3.26 The complexity of the data collection and transformation applied following extraction from 
Employment’s management systems, including the EBIW, typically influence the tools used to 
ensure the completeness, accuracy and validity of data. The main tools used by Employment were 
the Statistical Analysis System (SAS) and MS Excel spreadsheets. Generally, SAS was used to 
perform complex analysis over larger datasets, and was subject to effective department wide 
controls, providing greater assurance of the integrity of data used for reporting results in the 
performance statements. 

3.27 Spreadsheets were more commonly used for activities that were not complex in nature 
over smaller datasets; however, the ANAO did note examples of spreadsheets being used to 
support more complex data validation and transformations and were referred to as the source for 
performance reporting. The ANAO has previously noted the risks arising from using spreadsheets 
as a primary form of evidence. Spreadsheets lack formalised change/version control and 
reporting, increasing the risk of error. This can make spreadsheets unreliable corporate data 
handling tools, as accidental or deliberate changes can be made to formulae and data, without 
there being a record of when, by who, and what change was made.54 

3.28 Overall, the ANAO’s assessment of the key controls within Employment’s systems 
supporting the performance criteria for ‘Outcome 1’ did not identify any significant control 
weaknesses that would affect the integrity of data extracted from those systems. However, the 
use of spreadsheets to support data validation and transformation following its extraction from 
some controlled systems increases the risk of inaccurate results being presented in Employment’s 
performance statements. Employment may consider expanding the use of its existing systems and 
technologies which are able to be effectively controlled and monitored, such as the EBIW, to limit 
the use of spreadsheets as a primary form of evidence in the future.  

Environment 

3.29 Environment’s approach to identifying data sources and collection methods, and the level 
of rigour applied, varied depending on the program area and the performance criteria or targets 
being assessed. In September 2017, the department prepared a summary of the data collection 
                                                                 
53  The IT systems were: Employment Business Intelligence Warehouse; Survey of Employer Recruitment 

Experiences; Research and Evaluation Database Dataset; Provider 360; DSS Income Support Dataset; and Post 
Program Monitoring Survey Database. 

54  ANAO Report No.40 2016–17 2015–16 Major Projects Report, p. 24. 
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arrangements that had been used for the 2016–17 Performance Statements. Divisions were asked 
to identify the evidence base for each performance measure and provide any comments about 
the data source; frequency of measurement; any guidelines, benchmarks, or standards applied; 
quality assurance; and any limitations of the evidence base or assurance processes. The ANAO’s 
review of the responses identified that, for the majority of measures, the summary did not 
provide sufficient detail of the original data source or collection arrangements, but rather focused 
on the process for information to be reviewed after it had been collated.  

3.30 A variety of data sources were used, ranging from reports submitted by grant recipients, 
through the department’s Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting Improvement Tool (MERIT), to 
scientific monitoring conducted by the department itself. A number of results were also based on 
reporting by external parties, such as state governments. In its advice to the audit committee, the 
department reported that, for several of the measures, reporting was cross-referenced or 
reconciled with internal data. However, the department advised the ANAO in one instance that it 
generally relied on the accuracy of information provided by external reporting parties, or other 
external reporting mechanisms.  

3.31 The department would benefit from reviewing existing policies and procedures for 
identifying, collecting and using suitable data for performance measurement and reporting. This 
would include confirming the understanding and consistent application of those policies and 
procedures by divisions. Establishing divisional procedures for identifying suitable data sources 
and collection methods at the activity planning stage may also assist information being available 
at the time of reporting.  

3.32 For example, for two performance criterion, the reported result was ‘Data/information not 
available or incomplete’. An effective process to identify and document the methodologies to 
support the performance criteria would have identified this matter at an earlier stage. The 
measures could then have been reviewed to determine whether they should be amended or 
alternative information sources identified.  

Austrade 

3.33 Austrade relied on a small number of key information sources to support its performance 
statements: surveys; research and analysis completed by Tourism Research Australia55; and a 
management information system. Overall, Austrade’s data sources and collection and reporting 
methods were well-managed.  

3.34 Surveys were designed and completed by appropriately qualified personnel, including 
through engagement of a professional survey and statistics provider, with appropriate 
consideration of mitigation strategies for issues such as response bias and survey fatigue. Those 
that were published externally by Tourism Research Australia were also accompanied by 
methodologies, including sample sizes and confidence intervals. The key information system was 
supported by detailed processes and policy manuals to promote consistency and accuracy of the 
information recorded and extracted from the system. 

                                                                 
55  Tourism Research Australia is a division within Austrade, established to undertake and publish research and 

analysis across the international and domestic tourism markets. 
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Sports Commission 

3.35 The Sports Commission used a range of information sources to support is performance 
reporting. Some were publically available through external bodies such as the International 
Olympic Committee’s medal tally, or published sporting body world championships results. Others 
were reported on the basis of internal reviews, or in some circumstances extracts from the Sports 
Commission’s financial management information system. Another key information source was the 
AusPlay survey. The survey is conducted by an external provider, and similarly to Austrade, the 
Sports Commission publishes the survey methodology and results through its website.  

3.36 The initial development of the Sports Commission’s performance measures, and 
identifying and collecting suitable data, was assisted by adapting templates provided by the 
portfolio lead entity—the Department of Health. These templates provided a basis for the Sports 
Commission to identify, for each measure intended to be included in the PBS and corporate plan, 
the PBS program it related to, whether it was on an ongoing or time limited measure, quantitative 
or qualitative, and how frequently it would be measured. The template also set out the 
methodology and the data sources intended to be used to measure performance. Further 
discussion regarding the suitability of the methodologies supporting the measures can be found in 
the following sections.  

Measurement methodologies  
3.37 The development and documentation of measurement methodologies is important to 
support the collection of performance information that can be relied upon as a complete and 
accurate reflection of the results reported in the performance statements. In reviewing the 
selected entities’ methodologies supporting their performance criteria, the ANAO identified 
examples where the measurement methodology was not appropriate, or would have benefited 
from review, to provide the most appropriate method to reflect the measure as described. 

3.38 In those cases where the methodology used by an entity does not reflect the measure as 
described, or support the result, the entity should consider: 

• reviewing performance criteria so the result intended to be reported is clear to a reader; 
or 

• establishing a methodology that leads to measurement of the performance criteria as 
described; and 

• clearly documenting the methodology to support consistent and accurate reporting in 
future periods. 

Employment 

3.39 The level of procedural documentation and guidance of the methodologies supporting 
Employment’s performance criteria was variable. While it was clear from discussions with 
operational staff that there was a detailed understanding of the methodology that supported the 
reported result, these were not always formally documented. Given the department’s reliance on 
system-generated information and the requirement, in some cases, for these extracts to be 
analysed further through manual intervention, Employment should ensure it continues current 
efforts to document all methodologies and processes supporting external performance reporting. 
Operational guidance will promote consistency and accuracy of future reporting.  
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3.40 The methodologies supporting two of Employment’s performance criteria would also 
benefit from urgent review. These are summarised below: 

• ‘Proportion of job seekers with mutual obligation requirements who are actively looking 
for work’—the wording of the criterion leads a reader to reasonably expect the result is 
reflective of the proportion of job seekers who are meeting their obligation to look for 
work. For example, submitting job applications, or attending an interview. However, the 
result reflects the proportion of job seekers that have a documented requirement to look 
for work, which is not necessarily the same; and 

• ‘Proportion of jobactive organisations that meet the service delivery requirements’—the 
wording of the criterion leads a reader to reasonably expect the result is reflective of the 
proportion of jobactive providers complying with all of the their service delivery 
requirements. Rather, the result is the proportion of providers that met, or partially met, 
at least 80 per cent of requirements that were assessed during the period. Which 
requirements are assessed during a reporting period is at the discretion of a contract 
manager, and not all requirements are necessarily assessed in the 12 month reporting 
period. The same observation was made in ANAO Report No.4 2017–18 jobactive: Design 
and Monitoring, tabled in July 2017.56 

3.41 The ANAO also noted that the Survey of Employer Recruitment Experiences, which is used 
to determine the result for ‘Proportion of employers satisfied with the assistance provided by a 
jobactive organisation’ is designed to capture broader workplace observations, rather than 
specifically jobactive. In addition, the department advised that:  

Many organisations deliver both jobactive and other employment services programs. It is not 
practical to ask employers to identify which service was utilised, so a decision was made to 
include all Government employment services as a close proxy for employer satisfaction with 
jobactive. 

3.42 Of the 13 945 workplaces that were surveyed, 757 respondents were recorded as having 
used an employment services provider in the previous 12 months. Of these, 70 per cent were able 
to name at least one valid jobactive provider, or confirmed they had received employment 
services from a jobactive provider.57 Of the remaining responses, approximately 20 per cent were 
unable to confirm the employment services they received were from a jobactive provider.58 In 
these cases, the department advised that because the respondent subsequently confirmed that 
the service they received was free, it was recorded as an employment services provider and 
included in the total. The remaining 10 per cent of responses (74) related to other employment 
services providers such as Disability Employment Services or Transition to Work. 

3.43  The department should make the assumptions underpinning the analysis of the Survey of 
Employer Recruitment Experiences clear in the corporate plan and performance statements. This 
                                                                 
56  ANAO Report No.4 2017–18 jobactive: Design and Monitoring, p. 96. 
57  500 workplaces were able to name at least one valid jobactive provider, and 32 confirmed they received 

jobactive employment services but could not recall the name of the provider. ANAO Analysis of Survey of 
Employer Recruitment Experiences data. 

58  29 respondents named a recruitment firm not affiliated with an employment services program, and 122 
respondents could not recall the provider’s name. ANAO Analysis of Survey of Employer Recruitment 
Experiences data. 
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would include explaining why the department is confident the result is representative of employer 
satisfaction with jobactive providers. 

Environment 

3.44 Similar to the observations made at paragraph 3.29 regarding Environment’s 
documentation of data sources and collection methods, the level of documentation for the 
methodology that would be used to determine and support the reported results in the 
performance statements was varied, and in most circumstances limited. This prevented the ANAO 
from making a complete assessment of the suitability of the information being used to support 
the reported results. 

Sports Commission 

3.45 The methodologies supporting seven of the Sports Commission’s performance criteria did 
not reflect the performance criteria as described. For example, the criterion ‘Number of children 
participating in the Sporting Schools program’ leads a reader to reasonably expect the result will 
reflect the number of children that took part in the program during the reporting period. 
However, the methodology to support the result captures the number of program attendances, 
leading to children being counted multiple times. 

Austrade 

3.46 The methodologies supporting Austrade’s performance criteria were largely suitable, with 
two assessed as requiring further consideration. The results presented against ‘Effective 
contribution to whole-of-government policy development using Austrade’s commercial 
perspectives on export, investment, international education and tourism’ describe a broad range 
of activities undertaken by Austrade across the reporting period. While an informative description 
of activities is provided, the absence of accompanying analysis that demonstrates why or how 
they represent an ‘effective contribution’ affects the ability of a reader to assess Austrade’s 
performance. Austrade would benefit from reviewing this approach in future reporting periods to 
ensure that the results reflect the measure as described. 

3.47 In reviewing the methodology that supports the measure ‘Urgent passport issues are dealt 
with in a timely and responsive manner’, the ANAO noted that ‘timely and responsive’ was not 
defined, and no assessment of timeliness was made for urgent passport issues, leading to a 100 
per cent result. In discussion with Austrade representatives, this was because there is no 
benchmark set within the memorandum of understanding with the Department of Foreign Affairs 
and Trade. Nevertheless, to provide a meaningful assessment of Austrade’s performance against 
this measure, there would be value in defining, and documenting, a timeframe that is intended to 
demonstrate success. 
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Were processes established to obtain assurance over the annual 
performance statements? 
Processes were established by all four entities to provide assurance that the results reported in 
the performance statements were an accurate representation of performance. Observations 
made in other sections of this report regarding the appropriateness of the selected entities’ 
measures, systems, methodologies, and the accuracy of results supported by suitable records, 
indicate that there is still some way to go in the maturity of entities’ consideration of, and audit 
committees’ assurance and advice on, entity performance reporting. 

3.48 Section 16F of the PGPA Rule requires an accountable authority to certify that their 
performance statements accurately present the entity’s performance for the reporting period. An 
equivalent certification by the accountable authority is required by section 42 of the PGPA Act for 
the annual financial statements. It is important that an accountable authority has confidence that 
the entity has adequate processes in place to provide sufficient assurance to support these 
certifications.  

3.49 The requirement for entities to prepare and publish their financial statements, including 
mandatory annual audits by the ANAO, has been in place for a number of decades. As a result, the 
financial statements preparation processes of Commonwealth entities are mature, and supported 
by established assurance frameworks. Entities may leverage from these frameworks and 
implement similar processes to provide an accountable authority with sufficient assurance to 
certify the performance statements. Relevant processes may include: 

• documented procedures and processes supporting the performance reporting cycle; 
• management reporting of progressive results to internal stakeholders such as the 

accountable authority and audit committee; 
• effective direction of internal audit resources; 
• management certifications supported by suitable quality assurance of results; and 
• detailed audit committee review and endorsement. 
3.50 Earlier sections of this chapter considered the entities’ processes and procedures, 
including progressive management reporting and monitoring to support the performance 
statements. The following sections focus on the entities’ use of internal audit, management 
certifications and audit committee involvement and endorsement, as assurance mechanisms for 
their accountable authority’s certification. 

Internal audit 
3.51 It is important for an entity to consider how their internal audit function might be utilised 
to support the accountable authority, and audit committee, in improving an entity’s performance 
measurement and reporting framework. This contributes to the confidence of an accountable 
authority in the appropriateness, and completeness and accuracy, of the entity’s performance 
reporting. 
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3.52 The ANAO noted that two of the four selected entities, Environment and Austrade, had 
undertaken an internal audit with specific consideration of elements of the entities’ performance 
measurement and reporting frameworks.59 Environment’s audit considered the effectiveness of 
the department’s broader performance reporting framework, including the role of evaluation, 
while Austrade’s was designed to evaluate the processes supporting the performance reporting of 
a particular division within the entity. Both provide examples of how internal audit may be used to 
assess an entity’s performance measurement and reporting. 

Environment 

3.53 In October 2016 Environment’s audit committee endorsed the Internal Audit Work Plan, 
which included the audit of the department’s performance reporting. The objective of the audit 
was to assess whether the department was meeting the non-financial performance information 
reporting requirements under the PGPA Act and associated guidance, and to assess the role of 
evaluation in performance reporting. Environment presented the report to the committee in 
May 2017.  

3.54 The audit focussed on the 2015–16 process and made a number of observations and 
recommendations consistent with those in this report, including: 

• Clarify whether the Annual Performance Statements are meeting stakeholder needs; 
• Update the department’s Evaluation Policy with clear definitions of performance reporting 

roles and responsibilities, requirements for divisional procedures, methodologies and 
record keeping and quality assurance; and 

• Determine and document divisional procedures and methodologies for defining 
performance criteria, performance reporting and quality assurance.  

3.55 As part of its response to these recommendations, management undertook to update the 
Evaluation Policy by March 2018, conduct a progressive, systematic review of its performance 
criteria and targets, and seek an IT solution to facilitate automated and integrated reporting in 
real-time. 

Austrade 

3.56 Austrade commenced an internal audit of its Investment Performance Management 
Framework during August 2017, as part of its 2017–18 Audit Work Plan. The internal audit was 
intended to ‘Assess the processes Austrade has designed and implemented to plan, monitor and 
report against the Investment KPIs outlined in its Portfolio Budget Statements and Corporate 
Plan’. This included reviewing a sample of records supporting the investment outcome results 
reported in Austrade’s 2016–17 Performance Statements.  

3.57 The audit identified, prior to the finalisation of the performance statements, instances 
where there were insufficient records to support the reported outcomes. A review was 
successfully completed to re-validate the information in the system and support the reported 
results. The observations of the report, and the subsequent re-validation of records, provided 

                                                                 
59  As noted in paragraph 2.102, during 2016–17 Employment completed a review of its performance 

measurement and reporting framework.  
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additional information to the Audit and Risk Committee as to the completeness and accuracy of 
results presented against those performance criteria in the 2016–17 Performance Statements. 

Management certifications 
3.58 Written certifications provide a formalised model for the communication of assurance 
between an entity’s management and its accountable authority. However, the value of 
certifications are influenced by the robustness of the processes underpinning them, their 
completeness, and also the attention and/or action taken in resolving matters identified by those 
certifications.  

3.59 Employment and Austrade adopted multi-level management certifications as part of 
assurance processes for the 2016–17 Performance Statements. Both entities’ assurance processes 
were considered to be effective, as supported by observations made in other sections of this 
report. The following section focuses on observations made in regard to Environment and the 
Sports Commission’s certification processes. 

Environment 

3.60 Environment’s management assurance model requires improvement, as evidenced by the 
matters raised in this report. Environment’s management certifications were provided by the First 
Assistant Secretaries (FASs) of each division, via standardised forms. Each form contained a 
checklist of key requirements relating to ‘performance assessment’, ‘performance measurement’ 
and ‘record keeping’. The form also included a certification statement for completion and signing. 
The form required FASs to disclose in this statement ‘relevant qualifications if required’, and was 
pre-populated with the following assertions: 

• The results and analysis presented in the annual performance statements relate to the 
performance against the performance measures outlined in the Department of 
Environment and Energy Corporate Plan 2016-17 and in the Department’s Portfolio 
Budget Statements 2016-17; and 

• In my opinion, and following a process to gain assurance, this component of the 
performance statements accurately presents the Department’s performance in the year 
ending 30 June 2017, and meets the requirements under sub-sections 37(1), 38(1), 
39(1)(a) of the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013.  

3.61 Of the certification statements relevant to the performance criteria considered by this 
audit, none detailed qualifications or caveats in regard to the performance statements. However, 
the ANAO did note a checklist accompanying one certification included comments highlighting 
potential issues affecting the quality of data and data collection methods, including the 
implication that validation of data sources was not performed. These potential issues were not 
reflected in the ensuing certification statement, where no qualifications were noted. 

3.62 In light of the matters raised in this report in regard to the quality of Environment’s 
performance measurement and reporting, the absence of further caveats, or consideration of 
those raised above, indicates a potential weakness in Environment’s certification processes. 
Environment may consider whether there is sufficient understanding among its management 
representatives of the Commonwealth performance framework to provide the level of assurance 
expected from the management certification processes.  
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Sports Commission 

3.63 As a smaller organisation, the Sports Commission had a lesser number of key personnel 
that contributed to the performance statements and, as a result, did not use formalised 
certifications as part of its 2016–17 Performance Statements assurance processes. The 
performance statements were still subject to review, and there was an expectation that 
submissions forming part of the central coordination had been cleared by an appropriate level 
prior to approval by the Chief Executive Officer and the Board. However, these reviews and 
approvals were not consistently documented. There was limited evidence of advice being 
provided to the Board outlining what assurance mechanisms were in place to support the 
performance statements, except to note that ‘Annual report content had been sourced from the 
ASC Executive and relevant divisions staff’ and ‘developed in accordance with requirements 
released under the PGPA Act and associated PGPA Rule 2014’.  

3.64 In smaller organisations, which tailor their processes to suit the entity’s circumstances, 
sufficient documentary evidence should be kept. This may include more detailed minutes of 
relevant discussions held at board or executive meetings, particularly in regard to how 
management is assured of the quality, and completeness and accuracy of the performance 
statements. 

The role and function of audit committees and entity performance reporting 
3.65 The accountable authority of a Commonwealth entity is required to ensure that the entity 
has an audit committee60 and to determine by written charter the functions of this committee.61 
The minimum functions of an audit committee are set out in the PGPA Rule and include reviewing 
the appropriateness of the accountable authority’s performance reporting (refer below, emphasis 
added). 

Section 17 of the PGPA Rule 2014 

Functions of the audit committee: 

(1) The accountable authority of a Commonwealth entity must, by written charter, determine 
the functions of the audit committee for the entity.  

(2) The functions must include reviewing the appropriateness of the accountable authority’s:  

(a) financial reporting; and  

(b) performance reporting; and  

(c) system of risk oversight and management; and  

(d) system of internal control;  

for the entity. 

                                                                 
60  PGPA Act, s. 5. 
61  PGPA Rule, s. 17. 
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3.66 The Department of Finance issued Functions of audit committees: Reviewing the 
appropriateness of performance reporting, including for 2016-17 annual performance statements 
in July 2017 ‘in response to a number of recent queries in relation to the 2016-17 annual 
performance statements’. The note reiterated the role and functions of audit committees under 
the PGPA Act and Rule in regard to the performance reporting of entities62, specifically that: 

The role of an audit committee is to provide independent advice and assurance to the entity’s 
accountable authority. It is a requirement of s.17(2) of the PGPA Rule that the functions of an 
audit committee must include reviewing the appropriateness of the accountable authority’s 
financial reporting, performance reporting, system of risk oversight and management, and 
system of internal control. The PGPA Rule requires that the accountable authority must, by 
written charter, determine the functions of the audit committee (Rule s17(1)). This charter must 
include the requirements of s17(2) of the PGPA Rule, including the requirement in s17(2)(b) that 
functions of the audit committee must include reviewing the appropriateness of the accountable 
authority’s performance reporting. 

In the case of performance reporting, an audit committee would reach a view on the 
appropriateness, of the entity’s performance reporting as a whole, with reference to the 
Commonwealth’s performance reporting framework, (including the relevant requirements, 
directions or guidance for entities corporate plans and PBS).63 

3.67 The JCPAA noted in its most recent report that it ‘regards audit committees as providing 
Commonwealth entities with an invaluable source of independent assurance and advice’. and 
recommended that: 

The Australian Government amend, as necessary, the Public Governance, Performance and 
Accountability Act 2013, and accompanying rules and guidance, to clarify that the functions and 
charter of Commonwealth entity audit committees need to reflect their role in assurance of the 
appropriateness of performance reporting, as well as specifying that some members must have 
skills in performance measurement and reporting. 

3.68 The ANAO noted that at the time of finalising the 2016–17 performance statements, none 
of the selected entities’ audit committee charters reflected the language set out in section 17 of 
the PGPA Rule. Specifically, the requirement that audit committees ‘review the appropriateness’ 
of the accountable authority’s performance reporting. While in some cases, the charter used 
comparable terms, such as ‘sound’, audit committee charters should be reviewed regularly to 
ensure alignment with the PGPA Rule. Employment subsequently updated its audit committee 
charter in October 2017 to more closely reflect section 17 of the PGPA Rule, including the 
requirement for its audit committee to ‘reach a view on the appropriateness of [the 
department’s] performance reporting as a whole’. 

                                                                 
62  The Department of Finance first released an information sheet in August 2015, Audit Committees and 

performance reporting, which also noted that, in regard to the performance reporting function, under section 
17(2)(b) of the PGPA Rule ‘would necessarily involve the [audit] committee forming some view on how the 
entity should measure its performance and how these measures can be weaved into an effective performance 
story’. 

63  Department of Finance, Functions of audit committees: Reviewing the appropriateness of performance 
reporting, including for 2016–17 annual performance statements, July 2017, pp. 1–2. 
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Recommendation no.4  
3.69 Environment, Austrade and the Sports Commission review their audit committee 
charters to ensure they reflect the requirements of section 17 of the Public Governance, 
Performance and Accountability Rule 2014. 

Department of the Environment and Energy’s response: Agreed.  

3.70 The scheduled 2017 review of the Portfolio Audit Committee charter was put on hold 
until the release of this report and finalisation of audit committee guidance by the Department 
of Finance. The Department will now progress with the scheduled review of the Portfolio Audit 
Committee charter. 

Australian Trade and Investment Commission’s response: Agreed. 

3.71 Austrade agrees with this recommendation, and notes that it is best practice for entities 
to update their audit committee charters annually. It is Austrade’s intention to update its 
committee’s charter following the release of updated guidance from the Department of Finance, 
expected in early 2018. 

Australian Sports Commission’s response: Agreed. 

3.72 The Sports Commission agrees with the recommendation. 

3.73 Finance’s guidance also made clear the expected level of assurance an audit committee is 
expected to provide:  

A reasonable level of assurance on the appropriateness of an entity’s performance reporting is 
consistent with our expectations of the assurance provided by audit committees, as required in 
s17(2) of the PGPA Rule. 

However, those audit committees that are unable to provide a reasonable level of assurance (for 
example, limited assurance) for the 2016–17 performance reporting cycle, should discuss the 
level of assurance they are able to provide with their accountable authority. This would include a 
discussion of what the audit committee proposes to do to provide a reasonable level of 
assurance to the accountable authority in the 2017–18 performance reporting cycle, and would 
include documenting this approach in their charter or workplan. 

3.74 The level of assurance an audit committee is able to provide to an entity is influenced by 
the expertise and experience of its members, and how that is utilised in evaluating the design and 
implementation of an entity’s performance reporting framework. Audit committees are also 
typically able to influence and/or direct the work of internal audit and, as evidenced by the 
examples provided from paragraph 3.52, this may provide a valuable resource in contributing to 
an audit committee forming its view on the appropriateness of an entity’s performance reporting.  

3.75 Employment, Austrade and the Sports Commission’s audit committees each provided a 
statement of reasonable assurance in regard to the appropriateness of the entity’s performance 
statements. Each of the three entities adopted a different approach, but all, at a minimum, had: 

• involvement in considering, querying and/or providing advice to management on the 
performance measures presented in the entities’ 2016–17 PBS and Corporate Plans; 
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• received interim reporting of results against those measures. Some committees received 
this information more regularly than others, such as quarterly versus biannually; 

• received briefings on processes supporting the completeness and accuracy of results 
presented in the annual performance statements; and 

• received assurance from management representatives on the completeness and 
accuracy of results presented in the annual performance statements. 

3.76 Environment’s audit committee advised the accountable authority that the level of 
assurance that could be provided was limited ‘without extensive resource-intensive audit activity’ 
and that it ‘had not become aware of any matter that would cause it to believe that the annual 
performance statements…had not been prepared in accordance with the Department’s 
performance reporting framework, the PGPA Act, the PGPA Rule and relevant resource 
management guides’. The ANAO did not observe evidence of Environment’s audit committee 
documenting its intended approach at that time to increase the level of assurance provided in the 
next reporting period as required by Finance guidance.  

3.77 Entities and audit committees should not confuse providing reasonable assurance with 
confirming that the entity’s performance reporting is entirely appropriate. An audit committee 
may have identified an issue that affects the appropriateness of the accountable authority’s 
performance reporting and, while still providing reasonable assurance, have drawn it to the 
attention of the accountable authority in its advice.  

3.78 The observations made in other sections of this report regarding the appropriateness of 
the selected entities’ measures, systems, methodologies, and record keeping indicate that there is 
still some way to go in the maturity of audit committees’ assurance and advice in this area.  

Did the entities’ performance statements accurately present their 
performance?  
The results and analysis presented in Austrade’s and Employment’s performance statements 
accurately presented their performance. Environment’s and the Sports Commissions’ 
performance statements each presented results and analysis that contained inaccuracies 
and/or were not supported by suitable records. 

3.79 An accountable authority is required to state, under section 16F of the PGPA Rule, that its 
performance statements accurately present the entity’s performance in the reporting period. This 
is reinforced by section 37 of the PGPA Act that sets out the requirement for Commonwealth 
entities to keep records that properly record and explain the entity’s non-financial performance. 
The ANAO reviewed records made available by each of the selected entities to record and explain 
the selected performance criteria results and analysis presented in the 2016–17 Performance 
Statements to determine whether they were an accurate representation of performance.  

3.80 The results and analysis presented in Austrade’s and Employment’s performance 
statements accurately presented their performance, as supported by suitable records. 
Environment’s and the Sports Commission’s performance statements each contained results and 
analysis that could not be confirmed as an accurate representation of performance and were not 
supported by suitable records. 
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3.81 The ANAO noted that each of the selected entities used spreadsheets in some form to 
manually compile data, or review and filter data following its extraction from a management 
information system. The ANAO has previously noted the risks arising from using spreadsheets as a 
primary form of evidence. Spreadsheets lack formalised change/version control and reporting, 
increasing the risk of error. This can make spreadsheets unreliable corporate data handling tools, 
as accidental or deliberate changes can be made to formulae and data, without there being a 
record of when, by who, and what change was made.64 

3.82 There were also instances where system generated reports, relied on by an entity to 
support a reported result, could not reproduce the same result when requested by the ANAO. In 
these instances, the entities had not retained system extracts reflecting the original result. The 
differences arose from the system design allowing entries to be submitted, edited or updated at a 
later date, and as a result, an extract applying the same parameters may produce a different result 
to what was reported. The ANAO acknowledges the need for systems to be updated to reflect 
changes in records, particularly in those circumstances where program guidelines provide the 
opportunity for valid claims to be made outside of a particular reference period. However, in 
these cases, a reporting extract should be retained in its original form and stored securely outside 
of the system so the requirements of the PGPA Act are fully met. 

Environment 

3.83 Nine of Environment’s performance criteria included results and/or analysis that contained 
information that could not be confirmed on the basis of records provided by Environment, or 
were confirmed as inaccurate. For example, ‘409 taxa were either reported as revised or newly 
described’ was the reported result for the target ‘200 taxa revised or newly described under the 
Australian Biological Resources Study’. The ANAO’s review of the spreadsheets provided by the 
department only identified 372 taxa revised or newly described. When the department was asked 
to confirm whether the records were complete, the ANAO was further advised that their re-
performance could only identify 359.  

3.84 Similarly, for the performance target ‘At least 64 researchers, including early career 
researchers, supported under the Australian Biological Resources Study’, which was reported as 
‘Achieved’, the ANAO identified 59 researchers compared to the 136 reported. The ANAO was 
advised this was due to the records only showing those that had commenced in 2016–17, which 
were then added to the previous financial year (81) to reach the reported result. However, in 
applying this approach, the expected number of researchers in 2016–17 should have been 55, still 
less than the target of 64. When seeking to reconfirm the result, the department further advised 
that its records now identified 58. The department advised that the discrepancies for these 
results, and those referred to above, were due to the original source being a ‘living database, 
which is updated daily’.  

3.85 In other instances, the department confirmed that the performance statements contained 
results that were inaccurate. For example, the performance criterion ‘Improved compliance with 
national environmental legislation’ included details of the number of allegations/enquiries of 
potential non-compliance, and those that resulted in compliance cases. The performance 
statements noted 476 allegations/enquiries were received during 2016–17, which resulted in 
                                                                 
64  ANAO Report No.40 2016–17 2015–16 Major Projects Report, p. 24. 
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77 new compliance cases. When asked to provide the records to support these figures, the 
department advised that ‘Further assessment determined there was 468 allegations of or 
inquiries about potential non-compliance with Part 3 of the EPBC Act…and 81 new compliance 
cases over the time period’. The Department advised it will amend its annual report to correct this 
inaccuracy. 

Sports Commission 

3.86 Of the eleven performance criteria assessed, only one was identified as containing 
inaccurate information on the basis of records supplied by the Sports Commission. The results 
presented against the performance criterion ‘Australia’s performance at major international 
sporting events’ in the performance statements noted a total of 24 Paralympic world champions, 
however the records provided to the ANAO to support the result contained only 23. The Sports 
Commission confirmed this was an oversight. 

3.87 For the target ‘Increased following on ASC social media platforms and increased media 
reach’, the Sports Commission was unable to provide records to support the baseline used to 
determine the reported increase in its Twitter following. The other reported increases were able 
to be confirmed by the ANAO. For the remaining performance criteria, the ANAO was able to 
confirm reported results as complete and accurate against the records supplied, however as 
noted in paragraph 3.45, the methodologies supporting seven were considered to lead to a result 
that did not reflect the measure as described.  

Grant Hehir 
Auditor-General 

Canberra ACT 
28 March 2018 
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Appendix 1 Entity responses 

Department of Jobs and Small Business 
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Department of the Environment and Energy 
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Australian Trade and Investment Commission 
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Australian Sports Commission 
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Department of Finance 
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Appendix 2 JCPAA Report 469: Commonwealth Performance 
Framework—Recommendations 

1. The recommendations presented in the Joint Committee of Public Accounts and Audit’s 
Report 469: Commonwealth Performance Framework are reproduced in the following box. 

JCPAA Report 469: Commonwealth Performance Framework Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: 

The Committee recommends that each of the four audited Commonwealth entities from 
Audit Report No. 54 (2016-17), Corporate Planning in the Australian Public Sector 2016-17, 
report back to the Committee on how its senior management team is working to further 
embed the corporate planning requirements in future planning cycles, to address the audit 
finding at paragraph 13 of Audit Report No. 54 and with reference to the other ‘opportunities 
for improvement’ identified as part of the audit. 

Recommendation 2: 

The Committee recommends the Department of Finance note that the Committee refers the 
following matters to the attention of the Independent Review of the Public Governance, 
Performance and Accountability Act 2013: 

• the requirements relating to the inclusion in corporate plans of resourcing information 
and key entity risks, informed by the findings of ANAO Report No. 6 (2016–17), 
Corporate Planning in the Australian Public Sector (paragraphs 3.10–3.16); and 

• the content, interpretation and application of the mandatory process requirement 
relating to the four reporting periods of the corporate plan, informed by the findings 
of Audit Report No. 54 (2016–17), Corporate Planning in the Australian Public Sector 
2016–17 (paragraphs 2.21–2.24). 

Recommendation 3: 

The Committee recommends that the Department of Finance report back to the Committee 
on progress in implementation by Commonwealth entities of a more mature approach to risk 
management and ‘joined up’ government, including key milestones, deliverables and 
outcomes to date, particularly as evidenced through entity performance reporting 
documentation. 
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JCPAA Report 469: Commonwealth Performance Framework Recommendations 

Recommendation 4: 

The Committee recommends that the Department of Finance (Finance) undertake a more 
comprehensive monitoring and evaluation program for the ongoing implementation of the 
Commonwealth performance framework, including reporting on: 

• the quality of performance information; 
• line of sight across performance reporting documentation; 
• progress in terms of the broader Public Management Reform Agenda; and 
• whole-of-government outcomes for implementation of the framework. 
• Finance should provide a yearly report to the Committee on the above matters by way 

of a snapshot on the ‘health’ of the Commonwealth performance framework, with this 
report to also be published on the Finance website. 

Recommendation 5: 

The Committee recommends that the Australian National Audit Office consider conducting an 
audit of one complete Commonwealth performance reporting cycle, including whether a clear 
read of performance information has effectively been established, with consistent 
terminology and improved line of sight across performance reporting documentation. 

Recommendation 6: 

The Committee recommends that: 

• The Australian Government amend the Public Governance, Performance and 
Accountability Act 2013 (PGPA Act), and the accompanying rules and guidance as 
required, as a matter of priority, to enable mandatory annual audits of performance 
statements by the Auditor-General of entities selected by the Auditor-General for 
review, with the Department of Finance (Finance) to report back to the Committee on 
progress on this matter, including consultation with the Auditor-General and 
Commonwealth entities on implementation timeframes and capacity building; and 

• Finance note that the Committee also refers the above matter to the attention of the 
Independent Review of the PGPA Act. 

Recommendation 7: 

The Committee recommends that the Australian Public Service Commission (APSC), in 
consultation with the Department of Finance, the Australian National Audit Office and the 
Department of Education and Training, conduct a review on whether non-financial 
performance reporting and evaluation as a training and research discipline requires 
strengthening, with the APSC to report back to the Committee on progress on this matter. 
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JCPAA Report 469: Commonwealth Performance Framework Recommendations 

Recommendation 8: 

The Committee recommends that the Department of Finance, in consultation with the 
Australian Public Service Commission and the Australian National Audit Office, jointly develop 
Commonwealth capacity training for nonfinancial performance reporting and evaluation, as a 
parallel for existing capacity training for accountancy/financial reporting, and report back to 
the Committee on this matter. 

Recommendation 9: 

The Committee recommends that: 

• the Australian Government amend, as necessary, the Public Governance, Performance 
and Accountability Act 2013 (PGPA Act), and accompanying rules and guidance, to 
clarify that the functions and charter of Commonwealth entity audit committees need 
to reflect their role in assurance of the appropriateness of performance reporting, as 
well as specifying that some members must have skills in performance measurement 
and reporting, with the Department of Finance (Finance) to report back to the 
Committee on progress on this matter; and 

• Finance note that the Committee also refers the above matter to the attention of the 
Independent Review of the PGPA Act. 

Recommendation 10: 

The Committee recommends that the Department of Education and Training, in responding to 
Recommendation 4 in Audit Report No. 31 (2015–16), Administration of Higher Education 
Loan Program Debt and Repayments, consult with the research sector and other interested 
parties about the Higher Education Loan Program data they would like to see released and 
publish as much data as is possible within privacy constraints. 



 
ANAO Report No.33 2017–18 

Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2016–17 
 

89 

Appendix 3 Criteria for the assessment of the relevance, reliability 
and completeness of performance information 

1. The following criteria were presented in ANAO Report No.58 2016–17 Implementation of 
the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2015–16. The criteria reflect Finance’s 
guidance to support the Commonwealth performance framework. 

Table A.1: Criteria for the assessment of the relevance, reliability and completeness of 
performance information 

 Criteria Characteristics Explanation 

In
di

vi
du

al
 a

ss
es

sm
en

t 

Relevant 
A relevant 
performance 
criterion assists 
users’ decision 
making in regard 
to an entity’s 
progress in 
fulfilling its 
purpose.  

Benefit 
The performance criterion clearly 
indicates who will benefit and how 
they will benefit from the entity’s 
activities.  

The performance criterion should 
explain who will benefit from the 
activity and how the recipient 
benefitted.  

Focus 
The performance criterion should 
address a significant aspect/s of the 
purpose, via the activities. 

The performance criterion should 
assist significantly in informing 
whether the purpose is being 
achieved. 

Understandable 
The performance criterion should 
provide sufficient information in a clear 
and concise manner. 

The performance criterion should 
be stated in plain English and 
signal the impacts of activities to 
inform users. 

Reliable 
A reliable 
performance 
criterion allows 
for reasonably 
consistent 
assessment of an 
entity’s progress 
in fulfilling its 
purpose. 

Measurable 
The performance criterion should use 
information sources and 
methodologies that are fit for purpose. 

The performance criterion should 
be capable of being measured to 
demonstrate the progress of 
fulfilling the purpose. This includes 
documenting a basis or baseline 
for measurement or assessment, 
for example a target or benchmark. 

Free from Bias 
The performance criterion should be 
free from bias and where possible, 
benchmarked against similar activities.  

The performance criterion should 
allow for clear interpretation of 
results and provide an unbiased 
basis for assessment. 

O
ve

ra
ll 

as
se

ss
m

en
t 

Complete 
Performance 
criteria allow for 
the overall 
assessment of an 
entity’s progress 
in fulfilling its 
purpose to inform 
users’ decision 
making. 

Balanced  
The performance criteria should 
provide a balanced examination of the 
overall performance story. 

The performance criteria should 
reflect a balance of measurement 
types (effectiveness and 
efficiency), bases (quantitative and 
qualitative) and timeframes (short, 
medium and long-term). 

Collective 
The performance criteria should 
collectively address the purpose. 

The performance criteria should 
demonstrate the extent of 
achievement against the purpose.  

Source: ANAO Report No.58 2016–17 Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2015–16. 
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Appendix 4 Assessment of the selected entities’ performance 
criteria against the performance information hierarchy 

1. The following tables present the ANAO’s assessment of each of the selected entities’ 
performance criteria considered during the audit, against the different levels of the 
performance information hierarchy set out in Tables A.2–A.5 below. 

Table A.2: Assessment of Employment’s performance information hierarchy 
Employment’s performance criteria Level addressed 

Count of job placements. Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of job placements sustained to four weeks. Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of job placements sustained to 12 weeks. Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of job placements sustained to 26 weeks. Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of job seekers employed three months after participating in employment 
services. 
Stream A 
Stream B 
Stream C 

Accountability 

Proportion of job seekers moving off income support, or with significantly reduced 
reliance on income support, six months after participating in jobactive. 

Accountability 

Proportion of placements sustained to a 12-week employment outcome or hybrid 
outcome, or a 26-week education outcome. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of placements that are converted to sustainability outcomes. Accountability 

Proportion of Transition to Work participants moving off income support, reducing 
their reliance on income support, or moving on to Youth Allowance (student) six 
months after participating in the service. 

Accountability 

Proportion of Work for the Dole participants who report increased motivation to find 
a job. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of jobactive appointments attended by activity-tested job seekers 
(excluding appointments that the job seeker had a valid reason for not attending). 

Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of job seekers with mutual obligation requirements who are actively 
looking for work. 

Accountability 

Proportion of employers satisfied with the assistance provided by a jobactive 
organisation. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of jobactive organisations that meet the service delivery requirements. Strategic/Tactical 

Cost per employment outcome. Strategic/Tactical 

Source: ANAO analysis. 
  



Appendix 4 

 
ANAO Report No.33 2017–18 

Implementation of the Annual Performance Statements Requirements 2016–17 
 

91 

Table A.3: Assessment of Environment’s performance information hierarchy 
Environment’s performance criteria Level addressed 

Activity: Investing in our environment and heritage 

Performance criterion: Australia meets its obligations under international 
environmental agreements. 

Tactical 

Target: Continued implementation of the Reef 2050 plan focused on the 97 
actions identified as immediate priorities in the Reef 2050 plan implementation 
strategy including development of the Indigenous implementation plan, the 
guidelines for decision makers, the investment framework and key reporting 
requirements. Continued stakeholder engagement through the Reef 2050 
governance structure including the Reef Advisory Committee and Independent 
Scientific Expert Panel. 

Management/Tactical 

Target: Reef Trust continues investment through phase IV and V investment 
strategies to deliver projects that address key threats, with a focus on 
improving water quality and coastal habitats, and protecting biodiversity. Reef 
Trust continues to pursue options for investment diversification including 
through private and philanthropic investment, innovative financial mechanisms 
and offset delivery. 

Management/Tactical 

Target: In collaboration with the Queensland Government, by June 2018, 
improve the quality of water entering the Great Barrier Reef from broad scale 
land use by reducing pollutant loads in priority areas, relative to 2008–09 
baseline levels, by at least: 
50 per cent for anthropogenic dissolved inorganic nitrogen; 60 per cent for 
pesticides; and 20 per cent for anthropogenic sediment and particulate 
nitrogen.a 

Accountability 

Performance criterion: Australia’s biodiversity, including threatened 
species, ecological communities and migratory species, and significant 
heritage places, are identified, conserved and protected. 

Accountability 

Target: Contracted projects to plant 20 million trees in place by June 2020.b Management/Tactical 

Target: Threatened Species Strategy targets are met. Strategic/Tactical 

Target: 56 regional natural resource management organisations have delivered 
against National Landcare Program objectives.b 

Strategic/Tactical 

Target: Improving Your Local Parks and Environment Program projects deliver 
against program objectives.c 

Strategic/Tactical 

Target: On average 500 Green Army Projects commenced and up to 5,000 
participants engaged annually.b 

Strategic/Tactical 

Target: 90 per cent of Biodiversity Fund projects substantially complete, 
delivering 50,000 ha of revegetation to improve vegetation condition and/or 
increase extent.b 

Accountability 

Activity: Environmental watering 

Performance criterion: Australia meets its obligations under international 
environmental agreements. 

Tactical 

Target: All required assessments under Article 3.2 of the Ramsar Convention 
(change in the ecological character description of Ramsar wetlands) are 
completed consistent with obligations under the convention. 

Tactical 
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Environment’s performance criteria Level addressed 

Performance criterion: Environmental watering improves the condition of 
water-dependent ecosystems in the Murray-Darling Basin. 

Accountability 

Target: All Commonwealth environmental water is actively and adaptively 
managed including through use, trade, and carry over. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Target: Intervention monitoring demonstrates that Commonwealth 
environmental water contributes to the achievement of Basin Plan targets and 
the Basin-wide environmental watering strategy. 

Accountability 

Performance criterion: Support the multi agency project team led by the 
Department of Agriculture and Water Resources to develop the National 
Carp Control Plan. 

Management 

Activity: Regulating to protect our environment and heritage 

Performance criterion: Australia’s biodiversity, including threatened 
species, ecological communities, cetaceans and migratory species, and 
significant heritage places, is identified, conserved and protected. 

Accountability 

Target: All activities required by legislation are conducted within statutory 
timeframes. 

Management 

Target: The number of hectares of habitat protected by offsets is equal to or 
greater than the area impacted for approved projects. 

Strategic 

Target: Increase in the use of strategic approaches to environmental 
assessments and approvals. 

Management 

Target: Increase in the proportion of approved assessments that apply 
streamlining policy initiatives, including outcomes based conditions, conditions 
setting policy, and bilateral assessment agreements. 

Management 

Performance criterion: Data and information generated or commissioned 
by the Department are used by stakeholders and/or support evidence 
based decision making. 

Tactical 

Target: All guidance documents including conservation advices, recovery 
plans, wildlife conservation plans and threat abatement plans are developed 
and published within statutory timeframes. 

Tactical 

Performance criterion: Australia meets its obligations under international 
environmental agreements. 

Tactical 

Performance criterion: All Australian property included on the list of 
world heritage is well managed. 

Strategic 

Performance criterion: Improved compliance with national environmental 
legislation. 

Tactical 

Performance criterion: The Alligator Rivers Region environment remains 
protected from uranium mining effects consistent with statutory 
requirements. 

Accountability 

Target: Ensure the concentrations of mine derived contaminants in surface 
water downstream of Ranger Mine do not exceed statutory water quality 
objectives. 

Accountability 

Target: Annual research and monitoring programs are endorsed by the 
Alligator Rivers Region Technical Committee 

Management 
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Environment’s performance criteria Level addressed 

Activity: Environmental health 

Performance criterion: Australia meets its obligations under international 
environmental agreements. 

Tactical 

Target: All activities required by legislation are conducted within statutory 
timeframes. 

Management 

Performance criterion: Data and information generated or commissioned 
by the Department are used by stakeholders and/or support evidence 
based decision making. 

Tactical 

Performance criterion: Improved compliance with national environmental 
legislation 

Tactical 

Cross-cutting activity: Science information and research 

Performance criterion: Data and information generated by the 
Department are used by stakeholders and/or support evidence based 
decision making. 

Tactical 

Target: Completion and release of the State of the Environment 2016 report 
and its digital platform. 

Tactical 

Target: All environmental datasets owned by the Department are published 
under Creative Commons. 

Tactical 

Target: All advice provided to regulators by the Independent Expert Scientific 
Committee on Coal Seam Gas and Large Coal Mining Development is 
delivered within statutory timeframes and made publicly available. 

Tactical 

Target: Completion and release of bioregional assessments for all 13 
bioregions by 30 June 2017 to assess the potential water-related aspects of 
coal and coal seam gas (2016–17 only). 

Tactical 

Target: 200 taxa revised or newly described under the Australian Biological 
Resources Study. 

Strategic 

Target: At least 64 researchers, including early career researchers, supported 
under the Australian Biological Resources Study. 

Tactical 

Note a: This target is presented as per the 2016–17 Performance Statements. The target was reported in full in the 
2016¬–17 PBS, as a 2016–17 performance criterion, and truncated in the 2016–17 Corporate Plan where it 
was reported as a performance criterion for ‘2017-18 and beyond’. 

Note b: Note that these targets were presented as a composite measure in the 2016–17 Corporate Plan, however, 
they have been reported separately in both the 2016–17 PBS and Annual Performance Statements. 

Note c: Note that this target was first introduced in the Portfolio Additional Estimates Statements, in February 2017. 
Source: ANAO analysis. 
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Table A.4: Assessment of Austrade’s performance information hierarchy 
Austrade’s performance criteria Level addressed 

Proportion of Australian businesses which have engaged with Austrade, and 
say Austrade made a positive contribution to their international business 
activities. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of Australian businesses which have engaged with Austrade, and 
say they achieved some form of commercial outcome as a result of working 
with Austrade. 

Accountability 

Proportion of FTAa seminar and roadshow attendees reporting an increased 
awareness of FTAs. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of FTA seminar and roadshow attendees reporting an increased 
understanding of how to use and benefit from FTAs. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of EMDGb scheme recipients reporting that the receipt of a grant 
supported their business to become a more sustainable exporter. 

Accountability 

Proportion of EMDG scheme recipients reporting that the receipt of a grant 
enabled them to grow their international revenue. 

Accountability 

Establishment of Landing Pads in global innovation hotspots. Strategic/Tactical 

The number of investment outcomes facilitated. Accountability 

The amount of investment value associated with foreign direct investment 
outcomes facilitated. 

Accountability 

The number of new jobs created/retained (ongoing full-time equivalents) as a 
direct result of investment outcomes facilitated. 

Accountability 

The anticipated annual exports from investment outcomes facilitated. Accountability 

Funds and advice provided to the Department of Industry and Science, 
consistent with agreed principles, to increase foreign investment in the 
commercialisation of Australian tropical medicine research and development. 

Strategic/Tactical 

The number of information, project and visitation requests, and stakeholder 
introductions generated from potential investors. 

Tactical 

Proportion of Australian education institutions which have engaged with 
Austrade, and say Austrade made a positive contribution to their international 
business activities. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Proportion of Australian education institutions which have engaged with 
Austrade, and say they achieved some form of commercial outcome as a result 
of working with Austrade. 

Accountability 

Double overnight visitor expenditure to between $115 billion and $140 billion by 
2020. 

Accountability 

Priorities and outputs outlined in the Tourism 2020 Implementation Plan (2015–
2020), progressed in accordance with agreed timeframes. 

Management/Tactical 

Proportion of tourism operators which use Austrade’s tourism research and 
information and say it helped support their marketing and business decisions. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Budgeted TDDI funding distributed to state and territory governments. Strategic/Tactical 

TDDI funding distributed to projects identified by state and territory 
governments in National Partnership Agreements, consistent with funding 
principles agreed by tourism ministers. 

Management 
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Austrade’s performance criteria Level addressed 

Normal passport applications are scanned within 24 hours. Management 

Routine passports are issued in a timely and responsive manner. Tactical 

Urgent passport issues are dealt with in a timely and responsive manner. Tactical 

Notarial services are to be delivered when the correct documents are lodged by 
a client. 

Management 

High level of satisfaction for ministers, Australian business community, 
institutions and key partners with Austrade’s services. 

Accountability 

Effective contribution to whole-of-government policy development using 
Austrade’s commercial perspectives on export, investment, international 
education and tourism. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Note a: FTA refers to Free Trade Agreement, which are international treaties that reduce barriers to trade and 
investment. 

Note b: EMDG refers to Export Market Development Grants. The EMDG scheme is a financial assistance program 
for aspiring and current exporters. 

Source: ANAO analysis. 

Table A.5: Assessment of the Sports Commission’s performance information 
hierarchy 

Sports Commission’s performance criteria Level addressed 

Australia’s performance at major international sporting events. 
Target: Top five at Rio Olympic Games, top five at Rio Paralympic Games, and 
more than 20 world champions. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Percentage of Australia’s Winning Edge-funded sports rated by the AIS as 
achieving their benchmark targets. 
Target: 85%. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Improved capability of NSOs to deliver effective high performance programs. 
Target: 2016 Annual Sport Performance Review shows improvement in the high 
performance capability of NSOs across six high performance drivers. 

Strategic/Tactical 

A more aligned performance network that supports Australia’s Winning Edge-
identified athletes and teams. 
Targets: Remaining National Institute Network (NIN) recommendations 
implemented on schedule, and AIS Future Directions Project considers the role 
of the AIS in driving national system alignment and coordination. 

Management 

Number of athletes that receive direct financial support to achieve their high 
performance outcomes. 
Target: 750. 

Strategic/Tactical 

The AIS is a world leader in sports insights, services and facilities. 
Target: AIS Future Directions Project informs the AIS operating model. 

Management 

Increase in the percentage of Australians participating in organised sport 
(traditional or social) with an NSO or affiliate. 
Target: AusPlay survey results show an increase in organised sport participation 
compared to the baseline established in 2015–16. 

Strategic/Tactical 
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Sports Commission’s performance criteria Level addressed 

Percentage of priority participation NSOs growing their participation base. 
Target: 80%. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Number of children participating in the Sporting Schools program. 
Target: 860 000. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Number of schools funded for the Sporting Schools program. 
Target: 5760. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Improved organisational capability of NSOs. 
Target: Baselines established across the four components of the organisational 
development tool. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Percentage of targeted NSOs which have demonstrated satisfactory progress 
towards compliance with the Mandatory Sports Governance Principles. 
Target: 90%. 

Management 

Our stakeholders’ satisfaction with the Sports Commission’s performance as 
leader of the sector. 
Target: Maintenance of stakeholder satisfaction levels. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Results from our regular staff and culture surveys. 
Target: Maintained high levels of engagement and improvement in learning and 
development, performance management and internal communications 
satisfaction compared to 2014–15 survey results. 

Management 

Media presence and public engagement in the Sports Commission and AIS 
social media platforms. 
Targets: Increased following on ASC social media platforms and increased 
media reach. 

Strategic/Tactical 

Range and performance of our commercial activities. 
Target: Increase in the diversity and amount of revenue from commercial 
activities. 

Management 

Source: ANAO analysis. 
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