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Canadian Council of Public Accounts Committees
28th Annual Conference
MONDAY, AUGUST 20, 2007
The conference met at 9:02 a.m. and was held in
the chamber of the Legislative Assembly of British
Columbia, Victoria, B.C.

Opening Ceremony
Craig James (British Columbia): If I could have
everybody's attention for a moment. Before I turn over
the official opening of the conference to the Chair of the
Public Accounts Committee for British Columbia and
the acting Auditor General, I just have a few administrative points to announce.
My name is Craig James, Clerk Assistant and Clerk
of Committees in the Legislative Assembly of British
Columbia. This is where I sit when the House is in session.
I perform a number of different roles. I've also been associated with Public Accounts Committees in various capacities
in Saskatchewan and here since 1984, so I have a long history of involvement with Public Accounts Committees and,
of course, with Auditors General across the country.
At the conclusion of this event in early September,
we will be sending everybody here a copy of the DVD,
which will include the transcripts in English and French,
the photographs and other material all in a nice little
package for you to refer to later on.
As well, I'd just like to acknowledge…. I gather we
have a couple of wedding anniversaries. John Betts,
MLA for Moncton-Crescent and Chair of the New
Brunswick PAC, is celebrating his 35th wedding anniversary. Josie Schofield, who is in the far back corner
over there and who is associated with the B.C. Public
Accounts Committee, celebrated her 40th wedding
anniversary yesterday.
[0905]
Now, if there is anything that I can do to make your
stay here more enjoyable — I can't do anything about the
weather, unfortunately, but anything associated with the
conference — please do not hesitate to let me know, or any
of the staff that you see wearing the appropriate tags. We'd
be delighted to help you out in whatever way we can.
Rob Fleming (British Columbia): Thank you, Craig.
I'm sure that we'll be reminding people of some of the
logistical details you just mentioned as the conference
wears on.
I just want to say good morning to all conference delegates this morning. We are actually going to be adding
up to six new seats into this rather crowded chamber
after the next election. We were thinking that we would
have to staple their desks to the wall or something like
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that, but I think, in actual fact, that we can accommodate them now that I've seen it.
This chamber, of course, usually doesn't have so many
people. But I'm glad we are all able to be here and to
conduct our business here.
My name is Rob Fleming. I am the MLA for VictoriaHillside, and I chair the Public Accounts Committee in
British Columbia. I want to welcome you this morning
to the joint session between the CCPAC and CCOLA,
organizations of auditors and Public Accounts Committees.
This is, of course, the start of our conference.
I also want to welcome you to the Legislative Assembly
of British Columbia. This is a building of obvious historic
significance to the life of our province. It was designed
by a renowned architect, Francis Rattenbury. There is a
racy biography available of his wild life down at the visitor
information centre.
The building was constructed almost 110 years ago for
about $1 million. It was very impressive value for money
then and indeed now. I think today the figure would
probably be about 1,000-fold on the replacement cost of
the building.
Interestingly, our Speaker's office is actually reviewing
plans to seismically upgrade and do a heritage restoration of many aspects of the Legislative Assembly. Perhaps
in a few years, when you return here, you will notice
some of those changes so that this building will have a
life for another century and beyond for democracy in
British Columbia.
On our best days I would have to say that this institution, of course, has been a very representative, responsive
place, where citizens' interests are advanced and where
legislation is passed that has guided us through turbulent decades of social, economic and cultural change.
I think the next day and a half is going to be every bit
as interesting — more interesting probably than what we
typically discuss in this place during our business sessions.
I can say that as someone who comes from here and has
House duty assigned on many afternoons in this place.
Let me thank Craig James, our Clerk of Committees,
for all his work. He has done an incredible job organizing
this conference and also getting us the ability to use this
facility for our business sessions. I can say this: it's hard
enough just getting in here to retrieve your wallet out of
your desk after the lights go dark. So Craig has opened
it up for our use. Thank you very much, Craig. I think
it's going to work very well for us in our proceedings.
We have, of course, Hansard Services, our simultaneous
translators and everybody else working for us.
A little bit of a different format for people who have
been to this conference before this year is that the John
Kelly Forum today, instead of being a morning session,
is in fact the entire day. It's unprecedented. I don't think
auditors and politicians have spent quite this much time
together at this conference before, so we'll see how that
goes. It's a bold experiment. I think we'll like each other
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tomorrow as well, when we go on the boat cruise and
spend some more time together.
What is unique, of course, besides the extension of this
joint session, is the international flavour of this year's
conference. It's very unique, and we're enriched by having
the perspectives and the delegations from Bangladesh,
Pakistan, Ghana, Tanzania, Thailand…. Has the Nigerian
delegation arrived this morning? Nigeria will be here,
and of course, Australia.
[0910]
A warm welcome to all of our international guests
to Victoria, to British Columbia and to the Legislative
Assembly. Thank you for being here. We're happy to
have you with us, and of course, it's due in no small part
to the work of Rick Stapenhurst from the World Bank.
Rick, thank you, also — in addition to having so much
influence on how this conference was shaped — for
providing delegates with a very useful volume on how
parliaments can combat corruption and provide oversight
and accountability in our work.
Not all of the countries represented here today use the
Westminster model, and I think that their participation
is actually going to help us broaden our thinking about
how the public sector is given proper oversight in pursuit
of more accountable government to citizens. I really look
forward to those contributions later today.
To show some similarities, though, it doesn't matter
what country you're from — there are similarities between
our countries and the kind of work we're in. Somebody
sent me a joke from Tanzania, so if it's not funny, I can't
be blamed for it. I'm just passing this on, but I think
Canadians will recognize this. It goes like this.
An accountant goes into a pet shop to buy a parrot,
and the shop owner has three identical parrots sitting
on a perch. He says that the parrot on the left costs $500.
"Why does the parrot cost so much?" asks the accountant.
"Well," replies the owner, "it knows how to do complex
audits." "Okay. How much does the middle parrot cost?"
asks the accountant. "That one is $1,000, because it can
do everything the first one can do, plus it knows how
to prepare financial forecasts." The startled accountant
asked about the third parrot, only to be told that it costs
$4,000. Needless to say, this begs the question from him,
"What can that parrot do?" to which the owner replies:
"To be honest, I've never seen him do anything, but the
other two call him senior partner." [Laughter.]
I don't think I lost anything in the translation there.
We're going to begin our morning with the CCAF-FCVI
Inc. (formerly the Canadian Comprehensive Auditing
Foundation) and the presentation of their latest research
on how Public Accounts Committees are working with the
offices of the Auditors General in our country to perform
effectively. That research is going to present elements of
good practice right across Canadian jurisdictions and where,
in fact, our committees stand in adopting them. We're all at
different places and have different practices and cultures.
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Today's sessions are fully participative. Craig James mentioned how you can wait for the light on your microphone
to appear, and that's how you participate. I think we've
tried to balance giving presenters adequate time as well as
giving you time to ask questions or make points that you
wish to make. Hopefully, it works out that way.
We've also made this a PowerPoint-free zone, so to
speak — not by intention but probably due to the burden
of tradition, or something like that. It just couldn't be
accommodated here. I think that might help us as well.
In closing, I'd like to add to greetings that Errol Price
gave last night to our new Auditor General for British
Columbia. I want to welcome Mr. John Doyle from
Western Australia. He's at this conference. He will be on
the job for us in October to begin his six-year term.
John, on behalf of the PAC Deputy Chair, Joan
McIntyre, and my fellow MLAs Bruce Ralston, Harry
Bains, Iain Black and Randy Hawes, welcome to this
place. We're looking forward to you starting your work.
There is normally a little box here where your reports
will be deposited, and thereafter the fur will fly in the
legislature. Welcome, John.
That's it for me. I will turn it over to the acting Auditor
General for B.C., Mr. Errol Price.
Errol Price (British Columbia): Thanks very much,
Rob, and good morning to everyone. Welcome, on behalf
of the Office of the Auditor General, to British Columbia.
We're looking forward to the next couple of days.
For me, personally, it is quite an honour to be chairing
the CCOLA conference in my short term as the acting
Auditor General. I believe the next time that the conference will be hosted by British Columbia is 2021, so the
timing was just perfect, as far as I was concerned.
Having the session held on the floor of the Legislative
Assembly is quite a unique experience for the non-elected
people amongst us — an experience that very few people
get to share. I must say I'm quite liking it.
[0915]
Anyway, a few words about the program. You'll note
from the program that today's session is described as
the John J. Kelly Forum. The forum is so named in
honour of John J. Kelly, who made a significant and
lasting contribution to public sector accounting and
auditing in Canada. This contribution began back in
1975, when he served as an assistant Auditor General
of Canada through to his untimely death in 1998, and
included serving as the first director of public sector
accounting and auditing for the Canadian Institute
of Chartered Accountants. Annually the joint meeting
between legislators and auditors is named in his honour.
As Rob mentioned, the morning is devoted to the
future of Public Accounts Committees, bringing first
some international context and then focusing on a possible future for Canadian jurisdictions. We're hoping
that this morning will provide an opportunity to reflect
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on successes to date and also offer some concrete suggestions for further improving the functioning of our
Public Accounts Committees in the future. I know that
we all share a desire to maximize the potential benefits to
the citizens of our respective jurisdictions of this important parliamentary institution.
As you will have seen from the program, lunch today
is back over at the hotel. Hopefully, we'll have a dry walk
over there. Our guest speaker, Mr. H.A.D. Oliver, QC, is
British Columbia's Conflict of Interest Commissioner. I
promise you that you'll be enthralled by his perspective.
Then after lunch the joint sessions will continue back in
this chamber, and we'll start by examining how we can
maximize the relationship between the Auditor General
and the Public Accounts Committee. We'll also examine
how the Canadian Council of Legislative Auditors and
Public Accounts Committees can best work together.
After the afternoon break we'll focus on the important
topic of auditor independence. Then to finish the day we'll
hear about the Global Organization of Parliamentarians
Against Corruption.
It's a pretty full day we've got planned, and I'm sure
we'll all be ready for the dinner this evening, which is
being hosted by the Canadian Forces base in Esquimalt.
It's just a short bus ride from here, and it's a spectacular
location. Again, hopefully the weather will cooperate
for us.
Tomorrow we'll move into our respective business
sessions. We do get back together for lunch tomorrow,
and tomorrow evening we close the conference with
the harbour cruise, which it seems almost everyone has
signed up for. We started off with one boat, and now I
think we're up to two. Soon we'll have to get the admiral
down to organize the fleet.
Coming back to this morning's sessions, they are
going to be chaired by Mr. Geoff Dubrow of CCAF-FCVI
Inc. Formerly known as the Canadian Comprehensive
Auditing Foundation, CCAF is a national non-profit
research foundation. In recent years it's conducted
substantial research into the operations of Public
Accounts Committees. Those of you who have attended
this conference in past years will have been exposed to
some of this important work.
Geoff is the director of capacity development in
CCAF. A Fulbright scholar, Geoff has spent over a
decade strengthening governance in Canada and
internationally. Geoff has appeared before a number of
Canadian Public Accounts Committees as a witness to
talk about how they can maximize their effectiveness.
He developed and led a process to design the Public
Accounts Committee of the future, and he will present
this vision a little later this morning.
A specialist in international governance, Geoff recently
led and facilitated CCAF training sessions for the Public
Accounts Committees and supreme audit institutions of
Tanzania and Ghana. In past years Geoff led and devel-
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oped institutional development projects designed to
strengthen parliamentary oversight and supreme audit
institutions in eastern Europe. He speaks fluent Russian
in addition to French, so that might tax the translation
service today.
In 2005-2006 Geoff served as the parliamentary
affairs adviser to the Deputy Leader of the Government
in the House of Commons and Minister Responsible for
Democratic Reform.
With that, we'll welcome Geoff and turn the rest of the
morning over to him.

Joint Business Session No. 1:
John J. Kelly Forum
Topic:

Comparing the Progress of Commonwealth
Public Accounts Committees

Chair:
Geoff Dubrow, CCAF-FCVI Inc.
Presenters: Rick Stapenhurst, World Bank Institute,
Washington, D.C.
Kerry Jacobs, Australian National University,
Canberra
John Cheyo, PAC Chair, Tanzania
Md. Khorshed Alam Khan, Additional
Deputy Comptroller and Auditor General,
Bangladesh
Thosaporn Sirisumphand, National
Legislative Assembly, Thailand
Geoff Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much, Errol,
for that introduction. I have to say that when somebody
requests a bio and you send it to them, one doesn't think
about how long it takes to read about that person, read it
all aloud. Next time I'll send a more succinct one. Thank
you very much for that introduction.
[0920]
It's a tremendous honour — on behalf of Michael
Eastman, our executive director, and myself — to be
here and for CCAF to take its active traditional role
in the John J. Kelly session and in the dialogue about
strengthening Public Accounts Committees in parliamentary oversight. It's certainly a tremendous honour
to have been invited by the organizers to chair this
morning's session, and I'd like to thank Errol, Rob and
Craig very much for all they've done to help facilitate
that process.
It's been a tremendous privilege for me over the last
year to have had meetings with about half the Public
Accounts Committees in the country. I have learned
a tremendous amount. In fact, I think I have probably
learned more than I was able to transmit. It's been a very
humbling experience.
Certainly, I'm always very sensitive to the fact, when I
come before a Public Accounts Committee, that every
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jurisdiction in the country is different. There are different
political cultures. I'm thinking about Prince Edward Island,
where we held our conference last year — a beautiful province, very different geography and population.
The political cultures are different, but there are some
similarities. Before I launch into the introduction of our
panels, I just want to make mention of one of them. In
my opening remarks I'll try to sort of weave a couple of
comments together. Then I'll come back to what I really
want to talk about: the unifying Canadian value behind
what we're doing.
CCAF, as Errol mentioned, for the last 25 years has run
an international fellowship program where audit officials
from developing countries have come to Canada and
worked for nine months either in the Office of the Auditor
General of Canada or of the Auditor General of Québec.
We've been involved with the international side for a long
time, so again, it's very fitting for us to be involved here.
As Errol mentioned, we recently began to conduct
international training sessions for the Public Accounts
Committees and the audit offices in Ghana and Tanzania.
I'd like to welcome all the international visitors and,
particularly, say how happy I am to see the Auditors
General of Tanzania and Ghana and the Chairs of the
Public Accounts Committees of Tanzania and Ghana.
That brings me back to the common Canadian value.
I have been very fortunate to work in international
democratic development for about ten years before I
joined CCAF. One of the things that I find, again going
back to the fact that there are differences…. Sometimes,
as Canadians, we're sensitive that there are differences
between us. But we're a very diverse country.
One of the things that I've always noticed is that no
matter what part of the country you bring a practitioner
from — be it Shawn Murphy, the Chair of the Public
Accounts Committee of the House of Commons, who
came out with us to Ghana; Graham Steele from Nova
Scotia, who came out with us to Tanzania; John Williams
from Alberta, who I travelled to Russia with in 2000 to
do a seminar for the Public Accounts Committee — the
Canadian approach seems to be always the same. It is:
"This is our experience. Please take what you can. We're
not trying to impose our views; we're not trying to
impose our values, but we hope this will be useful, and
we'd like to learn from you."
I think that's a very rich perspective and a very rich
approach that really unifies us. And I think that's also very
much the spirit of the work that CCAF does. So when
we have our discussion today about strengthening Public
Accounts Committees, I think it's important to mention
that. My dream, my desire — and I think Michael shares
this — is that we apply that similar value inward. We can
share our experience as 14 jurisdictions with 14 unique
circumstances and learn from each other — but without
passing judgment, of course. Again, I think that's a
Canadian value which is very important, and I really look
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forward to the exchange we're going to have today.
I'm going to switch to French, so I would recommend that
those of you that would like to do so use your headsets.
Donc les organisateurs ont préparé un matin très
intéressant. On va commencer avec un contexte international. On va commencer avec Rick Stapenhurst de la
Banque mondiale, que je connais déjà pour dix ans à peu
près, qui va faire une présentation sur la comparaison des
progrès accomplis par les CCP de Commonwealth. On va
mieux comprendre, j'espère, les recettes pour l'efficacité,
les défis et les similarités avec le CCP du Canada.
On va écouter les présentations brèves sur les CCP
d'Australasie, l'Afrique de l'Est et les pays qu'ils ont la
volonté de créer un CCP où ils n'existent pas déjà. Après
la pause, on va concentrer sur le Canada et une vision
pour le CCP à l'horizon de dix ans.
After the break we'll focus on the Public Accounts
Committee of the future in Canada. We'll turn our
attention from the international context, which I think
will give us some sense of how PACs work outside of the
country, to look at what the Public Accounts Committee
of the future could look like in Canada.
[0925]
I'll make a brief presentation and talk about the
research that we've done. We'll have two panellists after
the break: Hugh MacDonald, the Chair of the Alberta
Public Accounts Committee; and Sheila Fraser, the
Auditor General of Canada. I think, all in all, it will be a
very enriching morning.
I'd like to pay a warm welcome to Rick, who I've
known for many years. I didn't expect to see you here.
Well, I knew we were going to see each other, but….
Small world. So welcome, Rick. I'll turn it over to you for
your presentation.
Rick Stapenhurst (World Bank Institute): Thank you
very much indeed, Geoff. It is indeed a pleasure and an
honour for me to be with you for the next couple of days.
I've followed from afar the work of the Canadian Council
of Public Accounts Committees and the Canadian
Council of Legislative Auditors. I think you're doing very
interesting work, so it was a particular pleasure to be
invited to your sessions here in Victoria this year.
I thought that rather than have you listen to me give a
presentation talking about Public Accounts Committees
and the experience around the world, it would be more
interesting, perhaps, to bring some of the clients that the
World Bank works with in strengthening parliamentary
oversight so that you can hear from them directly their
challenges, experiences and so on.
I wanted to do four things this morning in five
minutes, which is almost impossible. I want to give
a very brief introduction to what we do at the World
Bank Institute. I want to summarize the conclusions of a
recent Commonwealth Parliamentary Association study
group report on Public Accounts Committees around
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the Commonwealth. I want to give you the results of our
own — the World Bank Institute's — surveys of Public
Accounts Committees. What makes them successful?
Then I'm going to conclude rather tentatively with some
of the issues that Chairs of Public Accounts Committees
tell us are important and would make an ideal Public
Accounts Committee.
First of all, the World Bank Institute. What is this?
You have all no doubt heard of the World Bank. But what
is the World Bank Institute? It's the training or capacity
development arm of the World Bank. It was established
about 50 years ago, and about ten years ago we had our
first training session with Public Accounts Committees.
It was in Ghana. We did that in collaboration with the
Parliamentary Centre.
I thought it might be interesting to just very briefly
summarize the situation that the Ghanaians faced at that
time and some of the things that developed. There had
been a bitter election, only the second after the return
to democracy in Ghana. Parliament was bitterly divided
along partisan lines. Extreme partisanship was carried
through to committees, and we were asked, with the
Parliamentary Centre, to work with the Public Accounts
Committee and the Finance Committee. We thought:
what the heck do we do? I mean, as outsiders, what can
we do?
There were two things in that seminar that I think
were important. First of all, we helped the Ghanaians
from both sides of the political divide to focus on the
common goals for their country. What kind of country
did they anticipate in 15 years' time? Not surprisingly,
perhaps, there was quite a degree of consensus on
where the country should be — not on how to get there,
but where the country should be. With that common
goal in mind, the committee Chair then was able to
develop a workplan for the committee that built on the
common ground among the parties and not focusing
on the partisan differences.
Since that time the World Bank Institute has been working in about a dozen-and-a-half countries, particularly on
financial oversight of the budget, especially with Public
Accounts Committees. The universality of the work that
we do — and more especially, that you do struck me as I
walked up the stairs of this magnificent building. There's
a stained-glass window as you come up the stairs, and it
said: "Without economy none can be rich. With economy
none can be poor." That, I thought, summarized both
the World Bank's approach to development and also
the work that you do as legislative auditors and Chairs
of Public Accounts Committees in terms of promoting
economy and what the conventional objective is.
[0930]
Anyway, with that, let me go on with my presentation.
I will try to keep this within five minutes.
First of all, the Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association study group. This was held about five years
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ago and was hosted by the legislature of Ontario in
Toronto. They found that across the Commonwealth
the average size of Public Accounts Committees was
11 members, that the distribution of members by party
in the committee represented the distribution of seats
in the legislature, that the prime focus of work was the
reports of the Auditor General and that the PAC reports
at the end of the session were generally available to the
public. This is all very familiar to you, I'm sure, but this
was common across the Commonwealth.
The CPA study group also found that the audited
reports of the Auditor General were tabled in parliament; that there was a strong consensus across the
Commonwealth that the PAC needed to coordinate its
work with the Auditor General; that 55 percent of Public
Accounts Committees around the Commonwealth hold
their hearings in public; that 87 percent make their reports
freely available to the public; and that often, but by no
means always, there's a requirement for a formal response
from the government to PAC recommendations.
Those results, and much more richness in that study
group report, are available in a small book called The
Overseers, which is written by David McGee, the Clerk
of the New Zealand parliament. Those books, if they
haven't arrived here, should be arriving shortly. We ordered
a hundred directly from the publishers. We hope that
those will be available before you go.
At the World Bank Institute we followed up on that
work, which we thought was very interesting. That was
sort of like public accounts 101, but we wanted to go
deeper. We wanted to find out: what makes a Public
Accounts Committee successful?
Working with two colleagues who many of you will
know, Bill Woodley and Vinod Saghal, both previously
with the Auditor General's office in Ottawa, we surveyed
and had interviews with Chairs of Public Accounts
Committees from Canada, Australia, South Asia and
the United Kingdom.
One of the things we did was to ask: what are those factors that make your Public Accounts Committee successful,
or what are the factors that would make it more successful?
There were six, in particular: having a broad scope
— having a broad mandate; having the power to select
issues for investigation without influence from government; having the power to suggest improvements and to
publish conclusions; having effective follow-up — how
one follows up to make sure government responds and
acts on the recommendations; having strong support
from the Auditor General; having sufficient support and
research staff; and, linked to that, having independent
technical expertise and research support.
There were five factors that the Chairs told us were
desirable powers and practices: the power to compel
ministers to attend — something that isn't a practice
in many countries but that the Chairs told us would
be useful; using subcommittees to investigate technical
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issues; again, having sufficient and independent technical expertise and research support; holding hearings
in public. I was just reading a book on the history of
the House of Commons Public Accounts Committee,
and it was only 20 or 30 years ago that they decided
to open their hearings to the public. There was quite
a debate on the pros and cons of that, but now I think
there's a growing consensus that this is important.
Finally, the power to investigate all past, current and
committed expenditures.
[0935]
Let me move on to the last part of my presentation,
which is to talk about the factors that would perhaps
indicate an ideal Public Accounts Committee. We tried to
condense all of this information. We said: "What would an
ideal PAC look like?" We did this rather tentatively, being
bureaucrats sitting in Washington rather than people on
the front line chairing Public Accounts Committees. We
came up with a number of things that we would like to
put on the table for consideration.
First of all, the committee should be small. We
thought between five and 11 members. Second, the
committee should be chaired by a senior opposition
member. Even more important than that, the Chair
should be fair-minded.
The committee should be appointed for the term of
parliament. In many countries the Chair is appointed
only for a session. You can imagine how difficult it is
if there's a continuing turnover of Chair and members.
How the heck can the committee function if it only has
a life of one year?
It should be adequately researched. There should be
clarity in roles and responsibilities. The meetings should
be open to the media and the public. There should be
strategic planning in the work of the committee.
The Auditor General should be seen as the senior
adviser to the committee, and the work between the
AG and the PAC should be synergistic. The committee
should have the powers to investigate issues other than
those raised by the Auditor General. Finally, the report
should be published and debated in parliament.
I've tried in seven minutes to give you what would
normally be a half-hour presentation. There is a
summary PowerPoint on your desks, which has highlighted some of this. I'd be happy to make available to
you the fuller report of our analysis, which indeed is
ongoing — trying to disseminate good practice and
present that globally.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much, Rick. That
was an excellent presentation. It delights me that a
lot of the issues you've raised about Public Accounts
Committees and some of the observations you made
internationally, I think, apply very much to the dialogue
that I've heard a lot of jurisdictions in Canada have now
about some of the success factors.
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I would point particularly to the power to make
recommendations. It's an issue that we'll talk about
when we talk about the PAC of the future.
The ability to track follow-up is a huge issue that some
of the PACs are working on right now.
The importance of having technical support, a committee
researcher. About half the PACs in Canada still don't have
research support. Those are very, very important issues.
I also notice in one of your slides a reference to the
issue of partisanship. I think that's an issue that will
come up in our discussion later this morning. Thank
you very much for setting the stage like that. That was
much appreciated.
We have four international speakers. I'll go ahead and
introduce the four now.
Rick has asked me to be sort of the bad cop and ask
them to stick to their five-minute limit, and has suggested
that I raise something up in the air — I've chosen a book;
it's the most innocuous thing I could think of — at about
four or four and a half minutes. I will abide by that, even
though it's hard to play that role.
I'd like to start by introducing Prof. Kerry Jacobs
from Australia. He's going to talk a little bit about the
highlights of a KPMG study of Australasian Public
Accounts Committees.
Welcome.
Kerry Jacobs (Australia): Thank you. I actually suggest
you ring the bell before the end of the time. Being an
academic, once I start talking it's very difficult for me to
stop — rather similar to being a politician, I believe.
Just to talk about this report. This was done for the Public
Sector Governance and Accountability Research Centre
based at La Trobe University, although I'm now at ANU.
Peter Loney took over as director of that institution.
This was work done for us by KPMG in Australia. The
first question, in getting a sense of what was going on
in Australia, was: what do these PACs actually do? How
are they structured? We realized we didn't even have a
clear starting point for how the PACs were structured
and how they actually operated. Really, this was what
the project was trying to do.
[0940]
Rather than try and cover exactly all the findings, which
I clearly can't do in this time, I will refer you to Peter, who
will either e-mail this to you or tell you how you can get a
hard copy. That's the easiest way to do that.
I want to jump fairly quickly to the summary, and
I really reiterate the point that Geoff was making and
the point that Rick was making. Do you think that
Australia's states have one essential Westminster model?
They're all going to be the same, aren't they? Wrong.
The first thing we found is that there was massive
diversity in the structure, the practice, the nature, the
way they operate. We can say generally that more of the
Australian Public Accounts Committees are chaired by
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government than by opposition. There are some chaired
by opposition. One is chaired by an independent.
We found that the way they worked; the way they
operated; what they did; how they pursued their program; the number of members they had, ranging from
three to ten or 15….
Again, the first point I want to make is that there's
no such thing as one best model. The models are clearly
evolving and changing. The Westminster model is
amended to fit the different jurisdictions. I think that's
the first point I want to make: massive diversity in context
and structure and how they operate.
Another point is that there has been a lot of change. Part
of it is good evolution, but I think some of it is also problematic. We saw a couple of these PACs that completely
restructured roles and responsibilities almost every term
of parliament, and that was a big problem.
One of the downsides of having a government Chair
— and Peter will argue for the strength of a government
Chair — is that if the Chair is appointed as a minister, you
lose them as Chair to the Public Accounts Committee.
The federal Public Accounts Committee has lost the Chair
a couple of times in the current government, and this has
been deeply destabilizing. A problematic aspect of having
a government Chair is that you lose the Chair.
I will certainly reiterate the two very critical things:
the role of having a Chair who is well regarded, experienced and responsible and, also, the role of having a
good committee secretary and support staff are being
absolutely critical.
One of the things we started to have a look at particularly is this question of the work of the PAC. We've been
following up some of this more descriptive material into
a rather more analytical approach — not just what they
do but how this changes, how it has functioned and how
this was operated historically.
One of the things we were interested in was this
balance between the work of following up the Auditor
General's reports and the work of following up their own
initiatives. We found that there were almost two models.
There were some of the PACs that initiated their own
work and did relatively little following up of the Auditor
General's work. There was another group of PACs that
followed up a lot of the Auditor General's work and
initiated relatively little. There was one in the middle —
which was the State of Victoria and which, again, Peter
was involved in — that had a balance of both.
Another point I want to make is that what your PAC
does can actually be quite radically different. There are
a number of roles and functions that the PACs play. A
very simple point is the balance between the review and
the follow-up work — the classic PAC role of oversight
of spending, but also the question of appropriation
review. You know, where do you locate appropriation
review? The federal parliament locates that in separate
committees in the Upper House.
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Victoria does that as part of the PAC function. The New
Zealanders palm it out to the different specialist committees. I think there is a point there about the size of your
country, the size of your jurisdiction, the amount of capacity of expertise in how you actually structure this.
In conclusion, the point we have is a lot of diversity. I
think there are a lot of interesting comparators for different jurisdictions. To get the full details, harass Peter here
and get your very own copy of the report.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much, Professor.
Those were very interesting comments.
I should mention that in the Canadian context 12 of
the 14 PACs are chaired by opposition members, and two
of our territories have consensual government, so there is
no government Chair.
Now just some trivia, for fun. In 1976 one of the provinces' PACs was chaired by a Minister of Finance, here in
Canada. I won't name which one. There'll be a prize at the
end for the first one who guesses.
[0945]
I'd like now to move on to the Hon. John Cheyo, who
I'd like to extend a warm welcome to. He participated
in the seminar in Tanzania just a couple of months ago
and is going to talk about the East African Association
of Public Accounts Committees.
Welcome.
John Cheyo (Tanzania): Let me start by saying two
important words. First of all, thank you very much for
inviting me here, particularly Rick for organizing that
we are here. Also, I'd like to congratulate the Canadian
Council of Public Accounts Committees and the auditors for their 28th and their 35th anniversaries, which I
think we are holding today. Congratulations.
Let me recognize myself. That's my flag. That's Tanzania.
The blue and the yellow are settled as two countries. This
is Zanzibar and mainly Tanzania.
I'm here, really, to discuss the Eastern Africa Association
of Public Accounts Committees. Let me say from the onset
that it was only in June this year that we held our second
annual conference in Nairobi. This was also attended by
Rick and some other people I can recognize here.
Mainly I came here just to say: what did we really
get out of that particular conference? It's just to cement
what Rick has already said and what he calls an ideal
Public Accounts Committee.
First of all, we at least had the opportunity to check for
ourselves how prepared we are to meet the challenges within
the context of the East African community. As you know,
there are about five countries — beginning with Tanzania,
with the most population, down to Burundi, with about 1.8
million people, and with diverse GDP levels.
There is a total of about 117 million people. How
prepared are we, really, to hold governments to
account for the moneys which we authorize to them
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as parliaments? The Nairobi forum did provide this particular opportunity.
Another thing. We are also involved in trying to
determine what the ideal aspects are which are required
for an ideal Public Accounts Committee. As you know, our
countries are really diverse. We have Burundi, which has
just come out of war. We have Rwanda, which has come out
of genocide. We have volatile politics in Kenya. We have a
stable Tanzania, but on the one-party system for 35 years.
We have Uganda, with a "no-party" system of parliamentary democracy. So obviously, what is the challenge?
The opportunity we had in Nairobi was to discuss
the possibility of a harmonized manual of best practices for Public Accounts Committees. We hope that
by the end of this year sometime we will be coming
together. We have decided that this time we are going
to invite the presiding officers of the five parliaments to
bring them on board so that we are all discussing the
same thing. This is important because if the presiding
officers don't know exactly the aspirations of the Public
Accounts Committees, then you have no time in the
parliament and it's very difficult to really get some of
your stuff on board.
Also, in this conference we hope the controllers
and Auditors General — and one of them is here,
Mr. Utouh — will also attend so we are all on board,
because we believe there is a symbiotic relationship
between Public Accounts Committees and the offices
of the Auditors General.
More than that, we realize that we have to build really
powerful and effective Public Accounts Committees in
our region, mainly for two reasons. First of all, we know
we have very limited resources coming domestically and
externally. But above all, if we do not have these domestic
resources properly utilized, then our countries will
perpetually be dependent on foreign aid.
[0950]
The second reason is that we are so conscious of the
fact that most of our budgets, like Tanzania's, depend
very much on donor funding. Of late — in Tanzania,
for instance — most of our friends are giving Tanzania
general budget support instead of direct-project funding.
Therefore, this presents a very important challenge to our
parliament to make sure that at least we give comfort factors to the ladies and gentlemen who are presenting here
as parliamentarians for the moneys which you give us.
We think the most important way to develop or
strengthen a Public Accounts Committee is networking. That's why we are here, and we're so pleased to
have this particular opportunity to interact, to compare
and to contrast our different practices so that we can
strengthen Public Accounts Committees in our region.
How about that for five minutes? Thank you very much.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much. Just drawing
a conclusion from the first two speakers, one takes note
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that all around the world jurisdictions are getting together
and talking about how to improve and maximize effectiveness of Public Accounts Committees and particularly
asking for good practices and best practices.
That's very much part, I think, of the dialogue when
CCAF appears before Public Accounts Committees.
We're often asked: "Well, what are some of the practices
that are out there? If we're going to make changes, what
are some of the other jurisdictions doing?" That seems
to be an issue of global interest.
Just to change gears a bit, it's very interesting. We've
just heard about a study from a PAC Chair. We're now
going to hear from two individuals who in their respective countries are looking to develop a Public Accounts
Committee where one currently does not exist.
Chairs and legislative auditors know how difficult and
challenging it is to run a PAC, you can imagine how difficult it would be to create one and start from scratch. So
it will be very interesting to hear from them about that.
We'll start with Mr. Khorshed Khan from the Auditor
General Office of Bangladesh, who is talking about a
proposed ad hoc PAC.
Md. Khorshed Alam Khan (Bangladesh): Hon. members of Canadian Council of Public Accounts Committees
and Canadian Council of Legislative Auditors, observers,
guests — a very good morning. I am Md. Khorshed Alam
Khan. I'm representing Bangladesh. I'm working in the
Auditor General Office of Bangladesh as the Additional
Deputy Comptroller and Auditor General.
It's my pleasure and honour to be here, and I'm
grateful to the World Bank and the Canadian government for giving me this opportunity to be here. My
topic of presentation is the progress of Public Accounts
Committees around the world.
For your kind information, Bangladesh is a very
democratic country. Our last democratic government
completed their tenure in October 2006. There was
supposed to have been an election within three months,
but for some unavoidable reason, there was no election.
Right now there is a government that we call a caretaker
government running the administration, and we are
hoping for the next election in the last part of 2008.
Because there is no parliament, there is no Public
Accounts Committee. In practice, our Public Accounts
Committee is very powerful, especially in reconciling
the reports of the Auditor General submitted to the
parliament.
Due to the non-existence of a Public Accounts
Committee, we are facing some problems, like: there
are a number of audit reports that are piling up in
the parliament, and those are not discussed. So there
is a chance of financial irregularities, and it's turned
into financial indiscipline in the public sector in the
absence of discussions and decisions as well as the
regulation from the Public Accounts Committee.
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Individuals who are directly involved with the auditor
boards and with the regions are suffering from the
absence of the decisions made by the Public Accounts
Committee. It's because once the reports are submitted
in the parliament, they become a priority of the Public
Accounts Committee to decide about their fate. So a lot
of people are suffering for not getting that direction from
the parliament.
Governments as a whole are losing revenues, as
well, because once the Public Accounts Committee
is working, there is a possibility, either directly or
indirectly, of revenues increasing with additions coming
from the Public Accounts Committee.
Because we are not having our Public Accounts
Committee until 2008, the Auditor General Office of
Bangladesh made a proposal to the government to form
an ad hoc Public Accounts Committee that will run
until the next election and dissolve with the formation
of the next Public Accounts Committee.
[0955]
The officials have advised the government, in this proposal, about the profile of the committee members. They
can be ex–government officials, ex–parliamentary members, members from the business community, members
from the bar association, university teachers and other
elite people from the society.
The ad hoc Public Accounts Committee will enjoy
the powers and functions and responsibilities like the
regular Public Accounts Committee, as laid down in the
constitution of Bangladesh and in the rules of business
of the parliament.
We also made similar submissions to the government,
and we are working together to make it possible. We are
hopeful of a positive outcome within a short time — a
recommendation from the government.
This is not the first time we are facing this sort of problem. In 1983 there was also an ad hoc Public Accounts
Committee formed by the then government because it was
not a democratic government. That committee worked for
two years. They are critical allies, and they examined our
original report submitted in the parliament. They made
three reports and submitted to the president thereafter.
This is all for my part.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Dr. Thosaporn from Thailand is
now going to talk about proposals for a Public Accounts
Committee there.
Thosaporn Sirisumphand (Thailand): Ladies
and gentlemen, on behalf of the five Thai delegates, let
me thank the Canadian Council of Public Accounts
Committees and the Canadian Council of Legislative
Auditors for bringing us here to have the opportunity to
join you this morning.
We are all members of the National Legislative
Assembly. We would like very much to try to strengthen
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the legislative oversight function — particularly improving the role of the legislative branch in the budgetary
process, in terms of both budget scrutiny of budget
adoption and also budget control.
I have to admit that our parliament tends to be
dominated by the government, which is very usual in
the parliamentary system all over the world. However,
we believe that improving the capacity of parliament
will help the government to spend public money more
wisely, efficiently and effectively.
In Thailand we will have the next election this coming
December, so this is the reason why we would like very
much to prepare the groundwork and infrastructure for
the new Members of Parliament, particularly in terms of
the Public Accounts Committee.
In Thailand we already have a Public Accounts
Committee, but it has another name. We call it the
budget monitoring committee. We have one in both
Houses, the House of Representatives and the Senate.
The committees in both Houses in Thailand tend to
work separately, unlike in the case of Australia, where
you have the joint Public Accounts Committee.
Our Public Accounts Committee in the House of
Representatives is chaired by the majority party, unlike
the one in the U.K. that has been chaired by the opposition party. We have little linkage with the Auditor
General because the office of the Auditor General in
Thailand, according to our constitution, is an independent organization. In the case of the Westminster
countries, you appoint the Auditor General as your
parliamentary officer to work closely with the Public
Accounts Committee.
Lastly, our Public Accounts Committee has limitations in terms of its ability to assess information and
independently analyze. So we do not have the specialized budget analysis support unit like in Canada where
you propose to have a parliamentary budgetary office.
We try to improve the Public Accounts Committee in
Thailand in many ways, but we admit that we are quite
weak to control the government. We don't know what
happens after parliament approves the annual budget.
[1000]
We have little idea about how the public money has
been spent — efficiently or effectively or not — or of
what the outputs and the outcome of the government
are. This is the reason why we are trying to launch a
project to improve the capacity of our Public Accounts
Committee and our parliament.
We will try to focus on three major areas. First, we
will try to develop the guidelines or the work manual for
the Members of Parliament who will become the next
Public Accounts Committee, as well as for their support staff. We hope that we can train the Members of
Parliament. Luckily, in Thailand we have an institution
called King Prajadhipok's Institute, which is a researchand-development unit attached to the parliament.

10

Canadian Council of Public Accounts Committees

Normally we train the Members of Parliament in how to
control the government. For this issue we will add a little
bit more on how to train the Members of Parliament to
control the government through the budgetary process.
The second major area that we will try to do is to
empower our Public Accounts Committee in trying
to get access to budget information. In Thailand we
have what we call the government financial management information system. Right now, as Members of
Parliament, the Public Accounts Committee is trying
to get access to the government financial management
information system. That will make it easier to try to
control the performance of the government.
Lastly, we will try to equip our Public Accounts
Committee with a parliamentary budget office. We have
in mind a couple of models, but we might not go along
with the American model, which is very luxurious. The
Congressional Budget Office is equipped with hundreds
of staff — a little bit too much for our country — so we
might look for some other model. Probably we have to
learn it from your Canadian parliamentary budget office.
Within five minutes I hope I gave you the whole picture
of what's going on in Thailand and in our Public Accounts
Committee. Thank you for being with you this morning.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much to all of our
international speakers and to Rick for their presentations.
What's nice about keeping things down to five minutes
is that you've had a chance to get a flavour of some of the
issues that have been raised. We've got about 25 minutes
or so for discussion. As I mentioned, in many of the presentations I've done for PACs, the issue of good practices
and what other jurisdictions are doing comes up.
One of my suggestions for the question period that
we're going to have now is that if there's a particular
practice that comes to mind or something that you've
been thinking about — "maybe my PAC should trying
doing this; well, how is it done in other jurisdictions?"
— you've got people from all around the world who are
ready to share their experience with you. If you have
comments or observations….
At this point I'll open the floor for discussion. Ontario's
Auditor General is first.
Jim McCarter (Ontario): I guess I could get it started,
with just an observation. I'd say that in Ontario we have
a very active Public Accounts Committee. They're not
here with me today because they didn't get budgetary
approval to travel. They're very disappointed. They like
coming here every year, but they have an election coming
up. Notwithstanding, I think most of them would have
been here, had they had budgetary approval.
I think the observation would be that the one thing
that's made Ontario very successful is the non-partisan
atmosphere in the committee. I think I'd just say that
would be number one in Ontario.
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G. Dubrow (Chair): We'll talk a bit more today about
the non-partisan issue. I had a discussion with a gentleman
yesterday. When I mentioned the word "non-partisan," he
looked at me like I was a little naive. That issue does come
up a lot. Elwin Hermanson has coined the term "constructive partisanship." I think CCAF has decided to go on that
route. We'll have an interesting discussion about that later.
Thank you for your comment.
Other comments, questions or observations?
John Williams (Canada): I was very interested
in Rick Stapenhurst's presentation. I noticed in your
first recommendation…. While I agree with them all,
the first one, I thought, where you talked about small
committees of, say, as low as five…. I think there
is a minimum that a Public Accounts Committee
should have, and I don't know an exact number. But
Public Accounts Committees are in a political realm.
Therefore, there has to be debate. When you only have
five people….
[1005]
I know about constructive partisanship or less
partisanship, but you do need to have a variety of
opinions to come to the table. Therefore, I don't think
committees should be too small in order that you can
have the divergence of opinions that comes to the table
with the different political parties.
We shouldn't just be thinking: "I represent one party.
Therefore, whatever they do is right." That just cannot be
supported. But the idea that you only have five people,
let's say, in a reasonable-sized legislature…. I think I
would like to see a larger committee to allow this debate
and the introduction of different opinions coming forward, so perhaps it's something to consider.
R. Stapenhurst: I'm not quite sure whether this session
allows for responses or not, but…
G. Dubrow (Chair): I should have made that clear. I
apologize.
R. Stapenhurst: …let me jump in anyway.
John, you're absolutely right, but with a huge proviso.
That is, many jurisdictions internationally have extremely
small populations, even in Canada. Last night I was talking
to Hunter Tootoo from Nunavut — a very small legislature;
therefore, a very small Public Accounts Committee.
The challenge was put to me by somebody from the
U.K. Department for International Development in
London, where they still have a few remaining colonies which have sort of internal self-government. He
said to me: "How do you establish parliamentary oversight in a jurisdiction with 4,000 people?" Obviously,
if you have a Public Accounts Committee there, it's
going to be very small, which is why we went down
as low as five.
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G. Dubrow (Chair): Yes, I should also just have
mentioned that our international speakers are more
than welcome to comment.
K. Jacobs: The Australian Captial Territory, which is
where the parliament is located, has a Public Accounts
Committee of three: a member for the government from
the left, a member — the Chair — from the right and
a member for the Greens. They're actually incredibly
effective. It's not ideal, but it's a very, very small jurisdiction
— a population of about 300,000. They're all fairly fairminded people.
I think it's a point for very small jurisdictions. You're
getting down even below the five in some cases.
J. Cheyo: I just want to comment, first of all, on the
issue of partisanship. Maybe part of the advantage of
training in networking is that we try to tell new Members
of Parliament to leave their political parties at the door
as they enter the Public Accounts Committee room. I
think that as Chair I've succeeded in doing that. That is
one positive point.
Another issue. On the issue of size, I think I agree with
John Williams that it's important to have an adequate
size, because as you know — or most parliamentarians
here know — there is an element of apathy too. You
may end up with a committee where you've got only
the Chair and the people to be interviewed. That's not
a very good situation. That's why in East Africa we are
recommending 11 to 15 as an ideal size for a Public
Accounts Committee.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much.
I'll just ask you to introduce yourself, for the people
who are taking the transcript.
Md. Nurun Nabi Khan (Bangladesh): My name is
Md. Nurun Nabi Khan. I am from Bangladesh. I work in
the Auditor General's department as Director General,
Commercial Audit Directorate.
In our country the Public Accounts Committee is
constituted from both the government ruling party
and the opposition party. You see, in our country the
Members of Parliament total 300. We have got 120 million people, although the area is very small, around
144,000 square kilometres. The total number of members of the Public Accounts Committee is 15, both
from the opposition and the ruling party.
I think the number is not the main thing. The main thing
is how the Public Accounts Committee works effectively
and how it works strongly. What is the outcome of their
performance? What is the outcome of the audit reports
that have been discussed in parliament? What actions has
the Public Accounts Committee taken?
That's all.
[1010]
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G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much.
In just 30 seconds I'll recognize Fred Dunn, the
Auditor General of Alberta.
Just to put this in context for Canada in terms of the
discussion about size, there are obviously some legislatures in Canada…. I invite any speakers from those
legislatures or their legislative auditors to talk about this
if they like.
There are a number of legislatures, of course, at the
provincial level and at the territorial level, which are quite
small. Some of them have less than 25 members. There
has been some research done — and I'm not issuing an
opinion either way — looking at the challenges of having
an oversight committee when the membership in the
legislature is small and the proportion of cabinet ministers
is relatively high, and so you have very few government
backbenchers to actually be on the committee.
This is an issue, potentially, that could affect some of
the Public Accounts Committees in Canada. If there are
any comments on that, I'd certainly invite them.
Fred Dunn (Alberta): My name is Fred Dunn,
Auditor General of Alberta. I'd like to follow up with
Rick's presentation, on his point about power to compel
ministers to attend. We're in a jurisdiction where we're
just changing from having the ministers attend each
Public Accounts Committee meeting to one where the
deputy minister would be the primary spokesperson.
Do you believe that we should have the ministers
in attendance at each, anytime a ministry is there? In
that regard, how do you stop the discussion becoming
policy-driven versus implementation of policy, which
became a difficult practice?
Also, the fact is that, in all fairness, it is very difficult
for a minister to have intimate and detailed knowledge
around operations. Especially if you're looking over a
number of years, how can they have that knowledge?
R. Stapenhurst: I think that is a very pertinent question.
As you all know, historically and traditionally, Public
Accounts Committees don't deal with policy. In many
jurisdictions ministers do not attend, by tradition. And
yet in a number of jurisdictions, when we did these
surveys, the Chairs of Public Accounts Committees
told us it would be important to them to have ministers
attend when summonsed.
I think that has the danger of making the work of the
Public Accounts Committee become more partisan, or at
least, there is a greater tendency for the work to become
more partisan when you start bringing in ministers as
witnesses rather than chief accounting officers.
Actually, that's a personal difficulty I and my colleagues
have at the World Bank when we're trying to distill best
practice, or good practice, and what people tell us — when
that goes against our own gut feelings. My gut feeling is
that ministers should not be attending.
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In some jurisdictions where they feel that's important,
they have a problem when they invite the minister, and
the minister ignores them. I think that's the issue.
First of all, should ministers attend? Make that decision
— yes or no. If they should attend, then there should be
some sanction when they don't attend.
John Edzerza (Yukon): I'm John Edzerza, MLA in
the Yukon Territory. This is kind of an interesting discussion, because in the Yukon a jurisdiction is not really
that large. We have seven members on our committee,
and four of them are from the government side. Being
that we all work so well together, it's not an issue, but I
could see where it could be.
The comment made about a cabinet minister not
chairing a committee…. I believe it is quite important that it stays that way, but I wanted to know — this
gentleman answered a little bit of it — what the thoughts
were about having a large number of cabinet ministers
sitting on a committee.
R. Stapenhurst: I think this takes us back to the issue
in terms of small jurisdictions and how you constitute
a committee. Again, I think that the Public Accounts
Committee is primarily an oversight committee dealing
with non-policy issues, although when an issue becomes
a policy issue is a very fuzzy line.
[1015]
If that is the way the work of the PAC is delineated
— it's looking at financial oversight; it doesn't deal with
policy issues; the departmental committees deal with
the policy issues — then my own view is that ministers
should not be members of the committee, because that
would then politicize the work of the committee.
I think the tradition in many countries that the ministers don't sit on the committee is well-founded in this
belief that the work of the committee is really to oversee
the financial transactions of government, the financial
efficiency of government and not to question policy.
Therefore, I think it is dangerous to have ministers on the
committee.
G. Dubrow (Chair): I've got two speakers on the
list. I have John Betts, the MLA from New Brunswick,
and then Shawn Murphy, the Chair of the House of
Commons PAC.
John Betts (New Brunswick): I want to mention that
for our 35th anniversary, Rolene and I decided to invite
a few of our most intimate friends, so I want to thank
you all for coming for that celebration.
The best value for money is what we're looking at, I
know, in the New Brunswick PAC, rather than the best
side of government, so having ministers come from the
political side would be a bit problematic for us. It hasn't
been the practice.
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I also know that a bit of a challenge would be the
number of people on the committee. In our case, a lot
of people want to be on that committee. We currently
have nine.
The fact that the Chair should be the senior opposition
member — I take it that you're speaking of senior in
terms of wisdom, not of age.
Also, I think we certainly concur about the entire
term. I know that in New Brunswick, having been a city
councillor in Moncton for 13 years, we did have terms of
three years and found that rather short. It takes a year to
kind of understand what's going on, another year to get
involved, and then by the time your budget is working,
the next group comes along. So we extended that period
to four years. I certainly concur about the committee
being in place for the entire term of the parliament.
Rob Fleming (British Columbia): I just wanted to ask
Rick about the discussion here about cabinet ministers'
presence or non-presence on the committee. Related to
that, I'd like to see if the World Bank has included this in
its studies as a best practice or not.
Is the presence on the committee of caucus House
Leaders and those kinds of…? They're usually internally elected officers of a caucus, but there are Chairs of
caucus, and there are whips, for example. Has that been
seen to be positive, detrimental or benign? And is there
any information or research?
I'm not looking at anyone in particular.
R. Stapenhurst: There's always a danger, I think, in
being an outsider addressing a group of people who are
in the trenches, because questions can have far more
meaning than is apparent. The last issue I've actually
never thought about and never read about, but it's a
good issue.
I'm not aware of any discussion on whether it's
a good thing or a bad thing that caucus leaders and
whips should be included. That's something I would
throw open to my international colleagues and ask their
experience. I'm not aware of any studies by ourselves or
others that have looked at that. That is perhaps an area
we could look at.
I just wanted to touch on the appointment of members
and Chairs for the life of parliament. If people were
appointed as members and Chairs for the session but
there was a high degree of continuity session to session,
this wouldn't be an issue.
[1020]
In some jurisdictions where the Speaker is a partisan official, overtly or covertly, and there are very
deliberate decisions made in terms of committee
membership to try and undermine the effectiveness of the committee — which I believe to be the
case in some jurisdictions — and that Speaker can
then reappoint members of the committee every year,
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that really undermines the effectiveness of the Public
Accounts Committee.
Whereas if the people are appointed for the life of parliament, that at least gives some continuity in that kind
of political circumstance. That's the rationale behind that
and something that I think we would strongly advocate
as being good practice.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you, Rick. That issue
will come up when we talk about the PAC of the future.
Part of the issue we will talk about is the experienced
PAC and, of course, having that continuity and being
appointed for the full term. Getting to know each other
and getting to understand the unique role of the PAC
will certainly be part of that.
Sorry, Shawn, I'd like apologize for skipping over you.
Shawn Murphy (Canada): I just want to take a minute
and throw my thoughts in on the calling of ministers
before the Public Accounts Committee. We have had
experience in the House of Commons PAC.
I'm totally against it. The committee is supposed to
be dealing with financial management issues of probity,
prudence and economy, and once you get the minister
there, you are right into politics. There is no question
about that. There is nothing an opposition member would
like better than to lay out a minister. The government
members will fall on their swords and cut off their limbs
to save a minister.
It does break down very quickly, and then you're into
issues of policy, except when the evidence is clear that
the minister is involved in the financial mismanagement.
Then I believe the committee has no other choice but to
call the minister to get an explanation.
Of course, you'll see in the federal committee that
we do call ministers. There have been a few ministers
called. I do get overruled by the members of the committee. Anyway, that's just my view on that issue. I know
there's a fair divergence of opinion, not only here across
Canada but internationally.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Could you introduce yourself,
please.
Arthur Mitchell (Yukon): Arthur Mitchell, Chair of
the PAC in the Yukon. I just want to point out like my
colleague John that we do have several cabinet members,
but due to the small size of our Legislative Assembly and
the standings amongst the parties, it's virtually unavoidable. It is awkward, but I think that we have….
The government only has one backbencher, so there really
was no other choice. Therefore, they had to put cabinet
members on. To the credit of the three cabinet members
that are serving, I think, they've worked very hard to act as
Public Accounts Committee members and not as cabinet
ministers when they walk through that door.
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Where I think it becomes particularly challenging….
We were dealing with a special report of the Auditor
General into one of the departments, highways and
public works. The discussions within committee before
we went to a public hearing were quite candid. In fact,
where there was evidence of shortfall in terms of how
the department was acting, cabinet ministers were also
quite concerned about that.
When we went to the hearings, it certainly was
an awkward situation for the deputy and the officials,
because they now had members of the government for
whom they are working, as well as myself as the Leader
of the Official Opposition and the other opposition
members, all questioning them simultaneously. It certainly
made for an interesting dynamic. I'll just leave it at that.
G. Dubrow (Chair): I'll have to read that transcript.
Thank you for pointing that out.
Just to set a little bit of context, and then I'll pass it over
to Hugh MacDonald. In fact, why don't I do that first?
Hugh MacDonald, the Chair of the Public Accounts for
Alberta, I believe you have some comments.
Hugh MacDonald (Alberta): Yes, thank you.
Mr. Dunn recently announced that we have made
changes in Alberta as to how we proceed with our meetings.
The minister is not obligated to attend. I think that for us,
that's a positive step, but you always have to remember
that you have to have the option to call the minister to
attend the meeting.
In case there is an example or an issue around mismanagement, the political master should never be
allowed to lay the blame at the hands or in the laps of the
civil servants. This is something that we are watching
carefully, and hopefully, we will always have the option
of requesting the minister to attend if necessary.
G. Dubrow (Chair): The Chair of the Public Accounts
Committee of Ghana, who I was just thinking about….
If I'm not mistaken, you have ministers on your committee.
Perhaps you'd like to talk about that a bit.
[1025]
Samuel Sallas-Mensah (Ghana): My name is Samuel
Sallas-Mensah, Member of Parliament from Ghana and
the Chair of the Public Accounts Committee.
In my country three years ago we were taking on the
public servants when they appeared before the committee. But of late, for the past three years, we thought the
ministers of state or the cabinet ministers were the ones
who appeared before parliament to ask for a budget to
be approved for their ministry or department.
When the Auditor General submits his report, we
thought it was the duty of the same minister to appear
before the Public Accounts Committee and explain how
the money was spent. At Public Accounts Committee
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meetings the ministers were quite willing to appear
before us and explain. Where they cannot explain, they
pass the buck to the civil servants to explain.
I thought it was very effective and gave the Public
Accounts Committee some powers, really, over the
public servants in such a way that if they hear that
they are being called to account at the Public Accounts
Committee, they take us very seriously.
The cabinet ministers in my country take the Public
Accounts Committee very seriously. They even think
that we are working to assist them to run their ministries effectively.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Just to set a couple of issues in
context in terms of ministers on committee. I don't have
a statistic in front of me. I think that in the last CCAF
Guide to Strengthening Public Accounts Committees
there were three, if not four, PACs that had ministers
on committee. I'm always interested in these discussions,
because we always get new research ideas.
Yes, the generally accepted practice — or wisdom,
if you like — if you look at the Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association, the Canadian Council of
Public Accounts Committees and CCAF, is that ministers shouldn't be on the committee. But one of the issues
we haven't looked at is: what happens when you have no
choice? Just to reflect on the comments from the Chair
of the Yukon Public Accounts Committee, that would
be an interesting issue for examination, I think, given
that there are several PACs that, in a sense, don't have a
choice because of the size of the legislature.
Similarly, the issue of ministers as witnesses. Again, the
number is about three or four in terms of jurisdictions
where ministers appear as witnesses regularly. Alberta
has now moved away from that, so they are going off
into the other column. Again, the generally accepted
practice, as Rick said, is that the presence of ministers
makes the committee run in a partisan way.
One of the issues I think is interesting…. I'd be very
interested to get a sense of whether this is of interest,
too, at the provincial level. Certainly, the members
from the federal PAC might want to speak to this
— the work that they have just done to clarify the
responsibilities of a federal deputy minister before the
Public Accounts Committee so that, in theory at least,
there is not a back-and-forth between the minister
saying, "Well, you have to talk to the deputy minister
about that," and the deputy minister appears and says:
"I don't know. That's the minister's purview."
I was wondering if that is an issue that has come up at
the provincial level and if there is interest in looking into
it, because I think we have a good practice right there
in terms of the work that the PAC has done federally
recently on that subject.
Can I tag someone with that question? The Chair of
the Saskatchewan PAC?
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Elwin Hermanson (Saskatchewan): We did have
an issue that came up in Saskatchewan that was quite
awkward. It was probably the biggest bump in the road
that our committee experienced. Our committee does
work extremely well.
We had an issue where our Provincial Auditor, at the
direction of PAC, did a special investigation of a home for
children. When the report was tabled with our committee
and we reviewed it, the deputy minister had changed and
could not clearly and definitively answer the questions of
the committee — at least, not to many members of the
committee's satisfaction.
Therefore, there was a request that the minister appear
before the committee to answer those questions. A motion
was put forward, but in this case the government members used the precedent that ministers do not appear
as witnesses before the committee as a reason why the
minister should not appear before our committee.
[1030]
I'd be the first person to defend the principle of ministers not normally appearing before Public Accounts
Committees, because I believe that the work is far more
productive in most cases. But in this particular case, I
think an interesting argument could be made that the
minister should have appeared, because the deputy
minister wasn't able to effectively answer questions. Part
of the testimony was in fact that the minister had been
involved in some meetings around the issue, had some
hands-on involvement in the issue, and yet we couldn't
get to the bottom of it.
I think that the practice of not having ministers appear
as witnesses, as a general rule, is correct, but I think the
PAC committee should not so tie their hands to the
precedent that under the right circumstances, where
it makes sense, they would be prevented from having
ministers appear in those types of cases.
G. Dubrow (Chair): One of the comments that we've
heard from a number of Public Accounts Committees
— including, I believe, part of a recent federal PAC
study — is that when it comes to turnover, it's not just
the turnover of PAC members that's very difficult but
the turnover of deputy ministers. That's extremely difficult for some jurisdictions for the very reason that by
the time a report comes out and the PAC is looking at
it, the person responsible for the administration of that
department at the time has changed. That's another issue
that we find comes up quite a bit in our discussions.
The organizers have been very friendly but very strict
with me about keeping the time. I think, Rick, that you
had a couple of quick concluding remarks. Then we'll
take our morning break.
R. Stapenhurst: One thing that struck me during
our discussion was the diversity of practice. I think this
is something which is healthy. Although people from
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organizations such as mine like to talk about international good practice, best practice and what have you,
I think one of the things we must all keep in mind is that
good practice is that which fits a particular national or
subnational context. There is not a one-size-fits-all.
I was struck as I was listening to your own comments
and experiences that it was almost 150 years ago that the
first Public Accounts Committee was established in 1861.
Isn't it interesting how across the Commonwealth and,
indeed, across the world now and even within Canada a
rich diversity of practice has emerged to fit that national
and local context?
Once again, I'd like to conclude by thanking the
organizers for allowing me to attend and to bring
my international colleagues to your conference. We've
enjoyed this. We've learned a lot.
G. Dubrow (Chair): I'd once again like to thank
Rick and our international guests for a very stimulating discussion, and thank all of you for making the
discussion period so interesting.
My understanding now is that we'll be breaking until
11 o'clock. We will reconvene here at 11 o'clock sharp.
The conference recessed from 10:33 a.m. to 11:08 a.m.

Joint Business Session No. 2:
John J. Kelly Forum
Topic:

The Vision for Public Accounts Committees
Ten Years Hence

Chair:

Geoff Dubrow, CCAF-FCVI Inc.

Panellists:

Hugh MacDonald, PAC Chair, Alberta
Sheila Fraser, Auditor General of Canada

G. Dubrow (Chair): Well, as we reconvene, I'd just like
to begin by introducing our two panellists for the discussion for the next hour. Hugh MacDonald is the Chair of
the Public Accounts Committee of Alberta, and Sheila
Fraser, of course, is the Auditor General of Canada. Thank
you very much, to both of you, for being here.
What we had in mind for the next hour was that I'd
like to make a brief presentation on the exercise that we
were asked by our organizers to do, which is to come up
with a vision for the Public Accounts Committee of the
future. Then the plan from there would be to turn it over
to our panellists and have them comment and then open
it up for discussion.
Once again, I'll be switching to French.
En 2006 l'FCVI a présenté une stratégie visante à maximiser l'efficacité des comités des comptes publics au cours de
leur réunion annuelle du Conseil canadien des vérificateurs
législatifs et du Conseil canadien des comités des comptes
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publics. Cette stratégie a été ensuite exposée aux CCP de tout
le Canada. Elle reposait sur le guide visant le renforcement
des comités des comptes publics publié en 2006. Il comprend
quatre phases qui…. On peut partager les phases avec vous.
Il y a actuellement sur le document que vous était donné
comme un sommaire des quatre phases.
[1110]
Les organisateurs, comme j'ai dit tantôt, du congrès
annuel 2007 ont demandé pour CCAF d'ébaucher une
vision pour le CCP de futur. Pour préparer ces documents,
le FCVI s'est appuyé sur le commentaire des membres de
CCP et des vérificateurs législatifs de tout le pays ainsi
que les recommandations de son tout nouveau groupe
consultatif, soit le CCP.
Ce groupe consultatif comprend plusieurs présidents
des CCP ainsi que les fonctionnaires expérimentés des
assemblées législatives de tout le Canada. Je veux juste
mentionner les noms des membres de notre groupe
consultatif sur le comité des comptes publics: Shawn
Murphy, le Président du comité permanent de comptes
publics de la Chambre des communes; Rob Fleming de
la Colombie-Britannique; Maureen MacDonald de la
Nouvelle-Écosse; Elwin Hermanson de Saskatchewan;
Norm Sterling de l'Ontario; et trois greffiers législatifs,
Nancy Ford, la secrétaire de la Commission de l'administration publique de l'Assemblée nationale du Québec,
Craig James que vous connaissez très bien déjà, greffier
adjoint et greffier du comité ici en Colombie-Britannique,
et Alex Smith, analyste, Bibliothèque du Parlement.
We've been through a bit of a consultative process, if you
like, in talking about what the Public Accounts Committee
of the future should look like or could look like, and what
that potential vision would be like. I wanted to take just
a couple of minutes to lay out some terms, lay out some
concepts, and to turn it over to our speakers from there to
talk about how they see the PAC of the future.
You do have a handout and some slides, hopefully, on
your desks. I hope those will be of use. There are three
terms that we've come up with in talking about what the
Public Accounts Committee of the future should look like
or could look like. One of them is "accountability-driven."
There's a real emphasis on the term "accountabilitydriven." I'll come back and define all of these.
The second term is "institutional capacity" — this is
really the research capacity for the PAC to perform its
role. The third is "an experienced PAC," and we talked
a bit about the experience this morning with the issue
of turnover, with the issue of members being briefed.
It's really those three terms that we've assembled to
encapsulate what the Public Accounts Committee of the
future could look like in Canada ten years hence.
I want to go through the three very briefly. In terms
of the issue of accountability-driven, what do we mean
by that? One of the things that's come up in a lot of our
discussions…. I mentioned this at the beginning of the
session this morning. Many jurisdictions say: "Well,
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we're different than another jurisdiction. That might not
work there. We do things differently because of the following reasons…."
One of the things that I think has been a helpful point
of reference is to say: "Well, that's fine. We certainly recognize that there are differences, but what is your Public
Accounts Committee trying to accomplish? What are
its objectives?" That's something that is not always an
issue that Public Accounts Committees have a lot of
time to spend on. "Accountability-driven" partly means
planning — strategic planning, as Rick called it — in
preparing for PAC meetings and figuring out what the
role of a Public Accounts Committee should be in that
jurisdiction. How can the PAC maximize its operations
to hold the government to account?
The issue of bringing about corrective action. Rick
talked about recommendations and follow-up. This is part
of what's at the heart of an accountability-driven PAC: the
ability of that Public Accounts Committee to bring about
change, to bring about corrective action by departments
in the way that they administer programs, and issuing
reports and recommendations to departments on how
to improve public administration, with the PAC going
beyond the recommendations issued by the legislative
auditor when appropriate.
One issue that's come up in several jurisdictions recently
is the issue of tracking the progress that departments have
made in acting on PAC recommendations and in following up to ensure that those recommendations are actually
being implemented. At this point, I believe, something
like one or two PACs in Canada don't have the power to
issue recommendations, but not all do as a practice — in
terms of being accountability-driven, of being able to close
the loop on the Auditor General's report — issue recommendations to the government and to follow up to make
sure those recommendations have been implemented.
[1115]
Now to "constructive partisanship." That phrase was
coined by the Chair of the Saskatchewan PAC. We've
adopted it as part of an accountability-driven PAC.
Clearly, no PAC will ever be 100 percent non-partisan.
In fact, one of the Chairs of a PAC said: "I actually enjoy
a slightly partisan PAC. It keeps things going, and it
gets things excited."
I guess what we're saying and what the research we've
done shows is that the PAC is supposed to be less partisan than an ordinary legislative committee whose job is
to pass legislation. That's often where the sort of normal
hustle and bustle of politics takes place. The PAC tends
to be, research shows, more successful when members
can put aside, to whatever extent possible, their political differences and focus on holding departments to
account for the way that they've implemented programs
and suggested recommendations.
When we talk about an accountability-driven PAC,
those are really the tenets of it: a constructive partisan-
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ship, an ability to bring about corrective action, and a
plan on the part of the PAC to know where it's planning
to go. There might be political-cultural specificities, but
nonetheless, there's a plan on what that PAC wants to do,
so that at the end of the day there's some clarity on what
results it wants to achieve.
Donc la deuxième catégorie c'est la capacité institutionelle requise. Ici on parle du…. Au cours des présentations
que FCVI a fait dans tout le pays, les membres de CCP ont
indiqué que l'absence du soutien dans le domaine de la
recherche réduisait fortement leur capacité à être dûment
informé avant les audiences, à rédiger et à présenter des
rapports contenant des recommandations aux ministères,
à assurer un suivi afin de veiller à l'application de recommandations de CCP par les ministères.
Donc quand nous parlons d'un CCP du futur, c'est un
CCP avec des ressources finanacières et humaines. Le
CCP est doté de rechercheurs professionnels et indépendents qui sont chargés d'informer les membres avant les
audiences, de rédiger les rapports du comité, de demander
aux ministères des rapports sur l'état d'avancement des
travaux après avoir réçu leurs rapports du vérificateur
législatif et d'assurer un suivi afin de veiller à l'application
des recommandations de CCP et aussi de signaler au CCP
les cas où les ministères n'ont pas démontré qu'ils donnaient suite aux rapports du vérificateur législatif ou une
recommandation de CCP. Et finalement, le CCP dispose
également d'un budget lui permettant d'embaucher au
besoin des consultants externes.
There's a very strong link between the first two — the
accountability-driven PAC and having the capacity to
make that happen. The accountability-driven PAC, again,
focusses on bringing about corrective action. Taking the
Auditor General's report, issuing recommendations and
following up to make sure that those recommendations
have been implemented by departments requires an
institutional capacity and legislative research. The two
are very linked.
I've spoken to one PAC Chair who said part of the
reason that this particular PAC does not issue recommendations is that they don't have a researcher to actually
write the recommendations. It makes it very difficult.
Let me turn to the third point. The issue of the PAC
of the future and the "experienced PAC" — that's the third
term, again, we wanted to coin. The experienced PAC really
gets back to the point that Rick so eloquently mentioned
about the consistency of membership: the importance of
having PAC members who have the time to get to know
the function of the committee and to get to know the
uniqueness of the committee, for the reason that we've just
described — namely, the fact that they typically tend to be,
or should be, less partisan.
The issue of consistency of membership is very important. Now, when I sat down with the advisory group, I was
all gung-ho about saying: "Wow. Substitutions on the
committee should be banned. Consistency should be…."
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Interjection.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Well exactly. I got laughed out
of the room.
That was the voice of political experience — of experienced PAC Chairs and legislative staff saying: "Well,
there are some really good ideas there. It's not going to
happen." But substitutions should be reduced as much
as possible.
[1120]
Take the example of a departmental audit committee.
Members spend a lot of time getting their heads around
issues, and they can't substitute each other at the last minute.
Similarly, given the complexity of issues, there's a strong
feeling that PAC members need to be on the committee for
the life of a legislature and not to be substituted.
One of the suggestions that came up is that part of
what needs to be done in the PAC of the future is that
the whips and the House Leaders are constantly being
reminded of that in a nice way, being made aware of the
unique importance of the PAC and of making sure that
membership is consistent.
Finally, there's the issue of orientation: given the
unique role of the PAC, making sure that new members
of the PAC are brought up to speed on the role and
function of the Public Accounts Committee and on the
committee's strategic plan and, similarly, are briefed. So
you have a committee that has the information they need
to make decisions or to do their job effectively, but also
there's consistency of membership locked in as much as
possible in order to allow for an effective discussion and
the bringing about of corrective action.
That kind of lays out the framework for what I hope
will be an interesting discussion. I do want to just mention, very quickly, that our objective at this point is not
to say: "Well, we've come up with a vision, and that's it."
To the contrary, what we'd like is to reconvene our PAC
advisory group.
I guess this is as good a time as any to mention that
we'd like to invite the members of that advisory group
to join us at a breakfast meeting tomorrow morning
at 7:30, just to talk a bit more about the draft and get
some comments.
Similarly, the role of the vice-chair in the committees
is obviously extremely important. Vice-chairs tend to be
subject to a high rate of turnover in many jurisdictions.
I've spoken to a few of the vice-chairs already, but we'd
certainly like to get the comments from the government
members who are vice-chairs.
Then, with any other feedback that we get in this discussion, what we'll try to do is rewrite this draft and come
up with something that reflects some of the comments
that we've heard today. Then that will become part of
CCAF's presentation to new PACs and Public Accounts
Committees where we've been invited. Certainly, involving the House Leaders, I think, and the whips in that
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discussion will be something that's been suggested that
CCAF do on a regular basis.
I've taken more than ten minutes. There was nobody,
unfortunately, to raise the book for me, so my apologies for
that. I would like to invite Hugh MacDonald to make some
comments, and then we'll turn it over to Sheila Fraser.
Hugh MacDonald (Alberta): I'm delighted to
participate in this morning's discussion on the future
of Public Accounts Committees ten years hence, but
before I do so, I am privileged to introduce the rest of
the delegation from Alberta.
I would like to introduce Mr. Denis Ducharme, who
was first elected to our Legislative Assembly in 1997.
He's had a very distinguished career to date. I would also
like to introduce our Deputy Chair, Mr. Ray Prins, who
was elected to the Legislative Assembly in 2004; Fred
Dunn, of course, and Rhonda White, from his office; and
Corinne Dacyshyn, our Committee Clerk. Our committee runs on time, and it's because of the work Corinne
does. It's also my pleasure to introduce Philip Massolin,
who is our newly hired researcher. We're very proud of
our new hire and appreciate Philip's work to date.
I must now, however, emphasize that my comments
this morning reflect my professional and objective
opinion as a Member of the Legislative Assembly of
Alberta and as Chairperson of the Standing Committee
on Public Accounts. My comments, therefore, may not
reflect the opinions of other members of the committee
or of government or opposition members.
I am confident that the changes we have made earlier
this year will make our Public Accounts Committee
more effective in the future. They will improve public
administration. Some of these changes to date include
the frequency and timeliness of our meetings, the
government agencies appearing before the committee,
the welcomed increase in our research budget and the
opportunity for committee members to pose direct
questions to deputy ministers and their staff on ministerial expenditures.
These changes, I note, would not have occurred without the determined support of Doug Griffiths, the MLA
from Battle River–Wainwright, and George VanderBurg,
the MLA for Whitecourt–Ste. Anne — both members of
government caucus who have in the past attended, if not
one, more than one PAC conference.
[1125]
More changes need to occur to make our Public
Accounts Committee more effective. There's no doubt
about that. But let's be mindful that during this next
ten-year period the province of Alberta will, if current
budget and spending continues, spend in excess of
$300 billion.
If we improve the oversight role by strengthening the
Public Accounts Committee, we will increase accountability to the taxpayers. This will result, in my view, in a
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significant increase in the confidence of citizens in their
government. The Public Accounts Committee can help to
restore some of the confidence that has been eroded in
the past by the citizens towards their government.
Now here are a few suggestions on how we might improve
our Public Accounts Committee process. Members of the
assembly should have the right to question both the
Chair and the Deputy Chair of our PAC on the floor of
the assembly on the work of the committee.
In the future the committee must have the authority
or the mandate to question and examine any public
policy or program of the government or any of its
delegated administrative organizations, and you'll see
where in Alberta, in particular, we're delegating more
and more government responsibility off to these socalled delegated administrative organizations.
I note that corrective action is at the heart of CCAF's
vision for the PAC of the future. One fundamental
change would have to occur in Alberta before the PAC
could help to bring about corrective action. After seven
years as Chair of this committee, the following change
would be at the top of my wish list: the committee should
have the authority to report to the Legislative Assembly
of Alberta on any of its opinions or recommendations or
deliberations pertaining to government operations.
My understanding is that in most jurisdictions in Canada
the PAC has the power to issue recommendations which
are supposed to prompt departments to take corrective
action. In Alberta the PAC currently does not report its
findings in a substantive manner to the legislature or make
any recommendations on how to correct deficiencies. This
is a serious limitation on the power of the PAC.
In my view, Alberta PAC ten years hence — or
hopefully before — should have the power to issue
recommendations. That is the only way the legislature
can open up a constructive dialogue with the government on how to improve the administration of public
services in our fine province.
Our standing orders indicate that the government shall
respond to a report of the PAC within 150 days of the date
on which the committee reports. The PAC, to my knowledge and in my research, has never issued a substantive
report since the 1950s. Therefore, the government has
had no reason to respond whatsoever.
Currently in Alberta the government issues its
response to the Auditor General's report, and accepts
nearly all of the recommendations over time. The PAC
and the legislature are kept far away from this process.
That is unfortunate, because the PAC could and should
make recommendations above and beyond those of the
Auditor General.
I would like to see the PAC of the future have the
power to do this and to bring in the voice of the legislature to dialogue on how to improve the economy, the
efficiency and the effectiveness of public administration in our province.
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I also believe that citizens and/or civil servants have a
role to play as well. They should be given the opportunity
to suggest or direct which public policies or which programs we examine. They should be able to report to the
committee without any fear of reprisal.
Details of all grant payments and all supplies-andservices contracts should be listed on the Alberta
government's website within 150 days of the end of the
fiscal year so interested citizens could see for themselves
where their government is allocating their money and
in what amounts. The list on the Internet should be provided on a departmental basis. The alphabetical order by
grant recipient and contract that is now presented by the
government is, to say the least, confusing.
We have recently concluded a House Leaders' agreement
to hire research staff to assist the PAC, and this is a very
significant step for us. I would like to see a non-partisan
researcher hired, rather than allocating these funds directly
to caucuses to hire their own researchers, and I would like to
see these researchers centred, for instance, in the Legislative
Library — a much more independent operation.
[1130]
For the PAC of the future, that researcher should be
able to write the reports and the recommendations. To
have a researcher follow up with departments to ensure
that they have implemented recommendations would
also be prudent.
I also like the idea of a more constructive partnership in PAC. There is no question that the PAC of the
future should see members of all parties put aside their
differences. The House Leaders' agreement I mentioned
earlier will see the creation of four legislative committees in Alberta. This is a first for the province. Clearly,
that is a natural forum for partisan debate about the
effectiveness of government programs.
The PAC's role is as an oversight committee, and that's
totally different. We should be there, again, to suggest
to the government improvements in the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of the government programs.
In conclusion, I would like to see all members of the
committee be less concerned with the interests of governing or opposition parties and be more concerned about
how taxpayers' dollars are being spent by the government.
I appreciate your time this morning. My job was to
speak, yours was to listen, and hopefully, we're concluding at the same time.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much, Hugh.
That was a very interesting presentation.
It's now a pleasure to introduce Sheila Fraser, the
Auditor General of Canada.
I should just preface my introduction by saying that
one thing I didn't mention is that the integral relationship
between the Auditor General — the legislative auditor
— and the PAC is certainly an important part of the PAC
of the future.
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Sheila Fraser (Canada): I will be giving the first part of
my notes in French, so to those of you who need translation devices, I would encourage you to get them out.
Bonjour, Mesdames et Messieurs. C'est avec plaisir que
je suis ici aujourd'hui pour vous parler de mon point de
vue sur le rôle des comités des comptes publics sur l'horizon
de dix ans et surtout quelques défis auxquels les comités
auront à faire face.
Le principe fondamental qui soutien le rôle du Parlement,
soit demandé des comptes au gouvernement, n'est pas
nouveau. Mais pendant mon mandat comme vérificatrice
générale, je crois que nous avons tous été témoins d'un
intérêt accru pour la reddition des comptes. Selon les
recherches, les Canadiens veulent un examen plus attentif
et une surveillance plus étroite des institutions publiques.
Tant le Parlement que les contribuables veulent savoir si le
gouvernement est bien géré et si les comptes publics sont
dépensés d'une façon prudente.
Je ne lis pas l'avenir mais je crois pouvoir affirmer sans
trop d'erreurs que les comités des comptes publics joueront
un rôle de plus en plus important dans l'avenir. En raison
de son mandat particulier, le comité des comptes publics
occupe une position privilégiée. Il récoit les rapports de
vérification du bureau de vérification législative et fait
rapport sur les activités du gouvernement. Ainsi il représente pour les vérificateurs législatifs un allié inestimable.
À vrai dire, sans le comité des comptes publics nous ne
serrions pas aussi efficace.
Les audiences sont une tribune qui favorise de bons
échanges sur les contestations de la vérification. Différents
points de vues y sont exprimés — celui du ministère, celui
du vérificateur, et parfois celui des organismes centraux.
Pour le vérificateur législatif l'audience est très utile. En
effet, elle oblige les ministères à s'attarder aux contestations de la vérification et souvent elle amène le ministère
consciencieux à présenter un plan d'action que nous pouvons utiliser pour faire un suivi.
La convocation de ces réunions est la première étape
vers une meilleure reddition de comptes. Mais le pouvoir
du comité de convoquer des témoins est un atout très
puissant. Les rapports qui font suites à ces audiences et
l'obligation pour le gouvernement d'y répondre — dans
le cas du gouvernement fédéral c'est dans les 120 jours
— sont…et tout précieux qui complètent la boucle en vue
d'assurer la reddition des comptes.
Mais comme était mentionné précédemment, il y a des
défis à l'horizon. Différents documents sur l'efficacité du
comité témoignent de l'importance d'éviter l'esprit de parti.
Même si l'on puisse attendre une certaine dose d'esprit de
parti, en trop avoir peut amener le comité à s'intéresser
à des questions qui ne sont pas directement reliées aux
enjeux de la saine gouvernance. Et ceci peut miner la légitimité de la surveillance parlementaire.
[1135]
De plus, comme était mentionné, la rotation des membres pose un défi. Pour nous il est certainment plus facile
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d'établir une relation de travail efficace lorsque les membres
siègent au comité pendant plus de quelques mois. Une
autre difficulté vient de la quantité même d'information
portée à l'attention du comité. Si les membres n'ont pu
examiné tous les documents pertinents, le comité pourrait
moins facilement tenir les audiences efficace et l'aurait
probablement besoin de plus de soutien.
Le bureau de l'éducation a notamment pour rôle de signaler des questions essentielles au comité des comptes publics,
ce qui est des membres qui ont un horaire chargé. On
demande souvent au comité de traiter des grands enjeux
complex qui font parfois intervenir plusieurs ministères. Il
n'est pas aisé pour qui compte de passer d'un sujet à un
autre dans quelques jours et d'acquérir la connaissance
nécessaire pour comprendre tous ces enjeux.
Nous sommes conscients que les membres du comité
ont peu de temps à consacrer à toutes les questions qui
sont portées à leur attention. Aussi, nous nous efforçons
de commuiquer les principales contestations de nos
rapports de façon claire et concise. Et au moment de
rédiger notre déclaration d'ouverture d'une audience
précise, nous nous demandons : quels sont ici les éléments
essentiels et les plus importants; et de la part des vérifications, quelles types de questions permettraient au
comité d'en saisir les points capitaux?
Now I would like to take a few minutes to bring up
another issue that I believe merits discussion. In these
sessions we tend to focus on building an effective working
relationship between the Public Accounts Committee and
the Auditor General. While this is definitely a prerequisite
within the realm of parliamentary oversight, there is always
a third party in hearings: the government witnesses. There
is little discussion around this, yet in my opinion, it has
become one of the critical elements of the process.
Let me present two issues that I believe are crucial to
successful hearings: adequate preparation and mutual
understanding of roles. It is in everyone's best interest that
witnesses have time to prepare answers to anticipated
questions from parliamentarians. It was mentioned
in earlier presentations that the Public Accounts
Committee should be able to conduct investigations. If
this is to occur — and I believe that could be a good
subject for further study as to how it would occur — it
is important that the committee follow due process in
its investigations.
Problems can arise when the hearing veers beyond
the factual information contained in audit reports.
When this happens, witnesses may not know what
specific areas are under review and, therefore, which
questions are likely to be asked. Witnesses may appear
evasive when in fact they are simply unprepared for
unexpected questions.
Difficulties can also arise if the Public Accounts
Committee has a different expectation of government
witnesses than the government itself. I'd like to give you,
as an example, a current issue in Ottawa.
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The Federal Accountability Act became law in 2006,
and it introduced the position of accounting officer for
departments and agencies. The legislation indicates that
this officer, generally the deputy minister, is accountable
before the appropriate committee of parliament with
regards to certain responsibilities — namely, measures
taken to organize the resources of the department to
deliver programs in compliance with government policies and procedures, maintaining effective systems of
control and signing public accounts. In essence, it's the
administration of the department.
The Public Accounts Committee and the government
have both prepared documents outlining their expectations for this position. While there are many similarities
between the two documents, there are also significant
differences. The government believes that accounting
officers appear before the committee in support of their
minister's accountability and do not have responsibilities
in their own right. The Public Accounts Committee, on
the other hand, believes that accounting officers do have
responsibilities in their own right and that they appear
before the committee to account for them.
This difference of views has unfortunately led to a
great deal of apprehension and confusion, and I fear it
could lead to some difficult hearings.
[1140]
We appreciate that the Public Accounts Committee
holds the government to account, but I believe that to
work properly, the hearing process needs to be based
on mutual appreciation and respect among all parties — legislators, auditors and government. Quite
frankly, this should not be difficult to achieve. The
Public Accounts Committee wants an understanding
of the issues so that it can recommend improvements.
More often than not, this is also the ultimate objective
of government officials.
What does the future hold for Public Accounts
Committees? Ten years from now I will obviously no
longer be Auditor General, and many of you will have
also moved on to other positions. However, both the
Public Accounts Committee and the Office of the Auditor
General will continue as institutions for accountability.
Whatever we can do today to ensure the credibility of
both institutions will be a worthwhile exercise.
For the purposes of today's discussion, I would ask
the following questions. Is it possible to remain nonpartisan? How can we maintain a respectful relationship
with government witnesses? How can we improve the
preparation of witnesses?
On that note, I invite any comments and questions
that you may have.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much, Sheila,
for that presentation. I think the best thing to do now is
just to open things up directly to questions and discussions on the comments of our two panellists.
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S. Fraser: If I could ad-lib, perhaps the Chair of our
Public Accounts Committee might have a few comments
on the accounting officer issue.
Shawn Murphy (Canada): I'll just make a few comments on the accounting officer. This, in my view, is a
very significant development, although it's very much
under the radar screen. The media didn't report it as perhaps as wholesome as they should have.
As Mrs. Fraser has indicated, right now under the
Federal Accountability Act deputy ministers and, I should
point out, the 86 heads of all the government agencies are
accounting officers. They're accountable before parliamentary committees for the financial administration of
their department or agencies. They're responsible for the
establishment and implementation of internal audit and
for personally signing the accounts, so that the accounts
truly reflect all transactions of the department or agencies
and so that the books and records are prepared in accordance with established guidelines.
Once that provision was passed, there was a divergence
of opinion that developed between the Public Accounts
Committee and the government — I would suggest led
by the central agency, the Privy Council Office. They
took the position that it really didn't change that much
and that the deputy minister or agency head still came
before the Public Accounts Committee, speaking for the
minister. That's not what the legislation states, and that's
certainly not our interpretation.
The Public Accounts Committee prepared a 15-page
protocol as to the appearance of accounting officers
before the Public Accounts Committee. This was passed
by parliament and concurred on by the total House. Now
it has the same force and effect as a standing order of the
House. There's no question as to the roles and duties and
obligations of an accounting officer when they come
before the Public Accounts Committee.
This is, I suggest, a very significant development. It will
delineate the role of the deputy minister or agency head as
to their responsibility for proper financial management, as
opposed to the role of the minister, who is charged with
establishing policy. Again, that goes back to our discussion
about calling ministers or deputy ministers.
I think it's very significant. If anyone wants a copy of
the protocol, it's on our website, or I can get you a copy.
I do believe it's a very significant development in the
evolution of the Public Accounts Committee.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Je crois qu'il y a un commentaire
d'un membre de la délégation du Québec.
Pascal Bérubé (Québec): Pascal Bérubé, député de
l'Assemblée nationale du Québec.
Une préoccupation qui fait un peu écho chez notre
délégation est toute la question de la stabilité dans un
contexte d'un gouvernement minoritaire. On le vit à
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Ottawa; on le vit au Québec. Surtout losqu'on pense au
quorum qu'il faut maintenir, à la stabilité des membres
qui est mise en question par le roulement et aussi — je
pense entre autre à mon collègue de gauche — les multiples
implications des députés gouvernementaux qui doivent
parfois assisté à plusieurs commissions parlementaires et
quand même essayer de garder le focus.
Donc, avez-vous réfléchi à cette question-là? Peut-être les
membres, les délégués de cette conférence se sont réfléchis
à des façons de préserver la stabilité nécessaire d'un si
important comité.
[1145]
S. Fraser: C'est évidemment une question très importante. Je crois que nous avons été quand même assez
chanceux au niveau fédéral. Il y a eu un certain roulement au comité pour diverses raisons, mais il y a quand
même une certaine continuité.
Il y a plusieurs membres qui sont là depuis plusieurs
années et qui connaissent bien les sujets et qui connaissent
aussi l'histoire des questions qui viennent parce qui'l y ont
souvent des questions qui font référence à des vérifications
qu'on a fait il y a cinq ou dix ans mêmes. Il y a des membres
qui connaissent l'histoire et réalisent que ce n'est pas la
première fois qu'on parle d'une certaine question. C'est
peut-être la deuxième, troisième or quatrième. Pour nous,
c'est très important qu'ils aient cette connaissance. Les
recherchistes, évidemment, aident beaucoup, mais ce sont
les connaissances personnelles des membres.
Alors je pense dans la mesure du possible. Évidemment,
les vérificateurs n'ont aucun contrôle sur la composition
des comités. Mais c'est très utile pour nous d'avoir les
membres qui ont cette connaissance dans l'histoire des
sujets qu'on présente.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Merci beaucoup. Est-ce qu'il y a
des questions ou commentaires?
M. Gilles Taillon, le nouveau président de la Commision
de l'administration publique du Québec.
Gilles Taillon (Québec): Madame Fraser, bonjour. Je
voulais savoir…. Vous avez parlé de la nécessité de former
les témoins, de les préparer. Comment cela peut se faire?
Jusqu'où ça doit aller?
S. Fraser: Au niveau fédéral, les recherchistes rencontrent mon bureau pour bien comprendre la portée de
la vérification, les questions qu'on soulève, pour aider à
préparer les documents qu'ils présentent aux membres. Je
pense aussi, et c'était un sujet de question dernièrement,
il devait aussi rencontrer les représentants des ministères
pour peut-être comprendre aussi des ministères…. Est-ce
qu'ils sont vraiment d'accord avec les recommandations?
C'est quoi les plans d'action?
Nous nous travaillons aussi avec les ministères pour
les aviser. D'abord il faut mieux d'arriver avec un plan
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d'action. Sinon le comité risque d'être un peu difficile.
Nous échangeons aussi nos déclarations d'ouvertures alors
qu'ils voient les questions que nous proposons au comité.
Ma question était surtout quand le comité commence ses
propres enquêtes ou va plus loin. Nous avons vu quelques
situations où les membres ont posé des questions sur des
documents que les témoins n'avaient jamais vu ou sur
des situations que les témoins n'étaient pas préparés…. Je
pense si on veut avoir une audience qui est vraiment
efficace, les témoins devraient au moins avoir un avis
d'avance sur quoi ils vont se faire questionner, avoir
l'opportunité de voir les documents. C'est une question
aussi de processus juste et équitable envers tout. Alors, je
pense ça demande une certaine préparation des témoins
et qu'ils sachent sur quoi on va les questionner.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Merci beaucoup.
Any other questions or comments on what we've heard
in this session about the Public Accounts Committee of
the future? The Chair of the Manitoba PAC.
Len Derkach (Manitoba): A question regarding
calling witnesses you think are important to be heard
at a Public Accounts Committee. Witnesses are called
for by, generally, the committee, and the committee
would then call them through the Chair and vice-chair.
How is this done in terms of the opposition and a government, where there may be different views as to who
the witnesses should be?
S. Fraser: Mr. Murphy might be more apt than I at
answering. I believe it's through the steering committee.
There's a steering committee established federally, with
representatives from all the various parties. The steering
committee decides who the witnesses will be. For the exact
procedure, perhaps Mr. Murphy could describe that.
S. Murphy: Right now, as everyone's aware, we're
operating under a minority government in Ottawa. In
certain ways it makes the Public Accounts Committee
a better operating institution. In some ways it makes it
more challenging.
The calling of witnesses presents some challenges. As
Mrs. Fraser pointed out, we have a steering committee
with four members representing each party, and we
come forward with our view of witness lists.
[1150]
What has happened recently, mainly on one particular
issue that we've spent a lot of time on…. That is the
RCMP investigation, and it has got a lot of publicity.
Certain members outside the steering committee have
come forward with motions to call certain individuals
that really branch out, as far as I'm concerned. Perhaps
we'd be better off if they weren't there. If they have seven
members vote for that particular witness, that witness
then becomes a witness of the committee. I think it
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would be better off left to the steering committee, but of
course democracy rules, and the majority of the committee can overrule the steering committee.
On this particular issue it is challenging. Normally,
in 95 percent of the situations, the steering committee,
through consultation with the Office of the Auditor
General, would determine what witnesses are to appear
before the committee on a particular matter, and there's
no issue regarding that particular matter.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Hugh, did you want to make
some comments about witness selection in Alberta?
H. MacDonald: Yes, we are currently a work in
progress, but we are now, this fall, going to hold meetings outside session with the SUCH sector — the
schools, universities, colleges and hospitals. Ray and I
and the rest of the committee together have worked out
who comes and when. It is, as I said, a work in progress,
but we, the committee, certainly do have the authority
in our standing orders, if we wish to use it, to compel
any witness to attend a hearing.
G. Dubrow (Chair): I have John Williams next, and
then John Cheyo.
John Williams (Canada): I was thinking about the
role of the Public Accounts Committee ten years hence
and its role today. I think we should recognize that
the Public Accounts Committee is the conversion of
accountability from the civil service into the political
realm. Governments can ignore virtually anything they
want except political pressure. The role of the Public
Accounts Committee is to take the reports of the Auditor
General — and anything else that comes to their attention that shows that the government is not handling the
finances of the jurisdiction properly — and to convert
that into political pressure.
An Auditor General…. I've said to Mrs. Fraser before
and her predecessor, as well, that they are political people
in the sense that they need to have their constituency in
the general public at the same time, because when the
Auditor General's report is reported in the newspaper
loudly and clearly, the government listens. When the
Public Accounts Committee takes that report and starts
asking questions in the legislature, which then gets
reported in the media, the government will listen. It is
a conversion of the information that is provided to the
Public Accounts Committee.
To make that a political initiative — to cause the
government to sit up and listen to what is going on and
the fact that they need to change — is the role of the
Public Accounts Committee, because once that report
of the Auditor General is three days old, it's forgotten.
It's lost, and the government can ignore it at its pleasure.
It's up to the Public Accounts Committee to keep that
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report alive and bring it into this type of place, into the
legislature and parliament, and start asking hard questions of the government and say: "What are you doing?"
Then you will effect change.
In my opinion, our role is to take that technical
information and convert it into a political initiative to
effect change.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Did either of our panellists want
to comment on that?
It's a very interesting point. I like that term. When
we talk about corrective action and the idea that the
PAC is going to bring about some change based on
recommendations from the Auditor General's report
and its own recommendations, that really is the political
pressure element. I think that's something we should
add into the way we explain this issue.
John Cheyo (Tanzania): I think, in addition to
the political pressure, it's also important to reflect on
the legal requirement, particularly on the accounting
officers. In several jurisdictions there is such a thing
as a public finance act. In the case of Tanzania, for
instance, the Public Finance Act particularly mentions
the principal secretary or permanent secretary as the
accounting officer who is pecuniarily and personally
responsible for the moneys which are in his account.
[1155]
It also provides that he cannot wash his dirty linen
in one ministry and leave it there. The law follows him
anywhere he goes. He can therefore be called into Public
Accounts Committee at any time, whether he is in or out
of that particular ministry.
I think another political issue is to make sure that
whatever factual information is obtained through the
accounting officers is tabled in parliament, and sensationally. Then that pulls out the role of the Public Accounts
Committee in ensuring accountability.
There is a lot to know about this issue of deputy
ministers. Is a deputy minister in Canada a civil servant,
or is he a politician? If he's a politician, then I'm slightly
worried about the high turnover of deputy ministers in
the government. In most governments, deputy ministers
and ministers say they exist at the wish of the head of
state or the president or the prime minister.
Just as you did mention that you are worried about the
turnover of Members of Parliament in the committee,
I'm sure you could have worried about the turnover of
deputy ministers in the various ministries. But the legal
framework is, I think, very important.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you very much for your
feedback.
S. Fraser: I'd just like to comment on that. The
accounting officer concept is new. As I mentioned, it
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was just introduced late last year. But the turnover of
deputy ministers is of concern. The committee has mentioned it actually on several occasions. There was a study
done, I guess in the last year or so, that showed the average term of a deputy minister in the federal government
was under two years. It was something like 18 months,
which means there is enormous turnover.
The committee has not been hesitant in calling previous
deputy ministers to come, but it should be, I think, the
responsibility of the current deputy minister to be able
to explain what the department is doing on an issue
and what action they're taking. That should be a normal
expectation — that the deputy minister would be able to
answer for those questions.
Peter Loney (Australia): Peter Loney, La Trobe
University, centre for public accountability in government, and just by way of introduction, in a previous
incarnation a Member of Parliament, Chair of Public
Accounts Committee, Chair of Australasian Council of
Public Accounts Committees and Deputy Speaker in the
Victorian parliament.
I want to (a) raise a query, (b) make a suggestion and
(c) just tell very short tale from our experience.
First, I was interested in your naming of the first
option: "accountability-driven." I would have thought
that by nature all Public Accounts Committees were
accountability-driven. I wonder whether you really
meant "performance-driven."
By saying that, I actually very much think the way
of the future will be performance-driven accountability, performance-driven Public Accounts Committees,
moving from that purely financial order role to
performance order, following in the tracks of what
Auditors General are generally doing themselves now.
Performance auditing — I'd certainly like to see that. I
think that is the way of the future for Public Accounts
Committees, but I'd just be interested in why you chose
the name "accountability-driven."
The second one is that in the future, shouldn't our
Public Accounts Committees be also preparing and
developing an accountability framework for themselves
for their own performance — be having some method
of evaluating their own performance and be having
some measures that they present to the parliament and
the public about what they've done and what they've
achieved? I make that suggestion.
The third thing I'd like to say is about follow-up
reporting. My Public Accounts Committee was in the
habit of doing that. What we used to do was two or three
years down the track we'd pick up a report we'd done
and do a new report on the recommendations. Where
government said it would implement things, we'd go
back and hold a fresh inquiry into what had happened.
We'd challenge whether in fact those implementations
had been made and with what success.
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Just before I left parliament I had a research study done
of one of those. We'd actually been through that process,
and that's why I raise it. We'd done the report; we'd done
a follow-up report. There was almost unanimous agreement about this thing. It was on outstanding fees and
fines around driving offences not being collected by a real
method. It was a big problem in the Victorian budget.
[1200]
Everyone agreed it had to be done. We made recommendations about it. Our Department of Justice
accepted the recommendations virtually unanimously
and said: "We will implement them." A few years later
we went back and asked them to report on that, and they
said: "Yes, we've implemented them."
I got a research study done later. An intern came in
and did the research. What he found was that in spite
of everyone saying, "Yes, it should be done; we've
done it," etc., it actually hadn't been implemented.
The reason it hadn't been implemented was that in
the department they all agreed with it, but there were
some difficulties, and it was just put on the back
burner and put around.
I just put that out there as a very short case study. I've
got the whole paper. If anyone's interested, you can have
a look at it. But it's a very short study and says two things:
yes, do your follow-ups, but be persistent about them.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you. Any comments from
the panellists?
S. Fraser: I would just agree that follow-up is really
important. I think we've developed a very good process
with the Public Accounts Committee. When we introduce
an original piece of work, the committee asks for an
action plan from the department, which specifies the
resources given, the time lines. In fact, the committee
has turned back some action plans that they felt were
not adequate. We use that action plan to determine
when we will do follow-up.
One of our four reports a year is devoted strictly
to following up — re-auditing issues and indicating
whether progress is satisfactory or not. The committee is
spending a lot of time, as well, on these follow-up audits.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Your comment, Hugh, on this
particular question, please.
H. MacDonald: Yes, of course. I will be quite
brief. We have a series of performance measures in
the province of Alberta. Some of them roll over every
three years. When the performance measure is not
meeting the government standard, whatever that is,
they simply remove it. I would much prefer and be
much more confident if we stuck to financial auditing.
In my opinion, in our jurisdiction the performance
measures can become a bit of a political pick.
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G. Dubrow (Chair): Just to respond, as well, to a couple
of your comments — very interesting points. The answer
is that I love both of your comments. In fact, I think that
performance-driven sounds great. Why did we choose
accountability-driven? I don't remember, to be perfectly
honest. But I really like performance-driven, because performance is really at the heart of corrective action.
Similarly, your comment about an accountability
framework…. I like the term, and I'd like to see, as this
document progresses, on the PAC of the future, that we
use that term. We were talking about the importance
of planning, but that sounds a little mundane, and
accountability framework sounds a lot better.
In terms of the issue of getting PACs to evaluate themselves, to evaluate their own performance, that's an issue
that can sometimes, from what I've seen, cause some
sensitivity. But it can be at times self-defeating in the
sense that if members are using it as a tool and they're
not feeling that they, at the end of the day, have to report,
then it can be a constructive tool. If they feel, on the
other hand, that they're accountable for that in the end,
beyond the normal accountability to their electorate, it
can also make them feel rather uncomfortable and feel like
they're being boxed in and not being given the political
flexibility that they need.
Just an observation, but excellent comments. I really
appreciate them.
Mary Polak (British Columbia): A brief comment
that leads to a question. I get somewhat concerned at
the ease with which we use the term "non-partisan." I
say that because I suspect that over the decades, as we've
moved into a society whereby people feel less and less
connected to government, there's less and less of an
understanding in our broader communities as to what
the word "politics" means, what the word "party" means.
What does it mean to be partisan?
[1205]
I would suggest, perhaps, that it would be more
accurate to portray partisanship as some kind of a
continuum, and that there is a certain appropriate
level of partisanship that actually serves to sharpen the
performance, the thinking, the scrutiny that occurs
within Public Accounts Committees, much in the way
in which it occurs in a question period environment.
I do believe that the knowledge that there is a certain
partisan nature to the players — they're all politicians
— serves to, perhaps, sharpen the attention which civil
servants and others might pay to that environment. Indeed,
as an individual politician, it probably sharpens my
performance and my preparation to engage in a meeting.
This leads me to a question, though, around the audience to which Public Accounts Committees play, if you
will, or communicate. I put this to you. I wonder if the
PACs of the future ought not to pay closer attention to
the importance of communicating effectively with our
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real target audience — the taxpayers who request and
demand that additional scrutiny, those for whom we
are paying attention to the ways in which government
operates and spends its money. How might we better
approach that as Public Accounts Committees?
G. Dubrow (Chair): Would you like to make any
comment?
S. Fraser: I guess I would just say I agree with your
comments. I think a certain amount of partisanship is
probably required, because the various political parties,
obviously, may have different views on things or different
perspectives, which are important to reflect in hearings.
Your comments about communicating with taxpayers,
I think, are also correct. I guess I become concerned
when people are really trying to communicate with
electors and are using hearings as a way to get, perhaps,
personal attention.
Maybe I'm being a little too blunt here, but to be
quite honest, we know when we look at the notice for
the hearing…. One of the first things I look for is: is it
televised or not? Because the hearing will be different if
it's televised than if it's not televised.
I think that's the reality, but communicating with
taxpayers and the general public, yes. If it's to try to
increase your personal popularity leading up to an
election campaign, that to me is, perhaps, going too far
on the continuum.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Hugh, I believe you wanted to
mention something as well.
H. MacDonald: Briefly, we had a very highly partisan
environment. It's not nearly that way now. It's much
better. Partisanship doesn't work in Public Accounts
Committees. As politicians, we have so many other
avenues to express our partisanship, and we've got to put
the interests of the taxpayers first, in my view.
In conclusion, I would like to say that I listen to and
watch, on CPAC, Mr. Murphy and Sheila Fraser. I don't
know whether that's a good or a bad thing, but no one
else in my household will. I watch it now with interest.
As a result of the last three or four years in the House
of Commons in Ottawa, I watch it with interest, and I
would encourage taxpayers to tune into CPAC — not
late at night either.
G. Dubrow (Chair): If I can just add a comment,
you're very right. At last year's presentation, one of the
things we talked about — and one of the things we took
to some of the PACs over the course of the last year —
was related to the ability of the PAC to get its message
out about the value-added that it's…. It didn't quite
reflect in this document, and I think we have to go back
and try to add that in. In fact, "performance-driven" —
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well, that was to do that, whereas "accountability-driven"
was kind of hard to sneak in under that category.
In the work that we've done over the last year, certainly a number of PACs have expressed interest and
said: "Yeah, we'd like to be able to get that message out
about what we're doing."
[1210]
In certain legislatures the members are allowed to
put out householders, flyers for their constituents. One
of the ideas that came up was whether a non-partisan
person or a researcher could prepare a document which
would explain what the PAC has done and members
of the PAC could actually send that document out. It
wouldn't be a part of the political spin bureaus, if you
like; rather it would be a document which was very well
communication-oriented saying that this is what we've
actually accomplished.
Mea culpa; we took that out of the draft. I'm very glad
that you pointed that out.
Finally, I certainly agree with your comment about
the continuum. Again, to coin Elwin's phrase, we talk
more about constructive partisanship now, for that very
reason, than expect 100-percent non-partisanship.
With that, Elwin, I believe you're the next and probably
the final person on the list.
Elwin Hermanson (Saskatchewan): I'll try to be brief,
so we can make it to lunch. Just a couple of comments first.
First of all, all the Saskatchewan Public Accounts
Committee meetings are televised, and we've not gone
off the charts yet. I'm not sure what we're doing wrong,
but our audience hasn't grown substantially.
Secondly, in response to our friend and colleague from
Australia, the Public Accounts Committee of Saskatchewan
is audited by the Provincial Auditor. He includes a chapter
in his book. He may want to comment on that. He's in a bit
of tight spot, though, because we approve his budget, so
he's usually fairly kind to us.
I think that's actually a good process. We look at the
work of our committee and what we've accomplished, the
number of recommendations we've dealt with. I think it
helps our committee to have a clearer understanding of
what we've been doing. We appreciate the auditor doing
that for us.
My question is with regards to the fact that…. We're
pretty comfortable in Saskatchewan that we just deal with
the Provincial Auditor's report. That's all we do. If the
Provincial Auditor ceased issuing reports, we might as
well be laid off. We're comfortable in that environment.
We know no other process. We don't really look at the
public accounts. Some committees do. We don't have a
researcher. We don't move into other areas, with the odd
exception where we might ask the auditor to undertake
a special report for us.
I would wonder if the panellists or others would
suggest that we're missing the boat, or are we on the
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right path in limiting our work to dealing with the
Provincial Auditor's reports?
G. Dubrow (Chair): I have one comment. Certainly as
part of our PAC-strengthening work, one of the things we've
talked about…. In fact, when I was out in Saskatchewan as
a guest of your committee as a witness, one of the things
we talked about was — I think the question came up from
the Deputy Chair, if I'm not mistaken; this is all in the
transcript, of course — whether the committee could
undertake other work above and beyond.
We had mentioned, for example, that one of the things
we're talking about right now in British Columbia is the
potential of the Public Accounts Committee to look at the
state of performance reporting in the province. They led
that charge ten years ago when performance reporting
came in. Sometimes the PAC will look at governance
issues that are above and beyond the auditor's report. In
some cases they're only allowed to look at the report, but
they'll wait for something to come out and then kind of
use that as the way to spend more time on an issue that
they're particularly interested in.
I don't know if either of our panellists had any
additional comments on that.
S. Fraser: I would just say that federally the committee
does look at other issues — not a lot, but it does take on
studies. This year was the study of the Treasury Board secretariat, obviously the whole protocol around accounting
officers. There are issues like that, and I think it's good that
the committee does work other than simply our reports.
Of course, we do want the committee to look at our
reports, but I think it is important that they have the
ability to go beyond that.
G. Dubrow (Chair): Thank you.
I am under some duress to wrap up at this point. I
do have a number of thank-yous, so I should start that
now and conclude it quite quickly. I first want to start by
thanking our panellists.
Sheila Fraser, the Auditor General of Canada: as you
know, CCAF greatly values its relationship with the
Office of the Auditor General. We learn a lot from the
organization; we get guidance and advice on a regular
basis. We were very lucky to have Jocelyne Therrien,
the principal responsible for parliamentary affairs, with
us in Ghana talking about providing audit training just
recently. We're very grateful, as always, to the OAG for
their support.
Hugh MacDonald, the Chair of the Alberta Public
Accounts Committee, who has been working with Ray
Prins, the Deputy Chair of the committee, and Fred Dunn,
the Auditor General, to bring about what I think is viewed
in your province as improvements to the operation of the
Public Accounts Committee. Thank you very much.
[1215]
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Thank you again to the organizers: Rob Fleming, Errol
Price and Craig James. Sorry, I know there are a lot of
thank-yous.
I did really want to extend a thanks back to Rick
Stapenhurst and to our international guests for bringing
such a great international flavour to this. I know a lot of
the international guests. I look forward to meeting some
of the others over the course of the next couple of days.
In particular, I think the gentleman from Australia and I
should have a chat. There's a lot of learning I could do.
I do want to acknowledge, and I'm sorry I left this
to the end, the presence of one of our CCAF board of
governors, John Herhalt, from KPMG. I'm sorry, John.
I meant to introduce you a little bit earlier, but it's very
nice to have you here.
I think, with that, the only other thank-you goes to
Michael Eastman, my executive director, for his support
and guidance in making all of this happen.
I do want to reiterate that we would like to have a
meeting of the PAC advisory group tomorrow morning
at 7:30. It sounds cruel — doesn't it? — but most of you
apparently were there at that hour this morning. We'd
very much like to meet again.
With that, I'll conclude. Thank you very much. It's
been a very interesting morning.
The conference adjourned at 12:16 p.m.
The conference resumed at 1:48 p.m.

Joint Business Session No. 3:
John J. Kelly Forum
Topic:

Maximizing the Auditor General's
Relationship with the Public Accounts
Committee; How CCPAC and CCOLA
Can Work Together

Chair:

Errol Price, acting Auditor General, British
Columbia

Discussion
Leaders:
Carol Bellringer, Auditor General, Manitoba
Jim McCarter, Auditor General, Ontario
E. Price (Chair): We'll get the afternoon session
underway. I hope you enjoyed the lunch and Mr. Oliver's
remarks. I think it might be interesting to invite him
back to speak to us six months after he's completed his
term, and then we'll get the real story.
Anyway, the first session this afternoon will run for
one hour and is in two parts. The first part asks: how can
we maximize the Auditor General's relationship with
the Public Accounts Committee? The session leader for
this first part will be Carol Bellringer.
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Carol was appointed Manitoba's Auditor General in July
2006. She returned to Manitoba in 2002 as the director
of private funding for the University of Manitoba after
spending a number of years in Poland. She previously
held the position of Auditor General, or Provincial
Auditor as it was then known, from 1992-1996.
The second part of the session really takes the same
topic but looks at it sort of from a national viewpoint
and focuses on how the Canadian Council of Public
Accounts Committees can best work with the Canadian
Council of Legislative Auditors. The session leader for
the second part will be Jim McCarter.
Jim, a chartered accountant, was appointed the Auditor
General of Ontario in December 2004 after a number of
years in senior management roles with the office. He also
served as the Ontario government's chief internal auditor.
Back in 1989-1990 Jim served as the Auditor General
of St. Kitts and Nevis in the Caribbean, on behalf of the
Canadian International Development Agency.
[1350]
I think what we're going to do is that Carol will make
some introductory remarks and then hand over to Jim,
who will run through a brief presentation. Then essentially
we'll move into a general discussion. I'll make sure we
finish at 2:45.
Carol Bellringer (Manitoba): This leaves us each
with about a half an hour per topic, so I'm not going to get
into a lot of preliminary discussion. What we want to do is
use the opportunity to really stimulate some discussion
and, being in the enviable position of being the first session right after lunch, this might be a good moment to
get everybody working. What we're going to lead into is
looking at maximizing the Auditor General's relationship
with the Public Accounts Committee.
One thing I did want to mention. Manitoba knows
that we have some work to do on a number of areas
within the Public Accounts Committee, including the
relationship with the Auditor General. But I will say that
Manitobans were clearly well served last week by their
elected officials. We had a Public Accounts Committee
meeting which was great. It was the right questions
being asked, and answers being given. It was led by our
able new Chair, Len Derkach.
I also, though, want to put our Committee Clerk on
notice, because Len has threatened to take over tonight
in the guitar session. I gather he's an accomplished
musician, as well, so you're going to have to take him up
on that challenge.
What we'll be doing is getting into some specific
questions around that relationship, and I'm not going to
go on about this. We'll launch right into it, and Jim will
first do his presentation.
Jim McCarter (Ontario): When Arn van Iersel, the
former acting Auditor General, asked me to chair the ses-

August 19–21, 2007

Canadian Council of Public Accounts Committees

sion, I asked Arn: "Well, what would you like me to talk
about?" He said: "First of all, maybe you could provide a
bit of background on the history of the two organizations
again, because we have some international delegates with
us." So I'd like to start off and provide just a very brief
background on some of the history of the CCPAC and
CCOLA and then really just pose a few questions that
might get the debate started.
Anyway, in thinking about this, the topic that Arn
had assigned me was: how can the CCPAC and CCOLA
work together? I guess I thought about how you would
define that. I thought that really is synergy. Synergy is
really how the cooperative action of two or more groups
can increase each other's effectiveness. I think that's
what we really want to talk about today: how can we
work together to make each of us more effective?
By way of background for those of you that aren't
familiar with the CCOLA and CCPAC — and I may
not go quite in the right order on the overheads — the
Auditors General started meeting back in 1973. That
was the first year that we met every year. In 1979 the
Standing Committees on Public Accounts from across
Canada thought: "You know, it is the auditors, but what
the heck. They go away to a different location every year,
so why don't we get together and meet with them." So
the two groups have been meeting since 1979.
We talk about how we can improve and what we can
do to make things better, but I think, too, we should be
giving ourselves a pat on the back for the fact that we've
been doing this for a number of years now. Certainly
from the auditors' perspective, we find it extremely
useful to get the informal feedback over coffee and
everything, from members from other jurisdictions. We
certainly find it very useful to us when we go back to our
home jurisdictions and say: how can we help the Public
Accounts Committee do their job better?
One of the overheads there talks about Pat Reid, who
was the first CCPAC president. At the conference in
1982, Pat said: "We're here to upgrade our confidence
as Public Accounts Committees, to increase our own
knowledge, to give our committees a higher profile, to
exchange views and ideas. Our intention is to improve
our committees, their operations and, hopefully, ensure
that taxpayers are getting the best bang for their buck."
[1355]
When you read that from 1982, it's probably pretty
applicable to today, as to why we're here. I thought there
was another good quote from Craig James, the Clerk of
the B.C. PAC, in 2006 when he was talking about Public
Accounts Committees. He said, "In those days," and he
referred to 1982, "Public Accounts Committees in Canada
were essentially post-expenditure review committees,
determining whether funds had been spent in the way that
was specified in the budget."
He mentioned that nowadays their focus is more on
whether funds have been expended effectively — that is,
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value for money or performance auditing. I know from
Ontario's perspective, I can say anything today; they can't
contradict me. My members on the Standing Committee
on Public Accounts in Ontario have made it very clear to
me that they do not want to discuss the public accounts.
They don't want to discuss financial statements in the
Public Accounts Committee. They are very driven by
performance auditing.
What they want to talk about is utilization of CAT
scans. They want to look into: is curriculum successful
in educating students? They want to talk about safety at
day care and nurseries. They want to find out: are we
inspecting drinking water? That's what we spend basically
all of our time on in Ontario. We do have a very active
Public Accounts Committee.
I think somebody mentioned this book this morning. I
think there are 100 copies on the way. You're going to get
a copy. This was quite a good study called The Overseers.
It was done by the Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association. It identified three priorities for an effective
Public Accounts Committee. Basically, it said that you
really need to have institutional capacity, support from
the Clerk; and a researcher is very helpful.
The second thing it said — I was happy to read this
— is that it's very important that the Auditor General
be independent. I hope I can speak for my colleagues.
Certainly in Canada, I think we're very independent. I don't think any of us would feel that we lack any
independence in Canada. I say to the international
colleagues: we are very fortunate in Canada that the
Auditors General, because we are appointed by the legislature, really are independent.
The third thing the book said on how can we make
PAC more effective is that we need to have a better
means to exchange information on new developments
and best practices. That's kind of a lead-in to what we'd
like to discuss today, to get some feedback from you. I'll
just pose a couple of discussion points here, maybe to
get things going, or I can go back to Carol's questions.
I think one of the things that we might like some input
on, speaking for the auditors, is that when we decide to
plan the conference every year, we're always looking for
what issues or what processes you would like to discuss.
What would make this conference more helpful to you?
Are there any topics that we could be doing that you'd
really like to hear about?
I guess the second discussion point is how we can
work better together. We talk a bit about it in Ontario.
We all get together once a year. We have a good meeting.
We exchange views. We find out what other jurisdictions
are doing. A lot of that is informal here, but I also think
that just over coffee and dinner and the reception last
night we exchanged a lot of information.
I guess the other thing that I'll throw out is: should
we be doing anything maybe during the year to enhance
our effectiveness? One thought was to maybe just have
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an annual newsletter that might go out in January or
February that talks about what we're doing.
The other thing that we've talked about in Ontario is
that because we have an election coming up, we may have
some new members coming into the House and coming
onto the Public Accounts Committee. With respect to
doing an orientation for new members or even new staff
in the office, we felt that one of the things that would be
helpful is…. We would like to have a little 20-minute video
that might pick up the workings of the Public Accounts
Committees across Canada that we could show to our
own staff that joined the office, possibly as part of an
orientation. I just throw that out as something that
maybe we could be doing — having a 20-minute video
and sending it to our colleagues in other jurisdictions to
say, "Here are some of the things we're doing in Canada.
Here's what a meeting looks like. Here's how we handle
things," and maybe some interviews.
This is just, from my point of view, really blue-skying
it. I just thought I'd throw that out to see if there was any
interest, or what you think we could be doing to work
together more effectively.
If there are no questions, I'm going to pick somebody.
Mary Polak (British Columbia): Not a question,
but a suggestion. You mentioned a newsletter. There
are challenges, of course, when you have such a widely
dispersed group. It might be advisable to look at some
kind of a web-based tool with which to communicate.
You could even then engage in occasional web-based
forums on specific topics.
[1400]
It would allow the group a mechanism through which
to communicate, which is perhaps not quite as onerous
as publishing a newsletter every so often.
J. McCarter: That's a good idea. You could say to new
members or new staff: "If you want to watch a video and
find out what's happening, we have a website." Maybe it
could be part of the CCOLA website.
Joan McIntyre (British Columbia): I guess just
supporting what Mary said…. I think it would be a very
good idea. A lot of our committee on both sides of the
House in British Columbia came in, in 2005. I think all
but two members of Public Accounts were new in 2005.
So I think any kind of orientation would probably be
very helpful to give a perspective on what they do, and
then even, as you say, the diversity and what it looks like
across the country.
Secondly, in terms of topics — and Rob's not
allowed to dig me in the ribs here —I think it would
be very interesting to learn more about GAAP and the
issues we are dealing with on GAAP. I know British
Columbia has been a leader in that field across the
country, but there are all sorts of issues. There are
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other provinces coming in, and I know one of the
issues is if we move to international standards, how
all that works. It's really important, I think, from the
perspective of someone dealing with public accounts
to understand the issues that auditors are dealing with
and how that impacts us and how it impacts our books
and our financial summaries.
J. McCarter: Just to add to that. I know probably in
Ontario it's kind of been: "Oh, it's accounting. It's kind
of boring." But I think recently some of the GAAP that's
been coming down with respect to how you account
for these large transfer payments that are coming down
from the federal government…. It's getting to be such
a highly visible political issue that I think for the first
time the Ministers of Finance met in June outside of
Ottawa. My Deputy Minister of Finance told me that it
was important enough that it was actually going on the
agenda of the Ministers of Finance.
J. McIntyre: That's a perfect example.
J. McCarter: They were very concerned about some
of these accounting standards. Understandably, they
were concerned about whether the accounting was
going to drive the business as opposed to doing the
business and the accounting recording the transactions.
I was surprised to hear that, but apparently it was on
the agenda.
They've got, I think, a committee of deputy ministers,
and possibly ministers that have actually met with the
senior people at the CICA, to discuss, I guess I could say,
some of their concerns about some of the direction that
was heading. So I think it is becoming more significant.
Sheila Fraser (Canada): I agree with you on the last
point. I guess I was a little disappointed when I heard
you say that your committee wasn't interested in dealing with the public accounts, because I think that is one
of the most important accountability documents that
actually goes to parliament.
I know at the federal level when you're spending
over $200 billion and there's an audit opinion on
those financial statements, I would certainly hope….
The committee always has held a hearing on it. We
have observations in the public accounts where we
bring forward issues like accounting for transfers and
questions of the EI surplus. Those sorts of issues are
discussed there as well.
One practice that the committee appreciated — and
it was, I think, successful — was when the federal government moved to full accrual accounting. We put on
a briefing, kind of accounting 101, for the members to
explain to them — and we did this with government officials — what the new accounting policies meant, what the
effects would be on the financial statements, to help them
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to be able to better understand and appreciate. I think we
probably should be doing more of that.
Another thing that we have done, as well, is just to
have some informal dinner meetings between the audit
office and the Public Accounts Committee members,
which I think have been very useful as well. We get to
know each other a little better. The members realize that
they can call our office and ask for assistance, and issues
get brought up in those meetings which I think are more
conducive, perhaps, to that kind of a discussion than in
a public hearing.
J. McCarter: The question might be: "Well, why don't
you discuss the public accounts?" I know in Ontario the
committee, basically, has a subcommittee that will select
which…. They only deal with sections from the annual
report. They'll typically ask me: "What have you got on
the public accounts? Did you qualify the opinion? Have
you got anything in the public accounts?" I'll tell them
what we talked about.
What happens in Ontario, when they decide to pick
the topics out of our annual report for discussion….
My sense is that it's not even the committee members
that will pick those topics. It now actually goes up to
the caucuses, the House Leaders' offices. Those topics
are picked at a very high level in Ontario, and they're
communicated back down through the subcommittee.
[1405]
Basically, it's their call. They basically said to me:
"If there's a major issue in public accounts, we'd like
to know about it." I think if there was a qualification,
they'd talk about it. But even if I were to encourage it,
so far they're more interested in talking about hospitals,
schools, universities and these sorts of things.
Fred Dunn (Alberta): We're going to pick up on one
of Carol's questions and see if the panel can answer it.
In what way does PAC provide input into the legislative
auditor's workplan priorities? I'm often asked by the
media and, actually, by various MLAs: "How do you
decide on what you're going to do? What makes up
your plans?"
I quote four sources, and so I'll challenge you on
one of your comments there, Jim. Certainly, I pick up
the sources from the Public Accounts Committee's
questions as the different departments and ministries
appear before PAC — sets of questions that are asked
and then the answers given. If I don't believe that the
answers were complete or fulsome, then that would provide some areas of interest for us to go look into.
I'll also look at the House debates. We glance through
the Hansards and look at the House debates — the
questions and responses that are given in the House —
and what matters are of interest to the House.
I look at the public submissions and MLAs. Members
of all parties will phone me and say, "What about
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this?" or "Have you heard about that?" and that sort of
stuff — and certainly the media and the citizens. So
that becomes another source of an area where we will
decide to go looking into. By way of an example, we
decided to look into long-term care. It became an issue
that people were very interested in.
The final one — and this is a challenge to you, Jim. As
you know, in Alberta we audit the whole of the public
sector other than school boards. So we have a very large
financial statement attest audit spectrum there. We pick
it up from the business knowledge gained from those
audits. How do you choose some of your subjects if
you're not involved in the various departments, agencies,
boards and commissions? Those are things to look into.
Our staff look into the matters where the organization
is struggling to meet its goals or its effectiveness, and
that then becomes what we call our value-for-money or
systems auditing.
If you've surrendered that audit spectrum, how do
you pick that up?
J. McCarter: Maybe I can put it into layman's….
A good example would be that we audit the public
accounts summary financial statements, so we have
to do enough work to make sure that the numbers are
fairly stated. But if you take a small ministry, maybe the
Ministry of Labour, we might do an awful lot of work
in the Ministry of Labour compared to…. I think what
you're saying, Fred, is that you actually do a full-blown
audit of each ministry. We put those resources in the
performance audits.
I have to say that we do take into consideration all
the things that you've talked about when we select the
audits. Maybe the one benefit we have is because we're
doing about 15 value-for-money audits a year, and we've
been doing it for a lot of years. I might even turn to my
deputy, Gary Peall, back there to help me out here.
I think we have quite a good knowledge of any program
in Ontario that's probably bigger than $25 million or $50
million. Generally, we try to cover off any program over
$50 million, which would be about…. We spend $90
billion a year in Ontario. So for anything more than $50
million we try do a performance audit, at the most, maybe
every sixth or seventh year.
We tend to do some of the programs that are not in
great shape every fourth year; some of them we might
go eight or nine years. The other thing, though, is that
you can have programs that are high-risk that are below
$50 million. An example might be an elevator safety
inspection branch that might only spend $10 million a
year. So we've got those on our radar screens as well.
I hear what you're saying. You need to get in there
and know what's going on at the ministries to make
sure that you know if there's a new IT system and what's
happening. Maybe I'll just do the handoff, the tag team,
over to Carol for a second.
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C. Bellringer: I thought this might be a good opportunity to take that first question if anyone else has any
comments specifically on how the Public Accounts
Committees are providing input into the legislative audit
work. Is anyone doing that? I know there are specific
requests from time to time.
[1410]
Peter Loney (Australia): I can just say very quickly
what's happening in Victoria. There it's legislated that the
Public Accounts Committee has specific input into the
legislative program. The Auditor General must present
his annual plan to the PAC at the start of each year for
discussion with the PAC. Beyond that, the specific performance audit program will come before the PAC for
discussion on a number of levels.
The PAC may well make responses about the relative
priorities of the items in the intended plan. They may
make comment about what's in the plan, or what's not
in the plan that they believe should be in the plan. They
may suggest changes to the plan and may also then add
in some new items on the basis of what you might call
current public or parliament interest, and those suggestions will be made — that is, formal hearings between
the auditor and the PAC.
That is done, I hasten to add, within the framework of
full audit discretion. The auditor still retains full audit
discretion and can at the end of the day say to the PAC:
"Well, thanks very much for your suggestions. I don't
agree with any of them, and I'll do what I was intending."
That's fine, but there is a formal legislative framework
around which those discussions take place.
J. McCarter: I want to just, if I could, comment on
that. We're maybe one of the few jurisdictions where we
select our audits, and we don't think of asking the Public
Accounts Committee for approval before we do the work.
The issue's come up, but they've never indicated to us
that they'd like to have input.
One of the things that I suspect might happen — I
say this in an apolitical fashion — is that in any province you might get the situation where…. We have
three parties in Ontario. You have the two opposition
parties. They're going say, "Let's see. What program do
we know is in a complete shambles? That's what we
want the auditor to do." The government members, on
the other hand, might say, "What's the best-running
program in the government? That's what we want the
auditor to do."
To be honest, to some extent…. Again, I say this
being on Hansard. In Ontario, when the three parties pick the items to be discussed before the Public
Accounts Committee, you tend to see this a little bit,
that the two opposition parties will pick items of one
nature and that the government might go through the
auditor's report, maybe, looking for good news. They'll
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be the ones that they'll want to bring forward. I think
that's just the reality of the way it works.
Len Derkach (Manitoba): I guess I'm way behind
here, because I'm thinking more of how we can deal with
the reports that auditors have put out in terms of making
constructive recommendations as a PAC committee on
how greater accountability can be achieved in departments. To my way of thinking — again, I'm very new
at this — it would seem to me that the auditor and his
or her staff need to have flexibility to be able to respond
either to the public or to legislators and, when there is a
problem evident in a department or in an agency, to be
able to go in there freely and do the audit.
To me, it seems like the PAC goes beyond its mandate if we start to pick and choose which areas we
want the auditor to investigate, because in a PAC
situation you have two sides in the room. You have
the government and you have the opposition, and at
no time have I ever seen their goals to be the same
when it comes to asking for public inquiries or public
accounting reviews.
J. McCarter: I'm very sympathetic to that view. I
always worry about the auditor being in a difficult
position between…. You get the two opposition parties being adamant: "Auditor, we want you to this." You
get the government being adamant: "Auditor, we don't
want you to do that." I could see that being an interesting meeting, let's just say.
[1415]
C. Bellringer: The third question deals with follow-up.
We talked a little bit about that already this morning.
How does the Public Accounts Committee work with the
auditor to make sure the recommendations of the auditor
and the committee are followed up? We're just trying to
look for a little exploration into what practices you might
currently be undertaking, specifically in terms of the
follow-up.
In our case we do a follow-up report as well. It's just
one of the many reports that would be brought to the
attention of the Public Accounts Committee. But it's
not that much of a focus for us in Manitoba. So we're
looking at ways to further engage the Public Accounts
Committee in being more in control of the follow-up
process. At the moment it's pretty much in our hands.
Jacques Lapointe (Nova Scotia): In Nova Scotia we
also have a section in the report on the follow-ups of
previous audits. We are looking for ways, as well, to
improve the effectiveness of that process and how to
put more emphasis on it. The results of the follow-ups
were that a lot of the recommendations simply weren't
being implemented after two or three years. So what
do we do now?
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In the past the Public Accounts Committee — and
Maureen will correct me if I'm wrong — hasn't had a
role in this, and it hasn't been stressed. We've had some
preliminary discussions with the Public Accounts
Committee as to what some possibilities would be as to
other processes to put in place to improve that. But I
think that follow-up is important as a way of ensuring
that recommendations are in fact implemented, or else
why are they made? The Public Accounts Committee
has a role in that. I'm not sure at this point what that is,
but there has to be one.
J. McCarter: I'm very lucky in Ontario in that the PAC
is a huge supporter of the office. They pick items from the
annual report. They will call the deputy minister and the
senior officials. What they do is that before the meeting
they will send a template to the deputy, saying: "We want
a current, up-to-date status on each one of the Auditor's
recommendations." As soon as the deputy minister gets
that, it's like: "Holy, jeez."
I suspect there tends to be a lot of action in the ministry over the next eight weeks. The deputy minister
completes that template. They send it back. They say:
"Here's where we stand on each one of the Auditor's
recommendations."
When the deputies come in, before they make their
opening remarks, they're advised: "We don't want
you going off and talking about all the great things
that you're doing; we want you to be very specific and
address what action you've taken on each one of the
Auditor's recommendations."
From my perspective, in Ontario the Public Accounts
Committee does a great job in making sure that the deputies…. The words they use are: "hold their feet to the fire."
The deputies' feet get held to the fire to make sure that
they're taking some action on the recommendations of
the auditor.
Colin Younker (Prince Edward Island): We follow up
on the recommendations each year with the departments.
Ones that haven't been acted upon we put in the report
each year, and then go over them with the PAC. They're a
specific section in our report. We find that works.
J. McCarter: Yeah, that's very helpful.
C. Bellringer: When you say "every year," is it an annual
update, or is it done for a period of time but each year?
C. Younker: It's an annual update on the recommendations from the prior year reports.
F. Dunn: In Alberta, we have a long history in this
area. Some from the other offices have heard us talk
about this before. We started with the philosophy
that the only good recommendation is the one that's
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successfully implemented. We follow up every recommendation each year, and we report it through the
different ministries.
We also have a protocol with the executive side of it.
The protocol goes that we will allow three years before we
will repeat the recommendation again. But in between
we'll give a status report, which means that we not only
look at what they're doing by way of verbal interaction
— "Have you accepted it?" "Are you doing something
about it?" — but we'll start to test it. Prior to us signing
off to say, "Yes, it's implemented," we'll go through and
do a full test to make sure it's not just rhetoric, but it is
actually tested and implemented successfully.
We've also agreed, and I did this through the Deputy
Minister of the Executive Council, that successfully
implementing Auditor General recommendations will
be part of the incentive comp. As the deputy minister
goes down through the incentive comp criteria, one of
them is: successful implementation within three years.
[1420]
It does result in — and I know I've had discussions
with Geoff from CCAF— possibly a disproportionate
thing: our recommendations get acceptance. We have a
very high acceptance rate and over time, as the Chair has
mentioned, a very high implementation rate.
With every sword are two edges. There's the edge that
we have, which is very strong, obviously, because there's
a strong incentive for the bureaucracy to implement.
"Listen, implement and do it, or else your pay incentive
is jeopardized."
We've got to make sure we get the right recommendations because we can cause things to shift. So it's something
we're very conscious of in our office. But we do, and we
follow up each year and give a status report. Within that
three-year time clock — and we all know when it is — we
then trigger successful implementation or repeat again.
The deputy ministers are very conscious of it and
accept it. It's now been in place for a number of years,
and it's working very well.
J. McCarter: I can see where that would be effective.
Arthur Mitchell (Yukon): We're still evolving as a
Public Accounts Committee, but we did a couple of things
in the report that we published following the public hearings we held last February on the Auditor General's report
on the Department of Highways and Public Works.
One thing we did was recommend that the department
submit to the minister responsible a report detailing the
measures that the department is taking to address the
issues that were raised in the Auditor General's report.
And we summarized what those issues were and indicated that our report would be tabled on the first day
of the spring sitting in 2008 in the Legislative Assembly.
The deputy minister has responded by letter accepting
our recommendations.
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The second thing we did as a Public Accounts
Committee was put the department on notice that we
were reserving the right to schedule a follow-up hearing
with the department to address the action plan that's to
be detailed in the above report.
Those are the two things we've done to try and see that
there is an effective action plan brought forward and
being followed. As I said, it's an approach we're trying,
and we'll see how that works.

there's reluctance on the part of the Auditor General. To
the Auditor General's relief, resources must accompany
any decisions like that. I think it's a good practice that
we have here in this province, which is quite new.
[1425]

J. McCarter: Tabling it in the Leg. would really raise
the profile.

R. Fleming: Well, I shouldn't make it sound too ideal. The
workplan is approved by the Public Accounts Committee,
but the budget is approved by the Standing Committee on
Finance, so there is a bit of a disconnect there.

A. Mitchell: Yes, it will.
C. Bellringer: We have a question back here.
Rob Fleming (British Columbia): I wanted to make
a point. Where the discussion is heading brings to my
mind why Public Accounts Committees have to have a
certain expectation among their members. The expectation is that this is a time-consuming business we're
involved in. It does need regular meetings.
I think that one of the reasons why follow-ups
sometimes don't occur is that follow-up reports tend
to accumulate. At least, this is the practice in British
Columbia. Sometimes they're not very interesting
reports by their seventh or eighth iteration, with precise
progress monitoring — like "substantially completed" or
something like that — to describe for the members how
something is progressing.
The point I want to make is that when you're trying
to build a culture of how important PAC is, I think what
you're striving for is to show to the House Leaders and
the members of the committee that this isn't just another
standing committee. There's a certain primary function
of PAC around accountability. It does require dedication.
It's tough on government members, because they
have a majority on all the committees, and they have to
sit on an awful lot of them. The time demands are what
they are, and we all know that.
I think that in terms of follow-up, it seems to me that
I hear from jurisdictions all the time that their PACs
aren't meeting frequently enough. I don't think that's a
point that can be made too often.
Just going back to that discussion around undertaking reports, I think it's not always transparent to
Public Accounts Committee members how the Auditor
General decides to undertake work. We redid the act
in 2003 in British Columbia, and I think it's very good
in terms of the relationship between the PAC and an
independent office.
They can undertake it on their own. The power of suggestion is also enough sometimes to have the Auditor
General influenced in their workplan or, if necessary,
by resolution of the Public Accounts Committee where

C. Bellringer: Just to clarify, if there's a request out of
the PAC in B.C., do resources come with the request? Or
is this just, again, a power of suggestion?

C. Bellringer: I thought that one was too good to
be true.
L. Derkach: Once again it seems to me like the auditor
can do the follow-up. But once the recommendations have
either been made by the PAC or in the Auditor's report, is
there not some onus on the departments to come forward
with a status report within a year to the PAC in terms of
the implementation of the recommendations? It seems to
me like the onus is on the wrong foot here.
It would appear to me that if recommendations are
made by the PAC or by the Auditor General and are
reviewed at PAC, it's then up to the department to come
back within a reasonable time frame and report to PAC
on the follow-up, rather than the other way around.
J. McCarter: In Ontario the Clerk actually will send
out a letter about a year to a year and a half after we've
tabled the annual report asking every department to
respond back in writing on where they stand on the
recommendations. The committee's expectation of
the audit office is that we will go through those, and if
there's anybody in there that looks like they're dawdling, they basically expect me to come forward and say
maybe we want to call these people in for a hearing.
The odd time I have done that. Then they have a discussion, either saying, "No, you know what Jim, we've
got other more important things," or probably once a
year they will actually say: "You know what? Yeah, we've
got to bring them back. They're not doing anything." So
they will bring the people back, saying: "Why aren't you
making more progress on the recommendation?" We've
found that to be somewhat effective.
S. Fraser: If I could just make a couple of comments.
I agree fully with your comment that this should be
a responsibility of government. Up until now we have
been tracking implementation of recommendations
as one of our performance measures. The Public
Accounts Committee in the review of our most recent
performance report — we appear before the commit-
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tee with our plans for the coming year and then our
performance report — had a number of recommendations addressed to us, trying to improve the rate of
implementation of recommendations.
I believe, when we do these audits, government
indicates at that point if they are in agreement with the
recommendation or not and makes a commitment to
take action. In many cases, when we have hearings, we'll
present action plans to parliament to the committee,
and I really think it is now a responsibility of government — probably one of the central agencies, like the
comptroller general — to do this tracking. It shouldn't
be up to the auditor to be seeing if government is living
up to its commitments.
Federally there is now an introduction of departmental audit committees. I would hope that those
audit committees will also be tracking this, even
using internal audits to be checking if these things
are being done.
We are going to be writing back to one of the recommendations the committee has made to us about reporting
people who don't have a high rate of implementation,
trying to put the monkey on government's back and
saying that we don't really think we should be the ones
that are doing all this tracking. Yes, we will continue to
use that performance measure, but it really should be up
to government to be seeing which departments are doing
the implementation or not.
If I could just add, too, on how we select audits. We
go through quite a detailed assessment of risk in various
departments to do our planning of audits. We can only
do about 25 to 30 performance audits in a year. Obviously,
given the federal government, we could be doing hundreds of them. We have to be very careful that we pick
areas that are of high risk and significance, because when
we go in to do an audit, obviously, departments start to
put resources into that area.
One of my concerns has always been that if we take
something that is not very important, we're taking away
resources in the department from something that is. So
we go through quite an extensive exercise with departmental officials and outside stakeholders to determine
the risks within the department and then to set out an
audit program over three to five years. We will present
that to the committee.
[1430]
At times the Public Accounts Committee and other
standing committees to the House will request audits of
us. We will only consider doing an audit if it is a formal,
all-party request from a committee. We will generally try
to accommodate it, but we do not feel bound to having
to accept it.
There have been a few cases where we have written
back to committees either to provide them, essentially,
with the information that they needed or to say that the
issue had maybe been looked at in the past and that we
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didn't think a current audit would add anything to it. So
it is really up to the discretion of the Auditor General as
to the audits that we carry out.
Shawn Murphy (Canada): Just to follow up on the
issue of following up on recommendations, that is one
issue we're putting a lot more resources into right now.
What has happened in our committee…. We would
have the recommendations, of course, coming from the
Auditor's report. We would have ours. We would issue
reports from our own recommendations.
The government is obligated under the standing
orders to respond, and they do respond within 120
days, but a lot of times their response is a little fluffy.
It doesn't really get done. So we're now implementing
a formalized procedure that the recommendations
are followed up. We are writing the deputy ministers
regularly as to how they're coming along with the recommendations. If there's any slippage, we plan to call
them back before the committee.
That's, of course, in addition to the status reports that
the Office of the Auditor General does. But that is one
area that I think needs a lot more work and a lot more
attention by parliamentarians.
Elwin Hermanson (Saskatchewan): Our procedure
has not been to demand that the government tell us
when they've complied with recommendations of the
auditor, but I think that's a good idea, and it's something perhaps that our committee should look at in
more depth.
The auditor has been looking at every department
every year. If there is a troubled area, the auditor will go
back to that area first and dig deepest in that area. That's
been beneficial to our committee.
It's quite interesting to watch the report come back
because there's a pattern that every time the auditor
makes a recommendation, the deputy minister on behalf
of his department will say that yes, they agree and that
they are fixing the problem.
However, if that problem keeps recurring every year,
one of two things happens. Either the deputy minister
is gone, and they have to start over again and hopefully
get it corrected, or else the government members on our
committee get pretty grumpy because it makes them
look bad. So that has worked well.
Now, I'm not sure if at the federal level that might
be asking too much, because you're looking at a much
larger government. But for us, that has been helpful.
I mentioned that the auditor audits our committee.
Part of that report is looking at all the recommendations we've made and how many have been complied
with. So on an annual basis we have a report that says
that this recommendation has gone…. There are a few,
I think, that have gone close to ten years and have not
been completed.
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In some cases the government doesn't agree with the
recommendation. Most times there is total agreement,
but when the department looks very bad and action has
to be taken, our committee starts to get a bit owly.
Marian Horne (Yukon): We are talking about synchronicity and orientation. In the Yukon our committee
has just been revitalized. We're all new, and I think we
should have some standard orientation so that we're all
on the same path, the same trail. Is the CCPAC advised
when the government does not respond?
J. McCarter: I had to smile at the responses with a bit
of fluff in them. In Ontario we get that, too, from time to
time. Generally, if there's a ministry that has been slow
in responding, even if they're called back for a hearing
and if the committee issues a formal report expressing
some concern about the expediency with which the
ministry is addressing the findings, they might table
that report in the Leg. But to be honest, other than that,
that's probably about as far as it goes.
Although I'd say that in Ontario at the Public Accounts
Committee, even though we don't call ministers…. We
basically just call deputies or Crown agency heads, and
they bring whoever they feel they need to bring to
address the issues at hand. We don't call ministers.
[1435]
If there was a ministry that really was not doing a
good job or, quite frankly, was kind of thumbing their
nose a bit at the recommendations of the committee
or the auditor, the critic in the House would get up in
question period and ask the minister a fairly pointed
question. That's probably about as close as we would
get to closing the loop in Ontario. We're not all the way
there yet.
M. Horne: Another thing is that we should be orienting the public, as well, to know what the CCPAC is
doing to make the governments accountable.
J. McCarter: That has been an issue of some discussion at the Ontario Public Accounts Committee. They're
fairly active. They feel they take their role very seriously.
They do table, I'm guessing, eight or ten reports a year of
their own recommendations in the legislature.
They maybe feel that they sometimes disappear into
a black hole. They're really doing all this good work.
But the constituents out there don't realize all this good
work that they're doing. They really are trying to make
government work better. I suspect that some of them
think: "We don't get any recognition for this."
I know we've talked to them informally about perhaps the committee issuing a press release or something
when they table the reports in the legislature. You can
understand that one side might feel it's pretty good idea
and that the other side is a bit leery.

August 19–21, 2007

I think the Public Accounts Committee in the U.K.
actually issue a press release, and it's a pretty hardhitting press release. I'm a bit surprised that they get
approval of the full committee. I know that it came
to the attention of Ontario, and they had a conference call with some people from the Public Accounts
Committee in the U.K. to find out how they were able
to do this practice.
They're trying to get a bit more public exposure for what
they feel is really good, non-partisan work being done by
the Public Accounts Committee. I'm not sure they made a
lot of headway. I think they'd share your views.
C. Bellringer: I just want to add one quick thing. In
Manitoba the audit office did a survey, probably two years
ago, on a number of items. Most of them had to do with
how the public saw some of the work of the office. One
of the questions was whether the public knew what the
Public Accounts Committee was. The response was that
4 percent of the public knew what the Public Accounts
Committee in Manitoba was — just the existence of
the committee, let alone the work of the committee. So
there's clearly some opportunity there.
I think we have somebody here with another question,
and then I may pose one further new question after that
and see where we go.
Jim Maloway (Manitoba): I have a question as to
whether or not any of the Public Accounts Committee
hearings are televised, other than Shawn's CPAC performances. I think within the last couple of years that
Kansas have some committee hearings that are on the
Internet. We could actually watch them in an adjoining
room. There's an audience that listens to these hearings.
Have we got anybody thinking of Internet hearings —
you know, having the hearings broadcast on the Internet
and/or CPAC-like television rebroadcasts?
E. Hermanson: The Public Accounts Committee in
Saskatchewan does. I think I mentioned that all of our
committee meetings are telecast. If the House is in session, they're live. They're all live over the Internet. If the
House is not in session, they are taped for rebroadcast at
a time when the House is in session. It's a dollars thing
with the cable, but it's broadcast by cable throughout the
entire province.
C. Bellringer: Has anyone gone to the Internet yet?
A Voice: British Columbia.
A Voice: Nova Scotia.
C. Bellringer: For the final question, which one is
more controversial — whether the legislative auditor is a
trusted adviser and source of expertise…? Do you think
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that's a good one? I think that one's a good one for the
Public Accounts Committee folks to give us their answer
on. Is the legislative auditor a trusted adviser and source
of expertise or a permanent witness?
J. McCarter: Do you want the auditors to leave the
room?
C. Bellringer: No, and the Hansard is on….
Maureen MacDonald (Nova Scotia): You know, I
was looking at that particular question earlier. I think
it's a false dichotomy, to be honest with you.
[1440]
Certainly, with our Public Accounts Committee our
Auditor General is a permanent witness. He sits in on
all of our hearings and in-camera sessions and is often
there to offer his guidance, opinions and advice. The
Vice Chair certainly can correct me if I'm speaking out of
turn here, but I think that all members of our committee
have had occasion to consult with the Auditor General's
office from time to time on more controversial aspects
of hearings and witnesses in front of us.
We've been in permanent minority government status
in Nova Scotia for five years. I think we've had a minority
government through two different elections. We essentially have a three-party system. So the Public Accounts
Committee has been essentially dominated by the two
opposition parties for five years in terms of defining the
agenda and working with the Auditor General.
It's been a challenge to find that balance between
the partisan reality that's a structural part of our parliamentary democracy and having oversight with an
arm's-length office of an Auditor General.
There was also a question at the beginning about what
we might do to help members and their work in the
future. I think case studies in anomalies like the situation in Nova Scotia might be helpful to look at, at some
point in time, because it has been a bit of a unique kind
of situation. We continue to try to find our way when
there are no rules for the kind of situation that we have
found ourselves in.
J. McIntyre: Again, being fairly new to this job…. I'm
Deputy Chair in B.C. I think there's a fine line between
the Auditor General being an adviser — you know, helping guide us as the Public Accounts Committee, driving
the agenda — and saying: "This is what we could/should
be doing on these days — this much to do." I feel and
think the understanding is that it's the Chair and Deputy
Chair that decide what we do as a committee.
Again, I think you're right. I think it has everything
to do with this balance and this fine line between what
operates between government and opposition and then,
also, what that role of the Auditor General is. It's a fine
line, I guess.
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L. Derkach: I would like to ask Mrs. Fraser what the
role of the Auditor General is with the federal PAC committee. Is it adviser, or is it permanent witness?
S. Fraser: We are considered a witness. I think
generally we have a very good relationship with
the Public Accounts Committee, but I can tell you
we are definitely witnesses. There have been audits
where our findings have been challenged and we have
been questioned very rigorously by Public Accounts
Committee members, which is fine. I mean, I think
that's part of the process. If the members want to
challenge our findings, they have every right to do so,
and we should be able to defend the conclusions that
we come to.
We definitely consider ourselves witnesses, and
I think that requires and imposes upon us a rigour
in our audits that I'm not sure we would necessarily
have otherwise, because we have to be absolutely certain that we can defend every conclusion and every
finding in our reports. We have had people actually
question: "Where did this finding come from, and
what did this mean? Show us the proof for it." When
you get into some really tough audits, I think that can
be expected.
E. Price (Chair): Okay, I think it's time to finish off
this session. I think it has been a good discussion.
[1445]
I was particularly interested in the discussion
around the follow-up process, because I know that
in B.C. it's something we struggle with and that
everybody agrees is really important. But it's a case of
finding an approach that doesn't overwhelm the committee with information. I also think the web-based
communication idea is one that we should really look
at exploring.
One question that Jim posed at the outset and that we
didn't get back to, and that I'd ask you just to think about,
is in terms of this, next year's and future conferences,
both in terms of the format of today's session and with
respect to particular topics.
If you have any ideas with respect to future conferences, I guess legislators could probably pass them
through Craig James. Similarly, in the audit community
we can pass them through Robert Beaudin. Obviously,
we want to make this conference as useful as possible.
I'm sure there are lots of good ideas out there, so please
pass them through to us.
With that, I'd like to thank Carol and Jim for leading
this discussion.
We'll now take a 30-minute break in the Ned DeBeck
Lounge, where we were this morning, and we'll reconvene at 3:15.
The conference recessed from 2:46 p.m. to 3:19 p.m.
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Joint Business Session No. 4:
John J. Kelly Forum
Topic:

INTOSAI — Independence of Auditors
General

Chair:

Rob Fleming, PAC Chair, British Columbia

Panellists:

Fred Dunn, Auditor General, Alberta
Sarshar Ahmad Khan, Department of the
Auditor General, Pakistan

Craig James (British Columbia): If I could just
have your attention one more time this afternoon.
Probably this will be the last time you hear from me,
other than tomorrow.
For those of you that may not know, this book on
curbing corruption should have been placed in your
bag. For those of you who didn't receive one, I believe
we do have some extra copies. Of course, this has been
edited by Rick Stapenhurst from the World Bank, who
appeared with us this morning.
Secondly, we've received copies of The Overseers.
They will be placed on the table outside the chamber, to my right, momentarily. As you leave this place
today, you are more than welcome to grab one and
keep it.
[1520]
About this evening. I'm going dressed like this. If
you wish to be dressed less, in terms of not wearing a
jacket, that's fine. I think the sun is beginning to shine
now, and the place we're going to is really quite nice.
It's near the water. You'll get quite a nice view.
The buses leave, I believe, at 6:15 sharp. If you could
be on time, it would be very much appreciated. We'll
see you then.
R. Fleming (Chair): Good afternoon. It is my
pleasure to introduce the fourth session of the day on
INTOSAI, which is the International Organisation of
Supreme Audit Institutions. I mean, that is enough to
scare your balance sheet into order, I would think —
just the name alone. It does just what it sounds like. I'll
leave it at that.
Of course, the topic for this afternoon is the
independence of Auditors General in the conduct of
their duties.
The session is going to be chaired by Fred Dunn, who is
the Auditor General of Alberta. Alberta is very fortunate
to have a talented Auditor General in Fred. He is known
to many of the delegates here for his past presentations
and for his role on the CCAF board of directors.
It's good that Alberta has a strong Auditor General,
because they have a lot of money to count and keep
track of. Fred has been performing that role since
2002. He was in the private sector prior to that, with
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PricewaterhouseCoopers for 35 years. He has a long
experience with public sector organizations and public
sector accounting.
His areas of expertise focus on forestry, mining,
energy and utilities, and transportation and manufacturing industries as well as the not-for-profit sector.
Fred actually was educated in British Columbia, so
that's probably a big part of why he's such a good
Auditor General for Alberta. As I mentioned, he's currently vice-chair of the CCAF, and he's a member of
the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants and
of the Auditing and Assurance Standards Board.
With him today is Sarshar Ahmad Khan, who is
the director general of the federal government audit
office in Pakistan. Taking my seat shortly will be the
Auditor General of Ghana, Edward Dua Agyeman.
He's just in the building and is being tracked down
as we speak.
Without any further ado, I will turn the floor over
to Fred to begin this last session. Then in 45 minutes
we will have, as on your agenda, the presentation by
John Williams on the role of parliamentarians against
corruption.
Fred Dunn (Alberta): Thank you very much, Rob.
If anyone can find the third panel member, please send
him up here.
It's nice to know that tonight clothes will be optional
for the evening session.
What I want to go through is really in three parts
here. I want to talk about some of the professional
principles. We're not trying to turn you into accountants — those of you who aren't already accountants but
are parliamentarians — but we'd like to talk to you a
little bit about our professional principles.
Then I want to talk about some examples of the
threats to our independence. The last session was a good
segue into this one about how the Auditor General's
independence can be threatened and what safeguards
you, the Public Accounts Committees, can provide to
us. That's when Sarshar will assist in a discussion from
his experience and his jurisdiction, about where he has
seen some threats and what they've done in Pakistan to
address any of those threats.
Then we want to open it up to some questions. The
last three slides in this session that I've got here in this
part are some thoughts I had about some of the questions that we might be able to discuss.
If you're following along in the PowerPoint handout
there, the first two slides really talk from a professional
accountant's perspective about what the fundamental principles are that govern you, the professional
accountants.
[1525]
I've taken them from this book, so if you ever are
sleepless at night and you really want a good thor-
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ough read about the rest of the story, the book is by
the International Federation of Accountants, who
lay out the five fundamental principles of integrity;
objectivity; professional competence and due care;
confidentiality, which quite often we struggle with —
what we receive in confidence from the organizations
that we audit, and how we maintain that confidentiality; and professional behaviour.
The threats that have been codified within the
International Federation's material come down into
five types of threats. This is very similar to what we in
Canada have as our rules of professional conduct. The
types of threats are these.
Self-interest, where you conflict with your personal
or family interests, where you think of yourself, not of
the entity or organization or House of Parliament that
you report to.
Self-review, where the auditor may have provided
advice or been involved in decision-making and therefore, then, subsequently audited. Clearly, the auditor
would like to avoid a situation where they have been
involved in decision-making, where management has
a responsibility there.
Advocacy, where you are now speaking on behalf of
an organization, and you're advocating a position versus
one where you are independent and objective.
Familiarity is something which was of concern to me
in my private sector days, where you may have been
involved with an entity or organization for a prolonged
period of time and your relationship is such that you
will no longer be objective.
Intimidation. I've got a couple of examples later on,
but intimidation is something that we obviously have
to address, whether we're in the private sector or the
public sector, because it may act to restrain the auditor's full objectivity.
I've taken the next three slides, which talk about the
eight principles that the International Organization of
Supreme Audit Institutions has laid out in draft right now.
The eight types of principles for auditor independence
really summarize what I believe most of us in Canada
would be following, although I don't believe that we
have officially adopted these principles. To me they're
the types that I would expect each of our audit officers
is following.
The first principle is around having a legal framework.
Most of us are obviously working under legislation which
has been passed by the House. In my case, something was
passed back in 1978.
We have independance of the Auditor General.
There is secure tenure. Most of us do have a term of
service: six years, eight years, some maybe a bit longer.
Also, we have legal immunity in the normal discharge
of our duties. When I was being sued by the Alberta
Securities Commission, it was very important to me to
have that legal immunity.
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A sufficiently broad mandate and full discretion is
something we talked about briefly the last time — that
we would be able to inquire into any entity, organization, grant or program of the government and that we
have the ability as auditors to set what it is we want to
look at.
Unrestricted access to information.
The right and obligation to report on our work, of
course. I believe all of us have the right to report what
we believe is important for the House to receive and
the obligation to be able to answer any questions in
the Public Accounts Committee or any other form
around the findings and the recommendations that
we make.
Principle number six is the freedom to decide on the
content and timing of each audit report and to publish
and disseminate it. In our case, we look at disseminating our report annually just after each of our ministries
reports, but Sheila has explained that she reports, I believe,
four times a year now. You have the right to release those,
other than…. I believe many of us follow the practice that
should an election be underway or the House be prorogued, we may not release the Auditor General's report
in that time.
Something we talked about briefly in the last session
is a follow-up mechanism. Most of us do follow up on
the previous recommendations made by our office, and
many of us have a reporting mechanism where we report
back to the Public Accounts Committee on those.
Finally, something which is very important to each
of our audit offices is having the financial and administrative autonomy and sufficient resources to carry out
the mandate that we've been charged with. That's very
important, because if we do not have sufficient resources,
then of course we can't accomplish everything which
people would expect us to do and report effectively to
you. That's one of the areas where we might expect that
the Public Accounts Committee can assist us.
[1530]
I've laid out in a couple of examples based upon
both my private sector days and my public sector days
about some of the threats to auditors' independence.
A common concern that I've heard about is having
sufficient financial autonomy and resources in the
public sector. If you don't have sufficient dollars
within your budget, you can't hire the people to carry
out the work, in which case you may have to limit the
amount of work that you do.
For those of us who have statutory financial statement
attest audit obligations which we must fulfil, it means
that we will sacrifice performance or value-for-money
audits, because we just don't have sufficient resources to
carry out the attest audits, which are mandatory, versus
the other, which may be seen to be discretionary.
In the private sector I've said a common concern
is intimidation. Certainly, having been in the private
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sector for 30-plus years, I did encounter intimidation. Intimidation quite often is: "I can find any
auditor who says no. I want an auditor who will say
yes." When you deal with some very difficult individuals, it's hard to stand your ground and not feel that
intimidation through the loss of the engagement or
later on, a lawsuit.
We're all familiar with what happened down in the
States. Many of the audit firms in the private sector have
had significant findings against them and very large lawsuits, which of course cause them to be very concerned
in how they approach their work.
Another one, in the public sector, is "excluding an
entity or information from the Auditor's mandate or
scope." We've seen that certain Auditors General have
reported on areas where they believe it should be
within their scope, and it has been chosen by parliament or by the authorities that are responsible there
that it will not be included under the Auditor General's
scope and mandate.
I'm very fortunate. In Alberta we cover every entity —
and that's all entities other than school boards — across
the whole of the public sector. We have something like
200 entities that we're responsible for auditing, which
clearly keeps us very busy throughout the year.
In the private sector, I talked briefly earlier about familiarity, where you become too comfortable. Complacency
can also set in with the audit office so that you are no
longer inquiring into or digging deep enough because
you have formed that association with the senior officers
of an entity, becoming a little more complacent than you
should. Normally, what that requires us to do is to make
sure that we can rotate the work through other members
of our office.
With that, I'm going to now turn it over to you,
Sarshar. If you'll talk briefly about some situations you
may have seen, Sarshar, in your jurisdiction where you
might have seen a threat to your independence and the
type of safeguard that either you or your PAC equivalent
used to protect your independence….
Sarshar Ahmad Khan (Pakistan): First of all, I
would like to thank the sponsor, the World Bank, who
have made it possible for me and for other international
delegates to come here and share our views and listen to
the views from your side.
Before going anywhere, I would like to share a joke
with you. For that, I have to apologize to my colleagues
who are accountants here.
A businessman wanted to hire the services of an
accountant. He advertised the post. Many candidates
came for the interview, and he asked everybody who
came one question: "How much is two plus two?" Sure,
everybody said that two plus two is four. Some of the
people, the candidates who came, said two plus two is
22. So he rejected everybody.
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Then finally a candidate came and was asked the same
question. He got up on his feet, went to the door, closed
the door, went to the window, closed the window, came
near the businessman and said: "Sir, how much do you
want?" So he was hired.
You understand why even the owner of the business wants to juggle with the figures of the accounts,
because he knows that whether it's a private limited
company, a public limited company or a government
organization, the auditor has to be independent. This
is the requirement, and the government has to ensure
the independence of the Auditor General as far as the
government departments are concerned.
[1535]
Having said that, I will not go into details, because I
have been told that the time is very limited and I have to
be very sharp. As far as the threat to the Auditor General
is concerned, let me tell you that we have been given
a very good system of auditing. We got independence
from Britain in 1947, and one of the best things which
was given to us from Britain is the independence of the
Auditor General since those days.
I would like to say, first of all, that in our part of the
world, in my country, we have to go to the Ministry of
Finance to get our budget, which is where we have to compromise our independence. This is not good. The World
Bank has already pointed out this, and we are examining
this. Hopefully, very soon we'll find some solution.
Another thing that was mentioned here is that some
of the entities are out of the jurisdiction of the Auditor
General. The same thing has already been pointed out by
the World Bank, and we are taking care of this.
One thing which is very peculiar, and I think it's a threat
to the independence of the Auditor General, is that when
the Auditor General puts out his report to the parliament
and the Public Accounts Committee, it's up to date. But the
Public Accounts Committee is discussing the reports for
the year 2001-2002, which is about five, six years back.
I think this is a great challenge, and makes our reports
useless, if they are discussed after five or six years. This
is a problem we have discussed many times with our
Public Accounts Committee, but something has not yet
been done. I don't know. Maybe you can help us to find
some viable solution. This is a big threat which I think
should be discussed here.
Secondly, as far as the safeguards are concerned, we
have a fixed term for the Auditor General. If some of
you have followed politics in Pakistan, you might have
seen that a few months back our president, Gen. Pervez
Musharraf, made a reference to the Supreme Judicial
Council against the Chief Justice of Pakistan, which
was thrown back to him, because the Supreme Court of
Pakistan decided against the president.
The Auditor General has a similar procedure. If any
government wants to throw him out, it has to go to the
Supreme Judicial Council, and if it is commanded by
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the Supreme Judicial Council, then he'll be thrown out.
It's never happened during the last 60 years. It's pretty
safe in this regard.
As we were discussing, when the reports are tabled in
the parliament, it is then opened to the press. In every
session of the Public Accounts Committee, press is
allowed. This puts the pressure on the Public Accounts
Committee as well as on the government.
Thirdly, on another question discussed during the morning session. A deputy minister in our part of the world is
the parliamentary secretary. He is also known as the principal accounting officer. The Public Accounts Committee,
during the last four to five years, has ensured that in every
meeting the principal accounting officer is present; otherwise, they will not start the proceedings. This has made
the government department a more responsible one.
Let's give more time for discussion. I have finished
here. I have just thrown out some points.
F. Dunn: Thank you very much. Now we're going to
open it for questions from you, and between the two of
us, we'll try to give you three answers. We'll give you an
answer on behalf of the missing member here.
[1540]
I've laid out here on the next couple of slides a couple
of areas I thought were rather interesting about how the
PAC, as I've phrased it here, can strengthen and protect
the Auditor's independence.
If you've got any questions you would like to pose to
either myself or my colleague here, we'd like to take your
questions first and then determine what the appropriate safeguard could be to what you might have seen as a
threat to your Auditor's independence.
Any questions from anyone? Or I'll invoke Jim
McCarter's privilege here and ask questions back.
Kerry Jacobs (Australia): Very interesting presentations from both and also to our colleague from Pakistan,
one of the areas you'd mentioned as outside your jurisdiction is, I believe, military spending. Is that correct?
The military budget — the army and the armed forces.
How is oversight exercised for the military budget if it's
excluded from the Auditor General?
S. Khan: If I correctly understood your question,
you want to ask about how we do the audit of the
armed forces.
Arthur Mitchell (Yukon): Carefully.
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another question. We do not have military spending in
Alberta, other than by the Canadian Armed Forces.
Maybe I'll ask a question, then, because I raised it
when Jim was up here. Jim, your office doesn't look at all
the different organizations — the public sector entities.
Do you find that somewhat of a threat to your independence at all, if you're not the statutory auditor with the
right to have access on an annual basis to look at their
financial reporting?
Jim McCarter (Ontario): We have full and complete
access to any organization, any Crown corporation. We
got our Audit Act amended, so we now have full audit
access to any broader public sector entity getting a
transfer payment.
We try to minimize the amount of financial statement audit work that we do. To give you an example,
they recently put draft legislation forward — I think a
number of you have those regional health authorities
— setting up 17 regional health authorities in Ontario.
To our great surprise, they wanted the Auditor General
to be the statutory financial statement auditor of these
17 regional health authorities.
Because my Public Accounts Committee has made it
fairly clear to me that they want me doing performance
audits, or value-for-money audits, on the programs that
deliver services to people in Ontario as opposed to
doing financial statement audits, I actually went before
the committee that was studying the bill.
I asked the committee if they would actually change
that section of the act so that the regional health authority could appoint a local auditor as opposed to the
Auditor General. I told them that if they didn't do it, I'd
have to cancel two of my value-for-money audits. I just
basically said: "It's your call."
Two or three of the committee members actually
spoke up. They said: "No, we've served on the Public
Accounts Committee before, and we do want the auditor to do performance audits." They actually changed
the bill.
I do have full access to anybody, but the orientation
is a performance audit shop as opposed to a financial
statement shop. That's driven by the wishes of my standing committee.
F. Dunn: Do those financial statements audited
by other organizations or firms ever appear before the
Public Accounts Committee?

S. Khan: Yes, we are very careful. We do the audit of
the armed forces, but we are very careful. That's true.
That's a fact of life.

J. McCarter: I can't recall the last time the Public
Accounts Committee in Ontario held a hearing on a
financial statement audit — not in my recollection. They
have a different interest.

F. Dunn: I'm not sure if there's anything more you
wish to share at this point. Maybe we can move on to

John Cheyo (Tanzania): One of the threats is
obviously the funding of the comptroller general and
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of the Auditor General. I just wondered how this is
done in Pakistan. Do you have an independent public
auditor act, where maybe the money is determined by
somebody else other than the Minister of Finance? In a
lot of developing countries it is the Minister of Finance
who decides.
[1545]
So if you're a naughty Auditor General, he just cuts
your funds in half. You are not able to travel or do your
work effectively.
By the way, I didn't hear very much on how it is done
in Canada.
S. Khan: As far as Pakistan is concerned, we have to
negotiate with the Ministry of Finance. At times they
are tough with us, but then we get the Public Accounts
Committee into it, and they have helped us many times.
We would like their role to be minimized, as far as the
Ministry of Finance is concerned, and our budget to be
scrutinized by the Public Accounts Committee and then
approved by the parliament. We are heading towards
that, but presently it's done by the Ministry of Finance,
and they play their own game.
F. Dunn: I'll start to answer on behalf of one of the
jurisdictions in Canada, and then I'll look to some of the
other ones.
In Alberta, the Public Accounts Committee does not
approve the annual budget of the Auditor General —
rather, it's a separate standing committee…. We have a
member of that standing committee here. It's an all-party
standing committee with which I meet at least annually
to lay out my plans and my budget request. They can
challenge me back as to how efficient or effective in what
the results achieve.
We generally have a meeting annually, I would expect,
for about an hour. The budget is approved by that committee, and then that committee Chair takes it into the House
and then we have the legislative officers' budgets approved
formally by the House as part of the supply votes.
In my jurisdiction it is approved by a separate allparty committee.
Sheila Fraser (Canada): Before I explain a little bit
about how it works federally, I'd just like to add some
context to the whole INTOSAI independence thing.
INTOSAI is the association of all the Auditors General,
or equivalents nationally, of countries that are members
of the U.N. There are about 180 members. This is a
project that a working group has been doing for the last
eight years, which we have chaired.
As part of that we did a survey of all the INTOSAI
members. While there are several issues that came up
around independence, about half of the countries reported
that funding was a major obstacle to the independence of
the Auditor General. So it is a common concern.
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Federally, up until a couple of years ago we had to go
through the Treasury Board Secretariat, as any other
department, to get funding and ended up actually having
to negotiate with the people we were auditing over
our funding levels. There had not been any real issues
around that, except for one occasion. But the audit office
had been raising concerns about that for several years,
saying that this was not an appropriate mechanism and
could impinge upon the independence of the office.
We raised this with the Public Accounts Committee
and other committees. The PAC was also very concerned
and made recommendations to government on it. About
two years ago there was a solution proposed where there
is an advisory panel to the Speaker of the House who
meets all of the officers and agents of parliament and
goes through their budget requests with them.
At the same time they meet with the Treasury Board
officials, who actually do the analysis, and that analysis of
the funding request is discussed, which was a revolution
in Ottawa, because nobody ever sees the analysis of the
Treasury Board Secretariat. All you used to get was a yes
or no. So the Treasury Board has to also discuss with the
panel whether they recommend or not, or agree or not,
with the request from the agent of parliament.
We have gone through this process now. Luckily, the
Treasury Board Secretariat agreed with our funding
request. The panel supported that. Then it's a recommendation that is made from the Speaker to the Minister
of Finance, so it is giving much more independence to
the process, though there hasn't been a formal change.
There have been no changes to House rules or anything.
We still continue with the process, but there isn't a mechanism to provide that independent oversight.
[1550]
Samuel Sallas-Mensah (Ghana): My name is SallasMensah, from Ghana, Chair of the Public Accounts
Committee. I just wanted to find out who audits the Auditor
General's office.
I'm asking this question as four years ago our PAC
asked the Auditor General's office to be audited, and
parliament appointed an external auditor to audit them.
The finding was really horrible and terrible — for an audit
office to have such weaknesses in their own system.
With that background, I would like to find out from
Pakistan who audits the Auditor General — and in
Canada too.
F. Dunn: I was hoping you'd just keep it to Pakistan.
S. Khan: Formally, nobody audits the Auditor General
of Pakistan. But as far as accountability is concerned, his
accountability can be judged in the parliament from the
reports, because whatever reports the Auditor General
produces on the public accounts to parliament and in
the Public Accounts Committee are discussed. But

August 19–21, 2007

Canadian Council of Public Accounts Committees

formally, there is no system of auditing the Auditor
General. He's exempt.
F. Dunn: I'll start out from Alberta. We have five officers of the legislature, of which the Auditor General is
one. My office does audit the other four officers of the
legislature. So that's the Privacy Commissioner, the
Ethics Commissioner, the Ombudsman and the Chief
Electoral Officer. We do that.
We actually have an auditor, an external firm, that
audits my office. It reports directly to the standing
committee. The standing committee then approves the
budget. So although the firm does not report to our
Public Accounts Committee, it in turn reports at the end
of its audit. It meets with me, as the chief administrative
officer, together with representatives of that standing
committee, to discuss the findings and the observations
that they have.
Fortunately, we have not had a dirty audit report, which
you've alluded to, but we do have a fully independent,
objective external auditor of our office.
Renaud Lachance (Québec): Écoutez, quant à nous,
quand on parle du budget, un comptable a toujours des
mots à dire sur un budget.
I have some words to say about our budget.
Au Québec, mon budget est approuvé par le Bureau de l'Assemblée nationale, qui est composé de représentants de tous
les partis politiques représentés à l'Assemblée nationale. Mais
en plus, à chaque année je suis entendu par la Commission
de l'administration publique pour discuter de mon rapport
de gestion. Et à chaque année je dois répondre à des questions
sur la gestion du bureau et parfois des parlementaires vont
exprimer des vœux, des intérêts particuliers pour que je fasse
des tâches….
La Commission de l'administration publique a fait, il y a
deux ans, une recommandation à l'Assemblée nationale pour
augmenter mon budget. Donc, après cette recommandation
le Bureau de l'Assemblée nationale s'est réuni et a décidé
d'augmenter mon budget.
Dans les faits, les gens qui décident du budget du vérificateur général du Québec sont bien sûr officiellement le Bureau
de l'Assemblée nationale qui l'autorise officiellement. Mais il
y ont des gens de la Commission de l'administration publique
qui peuvent influencer le budget qui lui est accordé.
F. Dunn: Sheila, who audits the federal Auditor
General?
S. Fraser: We are very much like Alberta. We audit
the other agents of parliament — financial and performance audits — and we have a financial audit of our office
done every year by a firm in the private sector.
We also have peer reviews done. We had a peer
review done of our financial audit practice by a national
accounting firm.
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We had a peer review of our performance audit practice done by an international group of auditors. There
was Netherlands, Norway, France, led by Great Britain.
That was in fact the first time it had happened that there
was an international group that did a peer review. The
year following we actually led the peer review of the
GAO in the U.S.
It's a practice which has now started, and we do it
within Canada as well. The provincial audit offices and
my office do peer reviews of each other, which are in
many ways, I think, more significant and more important than the financial audits themselves.
F. Dunn: If I could supplement what Sheila is saying.
In addition to the financial statements…. That's the
funds which are attributed to our office and how we've
spent them and ensured that we've reported them appropriately, with full credibility and integrity. That's done by
the external auditor.
[1555]
We also then expose our office to the CCOLA committee. We've had Saskatchewan come in, and they've
audited our assurance practice, which would be the
practice that we go through in doing the financial statement audit.
I believe it was last year that we had New Brunswick
in to do our value-for-money auditing. So we've ended
up having the process by which we go through and do
our work also subject to a peer review and listened to
their wise counsel in amending our practice.
Errol Price (British Columbia): In addition to
what Sheila and Fred have described, with respect to
our financial statements being audited externally, one
thing we have done in the last couple of years, also, is
have our annual performance report that describes
the performance of the office and contains performance measures. That report is also being audited by an
external firm, the same firm that does our financial
statement audits.
What we're moving towards there is to have an opinion
that would say that our performance is fairly presented
in the performance report.
F. Dunn: Any other questions from any participants?
K. Jacobs: Just a question on independence, partly
related to this session and partly related to the previous
session. It comes with a couple of stories.
In the Solomon Islands jurisdiction the Auditor
General is actually the secretary to the Public Accounts
Committee. In New Zealand the Auditor General
seconds staff to actually work quite closely with all of
the parliamentary committees. Can the Auditor General
actually be too close to parliament, and could this
actually pose a problem for independence?
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S. Khan: I think that the question of whether the
Auditor General should be too close to parliament or
not is a debatable question.
F. Dunn: From my perspective, certainly I was very
concerned about that when I was in the private sector.
You are appointed generally by the management of the
entity, whether you like it or not, although you may feel
that you are reporting to the oversight committee — the
equivalent would be the audit committee — and through
the audit committee to the board of directors.
Quite often you don't have that same relationship,
and you certainly do get close to management, together
with the fact that in the private sector you are obviously
looking for additional revenue sources, so you're looking
for additional work to be done. Then you have to watch
yourself very carefully so that you don't get into providing
advice which you subsequently will try to audit later on.
That is very much of a concern to the private sector.
In the public sector it's the same rules. Certainly, the
philosophy I would follow is that we would not want to
lend staff to a department.
In Alberta this year there was…. Because we have
pressures on staffing — certainly, it's a very hot economy
— and Finance did lose some people, what we did was
identify an individual we felt was very good for that
department, and we seconded that person over. But that
person was not coming back to my office. That was a case
where we did have an individual go over to help out.
On the other side of it, I would like to pick up on what
Mr. Oliver talked about at lunch today, along the same
vein. Certainly, I cannot be the lap dog to the executive
branch of the legislature. But on the other side of the
coin, I can't be the attack dog for the opposition either. I
can't be out there trying to cause political uncertainty.
At the end of the day, I must see myself as the watchdog on behalf of the whole of the Legislative Assembly. I
certainly open myself to any MLA who wishes to come
in and visit me and chat about something. We get members from the opposition as well as members from the
government. We get analysts from the different parties
who will come in.
We will explain our report. We will listen to what they
have to say. But at no point would I take direction from
them in conducting my work. If there are matters that
they wish to bring to my attention because they believe
that the public administration could be improved if we
were to look at something, we will take that into consideration in our decision as to what extent we would
like to audit that suggestion or allegation that's there.
Anybody else from the Auditors General as to how
you deal with outside requests?
[1600]
S. Fraser: I think this goes back to the question we
had earlier about the Auditor General being the adviser
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or the witness. We have always considered ourselves
witnesses. We have to maintain an independence from
the committee, even though we should have a very close
working relationship.
In fact, we had the case this past year where we did
second a staff member to be support to the researcher.
But once that person actually was promoted up to
researcher, he had to cut his ties with the office.
We believe we have to ensure that we maintain a
certain independence, as well, from the committee and
are not seen — especially in terms of government, I
think — to be overly influencing the committee. That's
the relationship we try to maintain.
Md. Nurun Nabi Khan (Bangladesh): Regarding the
closeness of the Auditor General to the parliament, I
want to add something. You see what we do. The auditor
is a constitutional body — right? The constitutional provision is there, so the Auditor General is appointed.
The budget is passed by the parliament. As the budget
is passed by the parliament, of course the Auditor
General is close to the parliament. As far as the accountability of this expenditure from the budget is concerned,
the Auditor General reports to the parliament through
the President, so far as my country is concerned.
I think that, of course, the Auditor General is very
close to the parliament, because the Public Accounts
Committee is constituted from the members, both from
the ruling party and the opposition. The report has been
discussed in the parliament, so I think that the Auditor
General is independent if he can perform his duties and
report to the parliament. And of course, he's performing
the duty to be close to the parliament.
F. Dunn: Are there any final questions? Last final
question, then we'll turn it over to John.
Randy Hawes (British Columbia): Randy Hawes
from British Columbia. I'm just curious, from the
Auditors that are here, how many are doing audits for
Crown corporations and for SUCH sector–type organizations on a financial audit basis for a fee. And how
close is the fee that you would charge, if you're charging a fee, to what the private sector would charge — to
market rates? Are you competitive to market rates?
F. Dunn: Well, which of the Auditors General want
to signal they are doing, basically, the attest audits for
Crown corporations.
S. Fraser: We do the financial audits for all Crown
corporations, except for two, as well as what we call
special examinations, which are like performance
audits, once every five years. We do not charge fees.
We get an appropriation from parliament to do all of
our work.
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I know that at times the committee has suggested that
maybe we should charge fees. I said: "I did that for many,
many years in the private sector, and I sure don't want to
have to do it now."
R. Lachance: It is almost the same situation in Québec.
We do the attest audits for all Crown corporations, but we
do not charge for our work — not at all. I'm not interested
in doing that also.
Colin Younker (Prince Edward Island): We don't
charge any fees for the Crown corporations we do.
F. Dunn: And do you do all Crown corporations?
C. Younker: No. We're named in certain legislation
for some of the Crown corporations. We do those, but
we don't do them all.
Jacques Lapointe (Nova Scotia): We do a number. We
don't do all Crown corporations. We do quite a number
of them. Some we are required to by legislation, and some
others we do on request or for other reasons. For those
that we don't have an appropriation, we charge fees.
In terms of whether they are competitive, we set our
fees to be at cost. That means that we are more than
competitive with outside firms. We are quite a lot less.
Mike Ferguson (New Brunswick): In New Brunswick
most of the Crown corporations are audited by external
firms. The one instance, I guess, where we're passing
fees on is that we contract for audits of pension trust
funds ourselves with an outside firm, and then we're just
passing that cost on to government. We don't have any
instance where we're doing an audit with our staff and
then charging over.
[1605]
Barry Neilson (Bermuda): We're similar to New
Brunswick, in that we agent some out and just pass on
the costs. We do some. The audits that we do in-house
we charge a fee for. It's about half. It's on a cost recovery
basis. When we agent and pass the costs on, the audit
fee is doubled.
Carol Bellringer (Manitoba): We do some but
not all. We do the universities. Where we do them,
we charge a fee. It's based on our average rates, so it's
based on costs. We probably over-audit in some cases,
deliberately, so there may be more hours charged, and
we would bill it all.
F. Dunn: Right. You bill it all, and you keep the
revenue?
C. Bellringer: No.
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F. Dunn: No. The revenue goes to….
C. Bellringer: Revenue goes through to the general
revenue.
F. Dunn: The general revenue fund. It doesn't affect
your budget.
J. McCarter: We probably do 30 or 40 Crown corporations or Crown agencies ourselves. We absorb the
cost. Most of the jumbos like the Hydro corporations,
the universities, the hospitals would probably be done
by outside public accounting firms.
F. Dunn: And charged directly to those entities.
J. McCarter: Yes.
Fred Wendel (Saskatchewan): In Saskatchewan we
don't charge any agencies an audit fee. We get our fee
from the Public Accounts Committee once a year.
E. Price: I guess Mr. Hawes knows that this has
been a subject of some debate, some discussion in
B.C., but for the benefit of others, we audit a selection of Crown corporations. Each year, incidentally,
we have to go to the Public Accounts Committee with
a financial statement audit coverage plan. There is
some discussion and ultimate approval of our plan by
the Public Accounts Committee.
For the organizations that we do audit, we charge fees.
Without getting into details, in a general sense the intention is to recover our costs.
F. Dunn: In Alberta our mandate is that we do everything other than school boards. We charge fees for those
which are self-sufficient — i.e., do not get their funds
from public sector dollars.
Thus, for the very large bank, the Alberta Treasury
Branches bank, we'll charge a fee, but that fee, similar
to Manitoba's, does not come back in and affect my
budget. It goes directly to the Minister of Finance, so
we're impervious to having to do the billings at all. We
formerly sent a bill, but they would send the payment to
the Minister of Finance.
We do the universities, and we do everything else on
a basis that is all part of our overall budget. Therefore,
there is no charge to those entities for the audit fee.
Coming from the private sector, I'll be blunt with you.
I'm sure my former partners would not like for me to say
this. It probably costs at least 25 percent to 35 percent less
if the Auditor General does the work, mainly because
we don't have to pay for the overhead, we don't have to
pay for the legal liability, and of course we don't pay for
the profit of the organization. We are substantially less
expensive, but similar to Manitoba.
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One of the critical things is that we would have a
tendency to probably spend more hours, but spending
more hours means that you're getting a higher quality,
because we're able to pursue matters within the systems
and the organization deeper than the private sector entities would be. From my experience in the private sector, I
would say that we're spending probably 40 percent more
time and that we're spending 25 percent to 35 percent
less cost to the entity.
I'm willing to chat to you later on that, but I'm
watching the time, because we have a final presentation
to go through with John Williams.
John Doyle (British Columbia): Could I just say that
in Western Australia we charge for everything, but the
money doesn't stick with us. It goes straight through to
treasury, and we get an appropriation which covers all
our expenses. In charging fees, we do compare ourselves
against the private sector. We're competitive, although
the nature of the work is different. We tend to spend
more hours and do things differently than the private
sector auditors do.
I'd prefer not to charge fees if I could avoid it, but I
think it's the tradition in our jurisdictions that we do
charge fees.
F. Dunn: I'm going to turn it back over to Rob
Fleming.

Joint Business Session No. 5:
John J. Kelly Forum
Topic:

Oversight Role of the Global Organization
of Parliamentarians Against Corruption

Chair:

Rob Fleming, PAC Chair, British Columbia

Presenter: John Williams, MP, Canada
R. Fleming (Chair): A couple of times today it's been
mentioned that Public Accounts Committee meetings
are televised on CPAC and sometimes not. Somebody
who knows about telecast hearings and had star ratings
a couple of years ago on that network is here to speak
to us last today. That is John Williams, the former Chair
of the House of Commons Public Accounts Committee
from 1997 to 2005.
[1610]
John has been an MP for a number of years. He was
first elected to the House of Commons in 1993, and
re-elected in 1997, 2000, 2004 — five elections in a
12-year period.
In recent years Mr. Williams has become very involved
with an organization called the Global Organization of
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Parliamentarians Against Corruption. They now have
over 700 members worldwide. It has developed into a
movement on every continent across the world.
If you would please join me in welcoming John, who
is going to make his presentation to us this afternoon.
Then we will have discussion, and that will be our final
session and item of business today.
John Williams (Canada): Thank you, and good afternoon, everybody. First I would say that it's a pleasure
to be here. I was back in this place in my first Canadian
Council of Public Accounts Committees meetings. I
think it was in 1995 that we met in here, so I'm glad
we're back here in the wonderful province of British
Columbia and in Victoria.
For a start, I would just like to acknowledge a few
people around the room. First of all, Rick Stapenhurst
from the World Bank Institute. This organization —
GOPAC, the Global Organization of Parliamentarians
Against Corruption — may never have started if it
hadn't been for an invitation from WBI and Rick
Stapenhurst to go to a conference in New Delhi, where
we were discussing things such as anti-corruption. Out
of that came the idea that if you're ever trying to move
an agenda forward, you need to have an organization.
These one-off meetings where you go, you discuss
things, you talk about things, you've got some great
ideas, and then you leave it to somebody else to carry
it forward — because they'll do it, because you don't
have the responsibility — don't work. You need to have
an organization that carries the momentum forward.
It was from that meeting there in New Delhi that we
got the idea of starting GOPAC, an organization to
engage parliamentarians — and others, too. I think of
CCAF and Michael Eastman, who are now picking up
this agenda of governance.
Governance is fundamental to prosperity. If you have
no governance, if you have no accountability, people will
steal the cash, and there's nothing left for anybody else.
When I travel the world, I've yet to find anybody who
voted for poverty, illiteracy, no health care, no housing, no
employment, no future and no hope. But unfortunately,
we look around the world and we find there are billions
of people that have no future and have no hope and are
poor. The question is: why is that so? It comes down to
lack of good governance.
I see my good friend Mr. John Cheyo from Tanzania.
We were in Tanzania last year, had our global conference,
and John was, as the Chair of the PAC there in Tanzania,
one of the brighter lights in Africa, showing the way that
Public Accounts Committees — and that is us — can
hold the government accountable and things can get
better. These are the great things that are starting to perk
up around the world. It's just great to see them. I'm not
sure if Peter Loney is in the room, but again, he's doing
great work down there in Australia too.
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Anyway, I want to talk about a simple thing called
accountability. Accountability is what makes people
work. You know, we say that love makes the world go
round, but accountability makes people work, and work
with integrity, because that's what it's all about.
I define accountability as a force beyond your control
that causes you to think and act in a certain way, a force
beyond — you know, I have to emphasize "beyond"
— your control that causes you to think and act in a
certain way. For some of you who've heard my speeding
analogy…. I know Sheila's heard it many times, and
John and others. But I'll repeat it for those….
I talk about my speeding analogy. I'm the first to admit
and make my confession: I drive too fast. I always drive
too fast on our Canadian roads because I set my cruise
control at ten kilometres over the speed limit all the
time. Why? Because I get away with it. It's that simple. I
could meet the RCMP on the highway. I don't disengage.
I don't give them the wave either, by the way. I just keep
on going. No problem. You're not going to get pulled
over. It's no problem.
[1615]
But I don't do 20, 30 and 40 kilometres over the speed
limit, because I do know that if I meet the RCMP, our
national police force, on the highway, they will pull me
over. That's a guarantee. If he pulls me over, I'm going to
get an expensive ticket — hundreds of dollars. I'm going
to get demerit points on my licence. Too many of these,
and I have no licence. My insurance costs are going to go
up. I say: "No. This is not worth it." I don't do it.
This little speeding analogy tells me a couple of things.
I can break the law as long as I know I'm going to get
away with it. If I know I'm going to get away with it, I
will break the law.
If I break the law, but I think there's a good chance
I'm going to get caught and — with emphasis on "and"
— I know I will not like the price, I don't do it. It's that
simple. I always know that if I can break the law with
impunity, I will do it. But I don't do it where I think the
price is going to be too high.
That is accountability, and that is our role as parliamentarians, legislators and members of Public
Accounts Committees. We are part of that accountability process, like the RCMP on the highway. They're
not really there to catch everybody. They just want you
to know they could be around the next corner. By you
thinking that they could be around the next corner you
slow down and our highways are safer, and that's what
it's all about. They just want you to follow and obey the
law. However that is done, we make it work. As long as
you know accountability can stick in, then it works. As
I say, as Public Accounts Committees and parliamentarians, that is our role.
What's the difference, actually, between a dictator
and a democrat? They're both leaders, and they both
run countries. The only difference between a dictator
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and democrat is that the democrat is held accountable,
whereas the dictator is not. The dictator can steal all
the cash and get away with anything he wants, including
murder, because he's not held accountable. The democrat
is. Therefore, he says he can't go there — can't steal the
cash and blow away the people — because he'll be held
accountable. That's what it's all about.
Corruption can be controlled but cannot be eliminated.
It is in our nature to break the law if we think we can get
away with it. I think of a few examples in the private sector.
We all know about Enron in North America and around
the world. What happened to the leaders? Well, we know
Ken Lay passed away before he went to jail, but he was
going away for 25 years. What did that signal to the rest
of the world? The price is very high. If you want to go
down that road, this is what you're looking at: 25 years in
jail. Bernie Ebbers is the same thing. He's off for 25 years.
Conrad Black. How long is he going away?
We've got a number of accountants in this room. I'm not
sure how many of them are advocating these non-compete
clauses when they're selling businesses anymore. You
have to be very careful about these non-compete clauses.
You could be off to jail. Conrad Black is going to jail
because he broke the law. This is what I mean about the
price being high. This stops people from breaking the
law. It is all about accountability.
We had the sponsorship scandal here in the federal
government, and I said that was parliament at its best
and government at its worst. That demonstrated that
governments are held accountable in our country and in
the western world. Where is the governing party today?
The Liberal Party is gone. Why? People said: "Enough is
enough." They were held accountable.
It's this matrix of accountabilities that makes our world
work. I think you've all got a copy of this in your packages.
If not, I think they were being distributed as well. This
is what I call an hourglass concept of accountability. If
you look at the bottom part of the triangle, that's what
people see all the time. That's their government. The
people are at the bottom. They're held accountable by
the bureaucracy.
We just talked about the police and the courts. We've
got traffic tickets and parking tickets, and there are health
inspectors. You want to run a restaurant, and it's not
clean? You're not going to be running a restaurant that's
not clean. You want to build a building that doesn't live
up to the building code? You're not going to be building
that building unless it meets the building code. You
want to be an electrician? You will meet the standards,
or you're not going to be in business.
[1620]
We have a matrix of accountability, as I say. Everywhere
you turn around, somebody is saying: "Do it right." If
you're not going to do it right, you're not going to do it
at all, or there's a penalty for doing it wrong. That's how
we maintain our standards.
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There's also the great one of public censure for parliamentarians and the people in public life — humiliation,
or the people being totally turned off by the government,
by what they read. Public censure is also another form
of accountability.
I was thinking a few years ago…. In fact, it was in
2004. I was down in a country in the Caribbean. I'll leave
the name off; that doesn't matter. We were at the Senate
this particular day, as a courtesy visit, and the President
of the Senate laid before the Senate an audited statement
on one of the Crown corporations for 1984. It was 20
years late.
The following day we were having a talk to the Auditor
General, and I said: "What's the problem here?" "Well,
you know, there are fires and floods, and people are sick,"
and a few other excuses, and hence, 20 years late. What
can you do with an audited statement that's 20 years
late? The answer is: absolutely nothing.
Accountability. The people at the bottom are held
accountable by the bureaucracy. A political bureaucracy,
in turn, is held accountable by its cabinet ministers. You
either do it right, or you go and find work somewhere
else, because they don't want to be publicly embarrassed
by an incompetent bureaucrat. So they'll move you…
held accountable.
Cabinet ministers are held accountable by the Prime
Minister or the Premier or the President or whatever
the title may be because they are appointed and serve
at his or her pleasure. Therefore, they are accountable to
the guy at the top. That's what most people see. It's that
triangle, which I call the "service triangle."
You go out on the street, and you ask people about
government and parliament and so on, and they really
can't differentiate between parliament and government
and how the whole system works. But there is what I
call the service triangle, where one guy at the top
runs the entire show. Remember, I said the difference
between a dictator and a democrat is that a democrat
is held accountable. Therefore, the top triangle is that
accountability process.
As you can see, the first one is us: parliamentarians.
Our job as parliamentarians on behalf of the people
who elected us is to hold the government accountable. A lot of that is delegated to the Public Accounts
Committees, but nonetheless, we as parliamentarians
— all of us on both sides of the House, if we don't sit in
the executive — are part of the accountability process
to hold the government accountable.
Of course, we have lost our way. Many times we have
lost our way. If we're on the government side, whatever
the government wants, we say: "Okay. That's what they
want; that's what we will vote for." The whip comes in,
and that's it. No debate. You will support it.
Then, of course, on the other side — on the opposition
side, I euphemistically say — and less than sympathetic
to the government's agenda, they say: "Whatever they
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want, we want the opposite." There really is not any more
real public debate in the assemblies because the whips
and the leaders determine that one side is for, and one
side is against. One side is going to win, and one side is
going to lose when there's a majority, and that's just it.
We as parliamentarians are losing why we are really
here in the first place. When you go around the world,
you see that the parliamentarians are totally, completely
and absolutely dominated by their executive. They're
bought, intimidated or whatever else it may be, so the
government has no accountability. They say they buy
the parliamentarians — whatever they want. Give them
some money. Give them a lot of money.
Of course, there's a lot more for the people in the
government, and that's where the accountability system
is breaking down. That is why you look around the world
and there are people in abject poverty.
[1625]
Moving up the triangle are civil society and the media.
It's absolutely mandatory in a healthy democracy that
there be an open and independent media to inform the
public what we are up to and what the government is up to.
They need to know what we are doing so they can make up
their minds whether they like us or they don't like us.
Then there is civil society — these loose organizations
or many organizations that people coalesce around,
like chambers of commerce, trade unions, churches,
environmental groups, lobby groups, policy groups, and
so on. If people can collectively develop public opinion
and public policy and save the government, this is what
we want. That civil society is where the people are heard,
and we in government and parliament listen to that and
hear that, and we respond.
When parliament is totally dominated and rendered
ineffectual by government, government makes darned
sure there's no independent media. The public cannot
form proper opinions about what we're doing, and
they ensure that there's no civil society that people can
coalesce around and develop public policies and say:
"This is what we would like you to deliver to us so we can
enjoy our nation and enjoy prosperity."
That's what I call the hourglass theory or concept of
accountability. When that works and works well, you
have a prosperous society. But when parliament — that
little first piece at the bottom of the upper triangle — is
only a few hundred people….
Here in the House of Commons in Ottawa it's 308;
560 in the United States; about 640 in the U.K., and
so on and so forth. Collectively around the world I
think it's about 35,000 people whose job it is to hold all
governments accountable. Collectively we have failed
pretty badly, and that is why five billion people go to bed
hungry every night and tens of thousands of millions of
people are dying with AIDS.
The next one is a simple example of what happens.
We should have a strong leader. In every case, I think,
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you have one person running the show: the head of
the government. They should be held accountable by a
strong institution, which is parliament. When that gets
skewed and too much power flows to the executive and
to the Prime Minister or the President, parliament then
becomes ineffectual to hold them accountable, and then
they can do whatever they want.
I just submitted a brief to the State of Victoria in
Australia, and they have a parliamentary renewal project
going on at this point in time. Their complaint was:
"Government won't listen to us. What can we do to
get these guys to listen to us? Ministers won't answer
questions in the legislature."
I say: "What else is new?" That's a problem in Ottawa,
and I'm sure it's a problem here. I know it's a problem in
Alberta, and it's a problem everywhere. The ministers will
not answer the questions at question period. Ministers
won't come to the committee. Ministers say: "I don't
care." Why? Because we don't hold them accountable,
and it's fundamentally important that we do.
I think about the sponsorship scandal that we had
in the federal parliament. There were three things that
came out of that which I thought were fundamentally
important. First, for the first time in Canadian history, I
think, a committee of parliament asked for and received
cabinet documents — secret cabinet documents.
Now, there was a wonderful alignment of the stars to
make it all happen, but the point was that the Public
Accounts Committee asked for cabinet documents,
and the government delivered cabinet documents.
I know my good friend Shawn here has a different
opinion than I have. I believe that demonstrated that
government is accountable to the parliament, and Shawn's
point is: "It was a one-off."
If the government is not accountable to the parliament,
then who are they accountable to? That's a question that
has to be answered. As far as I'm concerned, they're not
answerable to anybody else, so they must be answerable
to the parliament, and that's why we got the documents.
The second thing we did was that for the first time in
a hundred years we reaffirmed the power of summons
and subpoena under threat of going to jail on this issue.
We said: "You're coming to tell us what you know, and if
you don't say, 'Yes, I'm coming within 24 hours,' you'll
get a summons delivered within the next 24 hours." We
didn't mess around.
[1630]
The third thing we did was reaffirm the Bill of Rights of
1689. That was a long time ago. Our constitution brought
it in from the United Kingdom. The Bill of Rights said
that parliament is beyond the reach of the government
and its institutions. What had actually happened was
that the Gomery Commission, which you're all aware of,
wanted a Public Accounts Committee testimony to see
if there was some kind of perjury going on, and we said:
"No. None of your business."
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Mr. Justice Gomery wasn't a happy camper at the time
and was musing in the papers about how justice can be
done when the courts can't get hold of the PAC testimony.
Well, after he wrapped it all up, I had the Public Accounts
Committee look at his testimony, because that was not
beyond our reach. We did the comparison between the
Public Accounts testimony and the testimony at the
commission to find out if perjury had been committed.
The thing that we as parliamentarians need to understand is that we have this authority, we have this power, and
we have this capacity to reach into government and say:
"What are you guys up to over there?" We have Auditors
General. Send them in. Look at the books. They've got the
legislative authority to go right in and look at the files and
tell us what they found. Once we know what they've found,
then, as I said this morning, we can turn it politically and
hold them politically accountable for what they are doing.
We in government have four fundamental things that
we do. First, on behalf of citizens, the people who elect
us, we approve legislation. We like it, or we don't. If we
don't like it, it's not going to happen, but if we do, we
say: "Okay. You can introduce a new program. You can
do whatever the legislation says."
The same applies to the budget and the raising of
funds to run the country or the province or whatever.
"You can't raise the money unless we say it's okay. And
if we don't like it, you're not going down that road." The
same with the appropriations and the estimates. Can't
spend a dime unless the legislature says it's okay.
The fourth thing we say is: "Government reports to
parliament. Government reports to the Public Accounts
Committee." It is fundamental that you recognize, going
back to that hourglass concept, that we are higher up the
food chain than the government. They report to us.
Out of all that came the concept that we need to do
something. We can't just sit back and say: "Well, shucks.
I was elected in 1993. I'm leaving the House 14 years
later, and it was a good gig." You want to be able to say:
"I've done something." Out of that came the concept that
we start an organization of parliamentarians against
corruption, with a focus to make the institution of parliament a better institution of democratic oversight.
Remember accountability? We're not going to go out
and find the crooks. It's the government's job, through
the police and the courts and the investigative processes,
to find the crooks and put them in jail. But when the
crooks are themselves, they're not that committed to
going out and finding them.
Our job is to hold the government accountable for the
way they manage the country. The better we do our job of
accountability, the better they will do their job of running
the country.
The GOPAC is about building the institution of parliament to make it a better institution of democratic oversight.
It's just that simple. Remember the speeding analogy —
the cop around the corner? You say: "Oops. Better slow
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down." Parliament is around the corner. The government
says: "Oops. Better do it right. Penalty to pay."
The GOPAC has three pillars supporting the organization. First, peer support for parliamentarians. It's a
lonely job and a lonely road for some who are actually
putting their lives on the line to fight corruption. They
need to know they don't stand alone, so peer support
for parliamentarians.
The second one is education for parliamentarians. This
is novel — that we would actually think that we have to
educate parliamentarians about how to do their job.
I think about the surgeon. There you are. You're on
the operating table, and he leans over and says: "Hi, Mr.
Smith. How are you? We're going to take out — what is
it? — your appendix. I've never done this before. Where
does it hurt?" How do you feel? The guy hasn't done this
before, and now he's going to cut you open.
[1635]
We run the country. We hold the government accountable, and we haven't done it before. You run on the party
platform. "Vote for me, and I will deliver whatever the
platform says to you." Your party doesn't win the election. Are you still going to deliver on your commitment?
No. You end up in institutions like this. Doing what? Did
anybody ever tell you that your job was really to hold the
government accountable? So we have to tell people and
educate parliamentarians that their job is parliamentary oversight on legislation, budgets, estimates, and
accountability on the performance. That's why we have
performance audits by the Auditor General.
The third one is leadership for results. I know you've
been to conferences all around the world; so have I.
They're great for talking about things, but we're kind
of short on the doing things. That's why we want to do
things — things that make a difference. That's why at
our conference in Arusha, Tanzania, when we came up
with a number of issues that we were talking about….
We talked about creating task forces to deal with the UN
convention against corruption. It's a great start to have a
government sign on, ratify, but most important, implement
the UN convention against corruption. That way we can
start to do something about it.
Parliamentary oversight. As I said, we don't understand
our role. We're working with the World Bank Institute
and Rick Stapenhurst on parliamentary oversight so that
we can train ourselves to do the job better.
Anti-money-laundering legislation — long overdue.
Billions of dollars were stolen out of the undeveloped world
and are parked in our economy. We say: "Thank you very
much. It's keeping interest rates low." But that's not what
the game is all about. We've got to send that money back to
where it belongs to help these people who are starving to
death and dying of AIDS because they need the cash.
Parliamentary ethics, codes of conduct. It's vital that
we talk about that. We're working with the Westminster
Foundation in the UK to try and develop a code of
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conduct for parliamentarians. We're working with the InterAmerican Bar Association on parliamentary immunity.
We mentioned a bill of rights for how we and whatever
we say in this chamber cannot be prosecuted in a court
of law because we have this freedom to criticize the
government. If we want to criticize the government, we
have every right to stand up and do so without fear or
favour. But we have no parliamentary immunity if we
want to break the law and rob the bank down the street
or bump off our neighbour. In some countries, that's the
way it is. You get elected to hide from the courts because
parliamentary immunity is a blanket. Everything you do
cannot be prosecuted. That has got to be changed.
Transparency and the media. Remember the importance of the media.
These are the types of things that the GOPAC is doing.
We're setting up global task forces. We're trying to raise
the money. We're working with the World Bank Institute,
the World Bank, the IMF, the UN, CIDA, USAID and
others. We're starting to recognize that governance is
important. If you want to solve the problems of the world,
governance is important. Without it, you can throw all the
money you want at the problem. It isn't going to work.
That is why, ladies and gentlemen, I think you all have
one of these — a sales pitch. For those who are parliamentarians, former parliamentarians, you're eligible to
join. I hope you do join. The Canadian chapter will cost
you 15 bucks. It's not a high price. You can send that in,
along with a little cheque. We'd be glad to have you as a
member, as somebody who says: "I believe in good governance. I believe I was elected to do this job properly."
I hope you will.
You see, just right on cue. There's somebody at the
back there who decided that was enough, and my little
baby, she's just wakened up and said: "It was a great
speech, Dad. It's time to go."
R. Fleming (Chair): Okay, delegates. We will take
some questions. We're probably not going to finish on
time, but we will endeavour to not go…. Because the
transportation is arranged and people will likely want
to go to their hotels, we'll not go past, I would say,
five to five. We'll have the original 15 minutes that we
envisioned for questions.
We'll start over here from Québec.
[1640]
Pascal Bérubé (Québec): Bonjour, Mr. Williams.
Pascal Bérubé, député de Matane, Assemblée nationale.
Concernant toute la question de la corruption, j'aimerais
vous questionner concernant la loi sur le financement des
partis politiques. Comme vous le savez, le Québec est en
avance dans le monde en instaurant une loi qui permet
seulement aux individus de pouvoir financer un parti politique. Mais il m'apparaît que même encore en 2007 le pouvoir
de l'argent travers les partis politiques peut contribuer à,
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disons, influencer certaines politiques, certains parlementaires. Même au Québec, où c'est une question un peu tabou,
quelqu'un qui peut se payer un billet à coopter le financement
— un golf, quoi que ce soit — a un accès plus privilégié à un
parlementaire qu'un simple citoyen qui rencontre seulement
son député quelques minutes dans un bureau de comté.
Comment voyez-vous l'avancement des législations
sur le financement des partis politiques en lien avec les
objectifs de votre organisation?
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Jim Maloway (Manitoba): I'd like to ask you, John:
could you give us a list of accomplishments that this
organization has done over the last five years? Just give
me a couple of examples. Also could you give me a report
on how many civic politicians you've signed up?
At a previous conference I think we talked about the lack
of things for MLAs and Members of Parliament. Certainly,
in 22 years I've never found anything that I could steal. But
at the civic level, as far as local politicians are concerned,
there are a lot of property committees, and so on, where
people can get involved in land deals and stuff like that.
You'd indicated that you were going to show a lot of
interest in signing civic politicians. I just wondered: how
many do you have signed up as members since the last
time we talked, about three years ago, on this?

municipal politicians around the world, and they would
totally, completely dominate the agenda. Therefore, it is
for national and subnational parliaments only, for that
particular reason. As I say, on national parliaments, there
are only about 35,000 parliamentarians for the entire world,
whereas hundreds and hundreds of thousands of municipal ones. Therefore, the focus would change completely.
As far as the accomplishments of the organization are
concerned, we started off at ground zero in 2002, with
a meeting in the House of Commons. We now have
about 700 parliamentarians around the world. We are
engaging those. You know, education is fundamental to
getting the parliamentarians to do their job properly.
We're starting another chapter in southeastern Europe,
in the Balkans area, at the end of September. We had
a meeting in Bangladesh in July to try and engage the
people there to come together.
[1645]
We're working with USAID on a number of agendas.
They have put a lot of money into an Arab chapter to try and
build governance there. It's going to be a slow process. I gave
a speech in London and said they've only been at this governance thing for 800 years, and it's still a work-in-progress.
The first thing that we have to do is education of parliamentarians so that they can understand what their role
is. Through the IMF we've done a significant number of
workshops on anti-money-laundering legislation. On
the UN convention against corruption we work with
UNODC out of Vienna, who are now recognizing that
if they want their agenda accomplished — which is the
UN convention ratified and implemented — they need
us. They're not going anywhere until we in parliament
ratify their convention and then ensure that governments implement it. So we're developing a plan with the
UNODC out of Vienna to try and move that agenda.
Here in Canada we just ratified it a month or six weeks
ago, a couple of months back. Implementation of the
UN convention against corruption is not a problem here in
Canada, but around the world the more corrupt they are, the
less likelihood that you're going to have any implementation.
It takes a lot of effort to engage parliamentarians to build
that momentum to try and get things moving forward.
As I say, money is always an issue. We've asked CIDA,
who are now coming on board, and we're hopeful of positive results from CIDA so that we have some significant
cash in the organization to again go out and build it.
Actual hard-core results: I can't say that we have changed
public policy a great deal, but we are trying to educate parliamentarians. When I say parliamentarians, what about us?
There are parliamentarians right here. What have we done?
We've voted for the government, voted against the government. What exactly have we done? It's a nebulous thing
that's hard to measure, but we are making a difference.

J. Williams: The constitution doesn't allow municipal
politicians to join. There are hundreds of thousands of

R. Fleming (Chair): Any comments? I saw some
hands, but now they're down.

J. Williams: Well, it's not a case of limiting funding
for political parties. I think that the most important
thing is openness and transparency. At the speech today
he started off by saying that by breaking the law, breaking
the code of ethics…. An application of the law is always a
retrospective, a looking-back exercise. Somebody breaks
the law; you're held accountable.
That doesn't work in daily life. We need to have
ethics, which is prospective. We want to have in place a
mechanism that ensures that ethics are upheld and that
nobody has an unfair advantage. That's where ethics and
ethical behaviour and an ethics officer…. We have them
in the House of Commons now, and you obviously have
one here in British Columbia. We have a task force on
ethics to try and set a code of conduct so that there is a
standard that people are expected to meet.
It's never perfect, but let us start and see what we can
do to ensure openness and transparency rather than
limiting…. "Limit" is not the right word. I remember
talking to parliamentarians from around the world
where they had ridiculously low election limits, which
meant that everybody broke them. It meant that you
could spend whatever you wanted and that there was no
policing of any kind. Nobody was interested in bringing
in a realistic amount because that way they would then
have to respond to the law, and that was the last thing they
wanted. So transparency, realism, openness, and so on.
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J. Williams: They're getting hungry.
R. Fleming (Chair): Fatigue is setting in; hunger is
setting in, perhaps. That was a great presentation, John.
J. Williams: Before you finish, let's say I do hope that you
will fill out the pamphlet and send it in. There's an address
there in Ottawa. If you feel that you want to enhance your
effectiveness as a parliamentarian, I'd appreciate your
signing up and becoming a part of your organization to
make a difference in democracy around the world.
Thank you, all.
R. Fleming (Chair): That concludes the John J. Kelly
sessions today. I want to thank all of our presenters who
shared their perspectives and their ideas here today and,
of course, all of you for participating in the various sessions
throughout the day.
I think you have some time now to go back to the
hotel and freshen up before the dinner hour today.
The instructions. If there's anyone unfamiliar with
how the transportation is working, I wish I could
answer those questions right now, but I know it's very
well documented in your delegate kit. I would ask you
to refer to that. If Craig James is here, I can have some
reliable information relayed to you now, but it will be
available at your hotel as well. It's at 6:15 in the lobby of
the Grand Pacific. Thanks very much, everyone.
The conference adjourned at 4:49 p.m.
TUESDAY, AUGUST 21, 2007
The conference resumed at 9:01 a.m.

Business Session No. 6
Topic:

Selected Jurisdictional Reports

Chair:

Joan McIntyre, PAC Deputy Chair, British
Columbia

J. McIntyre (Chair): Good morning, everyone. If I could
bring our meeting to order this morning, I'm Joan McIntyre,
the Deputy Chair for the Public Accounts Committee here
in British Columbia. I want to add my welcome to everybody on our second day of meetings here.
I also want to let you know that the weather is a federal
responsibility. It will clear up in time for our festivities
this evening, I hope.
This morning's agenda apparently consists mainly of
the jurisdictional reports, so I thought that if nobody
minds, we'll probably go from west to east. I know there
are several who have to catch a plane, so I think we'll
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just launch into it. I'm sorry we're a little bit behind in
starting this morning.
The Chair for British Columbia's PAC, Rob Fleming,
is here. We'll start with British Columbia.
Rob Fleming (British Columbia): Good morning.
My name is Rob Fleming. I'm the Chair of the B.C.
Public Accounts Committee. The other members of the
committee that have been attending this conference are
Joan, our Deputy Chair; Harry Bains, who is behind me;
Iain Black; Mr. Bruce Ralston, an MLA in the Surrey
area; Mary Polak; and Randy Hawes.
Our delegation also includes Craig James, who is
the Clerk of Committees. He's the executive director of
CCPAC as well, so he's a busy man not only organizing
this conference but with the organization year-round.
He's clicking photos as I'm talking about him.
Our Public Accounts Committee research analyst, Josie
Schofield, is here with us as part of our delegation as well.
J. McIntyre (Chair): I'll interrupt Rob for one moment
because I'd also like to say that we have a special guest
from British Columbia today in the House, almost sitting in her regular seat. We have Ida Chong, Minister of
Community Services, to whom I'd like to give a special
welcome. I think she was a former member of the Public
Accounts Committee.
R. Fleming: As per the usual practice, I'm going to report
just on the activities that have taken place since we convened our meeting at the last conference in Charlottetown.
The most noteworthy event that has occurred for our
committee over the past year is that we successfully
secured the appointment of a new Auditor General for
British Columbia, B.C.'s fourth Auditor General. We're
very much looking forward to Mr. Doyle, who many of
you met over the course of this conference, beginning
his duties for us in October of this year.
We had appointed an acting Auditor General around
this time last year to serve on an interim basis, and we
began a full-time search for a permanent appointment
in the winter of 2006. This time we used the in-house
services of our Clerk of Committees Office to conduct
that search.
I think I shared with you some of the pitfalls of the
first phase of the search process at our last conference. The second phase, I'm happy to say, went very
smoothly. We delegated much of the committee work
to a subcommittee of five members — three from the
government side, two from the opposition side — to
do most of the screening and advertising and business
of the entire committee.
We received applications from right across Canada. I
know we're competing with a global shortage of accountants today, but the interest in the position and in coming
to work in British Columbia in the Office of the Auditor
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General was very strong, and we were very pleased to
see that. We also had many international applicants
from a number of Commonwealth countries.
[0905]
It was very important for our PAC to succeed in the
search process, not only for the obvious reason that to fail
would deprive British Columbians of having an Auditor
General, but for our committee, it was the first time in its
history that it was actually charged with the responsibility to
select the Auditor General. Previously it had been done by
special committees, as for the other independent officers.
We did, in the end, meet the challenge. We are
delighted that John Doyle, as I've mentioned, will be
joining us from the State of Western Australia shortly.
For those of you who haven't met him, you'll have a
chance over the next couple of days just to talk with him.
He's a man of impressive credentials.
Strangely enough, and I think it even figured as an
interview question…. Somebody was interested in his
focus on medieval history. He won't have too much to
study here in British Columbia on that matter. He'll be
busy with the accounts of the province.
Let me turn now to other activities of our Public
Accounts Committee. Actually, from the last parliament
— where we had a very unbalanced situation and a PAC
that met infrequently because we had a very diminished
opposition, and other reasons — we inherited quite a
significant backlog of reports. We've been cutting into
that as best we can. But it is quite an accumulation, and
this year we did make some progress. We reviewed six
reports of the Auditor General, in addition to the search
committee that I've already spoken of.
This is an improvement over last year's workload.
There were some interesting reports in there. The report
we've received on staging the 2010 games in British
Columbia was one of the audits that received more than
usual media attention. I think the PAC had a very good
review of that report and a look at the recommendations from the Auditor General, although I think some
of those recommendations ultimately weren't adopted
in terms of how to disclose total Olympic spending and
where it should be reported.
I suspect that in the follow-up report we will revisit
that debate again, perhaps even with an Australian perspective, having been a country that has recently staged
the Olympics. The new Auditor General may be able to
help us in that regard.
We also reviewed a report that was quite interesting
on Pharmacare, the management of the province's drug
plan. I think there were some interesting findings in
areas where there had been improvement, but also some
areas that had fallen back.
We looked at the corporate accounting system; the
practices of internal audit committees throughout the
public sector; the effectiveness of processes related
to the treaty negotiations in B.C.; the monitoring and
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reporting of government finance. And we looked at a
post-secondary expansion initiative of the government
and how that is performing to date.
In closing, I would like to say thank you to all of our
delegates here, and in particular to our international
guests who have contributed invaluably already. We have
very much enjoyed having your perspective here, with the
Canadian jurisdictions. I would like to thank everyone
who is with the World Bank delegation, the observers
from Australia and Nigeria for everything you've added to
the proceedings and everyone, indeed, who has attended
the conference. Thank you for your participation.
J. McIntyre (Chair): I guess now we're going to go
geographically. I think it's easiest. So on to Alberta.
Hugh MacDonald (Alberta): Good morning, everyone.
I am Hugh MacDonald, the MLA from Edmonton–Gold
Bar and Chair of the Alberta Public Accounts Committee.
I am pleased to be here in Victoria. I would like to first
introduce my colleague again, Mr. Denis Ducharme,
who is on our legislative offices committee; our Clerk,
Corinne Dacyshyn; and Dr. Philip Massolin, who is part
of the Alberta delegation this year.
The Standing Committee on Public Accounts in
Alberta is comprised of an Alberta Liberal opposition
Chair, of course; a government Deputy Chair, Ray Prins;
11 government members; one member from the New
Democratic Party; and three other members from the
Alberta Liberal opposition.
This year there have been several changes made to
the scope and the mandate of our committee. A House
Leaders agreement and temporary standing orders made
changes that will, in effect, be going on until the current
legislative term ends.
[0910]
The mandate of the Public Accounts Committee shall
be expanded to include reviewing and reporting on all
public accounts of Alberta, all reports of the Auditor
General and any other matter referred to it from time to
time by the legislature. This, my research indicates, has
never been done.
Our mandate extends to all public entities funded
by government, including agencies, commissions and
regional health authorities. This change is important since
the committee had previously met only with ministers of
the Crown.
The committee shall set its own agenda and may sit
whether or not the House is in session now. Previously
the committee did not have the budget to meet outside
of session.
Necessary resources will be provided for staffing to
ensure adequate support for the committee's expanded
mandate. The committee currently has an in-house
research coordinator, who is looking after some of the
research requirements.
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The committee may call and question ministers, senior
department officials or officials of agencies, boards and
commissions of government and such others as may be
necessary for the full pursuit of our duties.
All reports of the Auditor General, again, stand
permanently referred to our Public Accounts Committee.
Previously these reports were used by the committee in
its work, but they were not automatically referred.
The committee may report to the House, and the
government shall respond to any report from the Public
Accounts Committee within 150 days of the date on
which the committee reported. This is a work in progress,
as I said yesterday.
Another change to note this year has been that deputy
ministers and departmental officials are appearing
in the absence of the minister. Ministers have always
attended the Public Accounts meetings in the past, and
sometimes they were quite effective in eating up the
clock. The more they spoke, the less time there was for
members to answer questions.
The Auditor General and his staff attend and participate
in all committee meetings. We appreciate the Auditor
General's advice as we work through our procedural
changes, but the Auditor General's role in Alberta…. Our
standing orders are silent on that, but we do appreciate his
attendance, his diligence and his advice.
During the spring 2007 sitting of the Alberta legislature,
the Public Accounts Committee held an organizational
meeting and ten meetings on the 2005-2006 public
accounts and the 2005-2006 Auditor General's report.
The 2006-0007 annual report of the government of
Alberta, containing consolidated financial statements
of the province and a comparison of the actual versus
desired performance results set out in the government's
business plan, was released in June. This business plan
and this annual report are totally different than what we
did 20 years ago whenever public accounts were issued.
The details on public expenditure were a lot more comprehensive 20 years ago than what we get now with our
thin little government of Alberta annual report.
The committee has out-of-session meetings. We have
four scheduled in September and an additional four in
October. This is historic for the province of Alberta. We are
going to meet with the University of Calgary, University
of Alberta, Mount Royal College and Grant MacEwan.
Then we're going to meet later with four of the health
authorities: east central health region; Fort McMurray,
which is experiencing dramatic growth; also the capital
health authority from the Edmonton metro region; and
the Calgary health authority. That should be interesting.
I would like to thank you for this opportunity to
share the changes happening in Alberta and appreciate
hearing about the operations of other Public Accounts
Committees. On behalf of the delegation from the
Alberta legislature, I would like to thank you for your
gracious hospitality in Victoria — we appreciate it.
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J. McIntyre (Chair): Thank you very much, and now
on to the Yukon.
Arthur Mitchell (Yukon): Good morning. I'm Arthur
Mitchell, Chair of the Standing Committee on Public
Accounts of the Yukon Legislative Assembly. The other
Yukon delegates who have been attending this conference are John Edzerza, Marian Horne and, of course, Dr.
Floyd McCormick, our Clerk of the Assembly.
[0915]
I'd just like to start by thanking Rob Fleming, the B.C.
Chair, Craig James, your very able Clerk, and indeed
everyone for the job you've done hosting this conference. It's the first one I've attended. I've enjoyed it very
much, and it's been very interesting. I think I would also
like to thank the informal Clerks' committee on music
for the evening entertainment, but I'll also thank them
for the voice I have today.
Yukon's PAC is comprised of seven members out of the
18 in the assembly. The committee is therefore relatively
large compared to the size of the assembly. Four of the
committee's members are from the government caucus,
and three of them — including Ms. Horne — are cabinet
ministers. We spoke about that yesterday. It's an interesting dynamic, but so far it seems to be working.
Yukon did not attend last year's conference, as we
were beginning a general election campaign at the time.
The general election took place October 10, 2006, and
the House reconvened on November 23, 2006. The
House appointed the Public Accounts Committee on
November 30, and the committee elected me as its Chair
at its first meeting on December 14, 2006.
It's a little unusual in the Yukon in that our tradition
is that the Leader of the Official Opposition will chair
Public Accounts Committee. Again, a little different
from most jurisdictions, based on our small numbers.
Our PAC undertook its first public hearing on
February 8, 2007, in response to a report from the
Auditor General of Canada — who is Yukon's auditor —
on the Department of Highways and Public Works. The
report discussed specifically the department's capital,
transportation and property management programs.
The Auditor General did find serious deficiencies in the
way these programs are being conducted. The Auditor
General had conducted the investigation, and the report
contained management responses, as well, to the Auditor
General's observations and recommendations.
In that context, the Public Accounts Committee
focused its hearing on having departmental officials
explain how they propose to address the issues raised by
the Auditor General's report and provide a time line for
implementing responses. We don't have cabinet ministers
attend; we have the senior departmental officials attend.
Considering the number of cabinet ministers on our
Public Accounts Committee, I don't think it would work
too well to be questioning members of cabinet.
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The Public Accounts Committee report contained
basically only one recommendation: that the department
report more regularly and more thoroughly on the issues
raised in the Auditor General's report. The department
has committed to doing so. The department's report will
be tabled in the Legislative Assembly on the first sitting
day in 2008, and we certainly look forward to that.
In addition, as I mentioned yesterday, we've put the
department on notice that we may in fact recall them for an
additional hearing in the future to report directly to us and
answer questions on just how well they are implementing
the changes that they have committed to make.
The Auditor General is currently preparing a report on
the government of Yukon's involvement in the Canada
Winter Games, which were held in March 2007. I don't
know if any of you were able to attend. They were very
successful and wonderful games. However, a great deal
of government funds were expended, and we're quite
eager and looking forward to see how well they were
spent. We expect that that report will be forthcoming
in late January or early February of next year, and we'll
hold hearings at that time.
Finally, I would just like to tell those of you who don't
already know that the Yukon will be hosting next year's
combined CCOLA and CCPAC conferences. The conference will be held in Whitehorse from September 7
through 9. B.C. has set the bar very high, but we'll try our
best to show you a good time in the Yukon.
There are kits on the table outside of the chamber. There
are a number of them in French, so make sure you get the
version that you will find most helpful. I do encourage
you to come early, stay late and take the opportunity to
see a little bit of the Yukon. It's a vast territory, and you
can't see it all from Whitehorse, as is constantly pointed
out to me by my rural MLAs.
[0920]
With that, I thank you all. It's been very enjoyable being
here, and I look forward to seeing you in the Yukon.
J. McIntyre (Chair): Thank you very much. I hope we'll
all be there in the Yukon. On to Saskatchewan, please.
Elwin Hermanson (Saskatchewan): Bonjour, mes amis.
Good morning, everyone. It's a privilege and a pleasure for
the Saskatchewan delegation to attend the CCPAC conference again.
I am joined by one of my colleagues on the Public
Accounts Committee, and that's Andy Iwanchuk, sitting
two seats to my right. Also, I am joined by the Hon. Ron
Harper, recently named minister to the cabinet in the
government of Saskatchewan, a veteran of committee
work, and he's sitting immediately behind me, trying to
keep a fairly low profile, since he's a minister.
Sitting immediately to my right is Dustin Duncan,
who sits on the Crown Corporation and Central
Agencies Committee, which is a hybrid committee that
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does oversight work and works with the auditor as well
as the Public Accounts Committee, although it is also a
policy committee and deals with bills that pertain to that
area. It's a bit of a unique creature he sits on.
I'm also joined by Margaret Woods, Clerk Assistant
of the assembly, sitting just behind me and to my right.
She very ably serves the Public Accounts Committee in
Saskatchewan. We're glad to be here with you.
Since our last meeting in Prince Edward Island we
have held 19 meetings. Our committee is determined
to stay current, and it's a tribute to all members of the
committee, who work diligently to stay abreast of particularly the Auditor's reports. The committee has reviewed
42 chapters addressing several departments, boards and
agencies. Our committee also reviews and approves the
business and financial plan, including the estimates of the
Provincial Auditor. That's one of the functions that our
committee undertakes, which I think also strengthens
our relationship with the Provincial Auditor.
We tabled our second report of the 25th legislature on
May 15, 2007, and the report was adopted by the legislature. It covered the period from December 1, 2005, until
May 15, 2007.
In total the committee considered 99 recommendations proposed by the Provincial Auditor, and of these the
committee concurred with all but one recommendation.
We have a record of over 95-percent concurrence. Most
of our votes are unanimous. That, again, speaks well to
the tenor and nature and personality of our committee. It
is anticipated that the government response to the report
will be forthcoming this fall because they are required to
respond within 90 days.
Another project that we have just undertaken and
completed is updating our procedures manual, and I
have the stocking-stuffer version with me. We don't plan
to distribute this at the conference, but it will be on line
this fall.
If you'd like to see our procedures manual, just go
to the Leg. Assembly website and have a look at it. It
will show you the changes that have been made in our
procedures over about the last 15 years, from when the
last manual was published. It reflects that we now have
more responsibilities, including reviewing the Auditor's
estimates and business plan — we also appoint an audit
committee primarily from the private sector and the
academic sector — and just generally reflects more
independence in our committee.
We had one major bump on the road, and it has still
not been entirely resolved. It all relates to who can be
witnesses and who should be witnesses and what the
precedents are. On March 9, 2006, the Public Accounts
Committee requested the Provincial Auditor investigate
the services, administration and operation of the Oyate
Safe House. It's a safe house for children in troubled
situations, and there was alleged wrongdoing by staff
and lack of training.
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There has been, I would say, more trouble in the social
services area than probably most departments we review.
It seems to be more chronic in that area. Most departments run rather smoothly, but this one seems to have
hit some rough spots. The Provincial Auditor accepted
our request to investigate the Oyate Safe House and
tabled an interim report.
Our committee considered the report over three
meetings, on October 5, November 7 and 29, but we did
not reach a decision on the 20 recommendations that
the auditor made. The stumbling block was, in fact, that
the opposition members of the committee proposed
three motions — one that the auditor also investigate
other similar safe houses. That motion was tabled partly
because the auditor wasn't sure that his office had the
resources and wanted some time to look at that before
he would make that type of commitment.
[0925]
The second motion was that the minister appear
before our committee because the deputy minister was
new, and it was quite clear that the deputy minister did
not have a clear grip on what had happened. The government members refused to let the minister appear, saying
that the precedent was that ministers would not appear
before the Public Accounts Committee, although the
opposition argued that this was a case where it would
be appropriate.
The third motion was that the former deputy minister
appear before the committee. This motion was agreed to
unanimously by all members of the committee. However,
when the former deputy minister subsequently appeared,
a new motion was proposed from the government side
rescinding that motion — in fact, saying that the current
deputy minister should be the sole spokesperson for the
department at the committee hearing and that the new
deputy minister could consult with the former deputy
minister, if he chose to do so.
Needless to say, there was some hostility and some
harsh words said. The opposition left the meeting, and
we ended up adjourning the meeting. We've still not
resolved that issue.
Other than that, we've had fairly smooth sailing in
Saskatchewan and have been particularly successful.
I would like to thank this body for helping me as the
Chair of the Public Accounts Committee. I am anticipating
that this will be my last report, as we expect there will be an
election in Saskatchewan this fall. Not only do I expect the
government to change, but I'm also not seeking re-election,
so I know that after the election, whenever it occurs, I will
no longer be the Chair of the Public Accounts Committee.
It's been a distinct pleasure to work with all of you.
I've made many friends from every part of the country
through this involvement. I have learned a lot and
appreciate more the work of government oversight that
this function enables us to perform. I will miss not being
with you in Whitehorse next year.
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J. McIntyre (Chair): Thank you very much for your
contribution to this group, to your PAC and to your government in Saskatchewan.
If we can go on to Manitoba, please.
Len Derkach (Manitoba): Good morning, ladies and
gentlemen. First of all, on behalf of the Manitoba delegation I'd like to thank British Columbia and your Public
Accounts Committee and you, Madam Chair, for being
gracious hosts of this conference. It's been a wonderful
experience for me as the new Chair of Public Accounts
in Manitoba. Yesterday's session certainly opened my
eyes in terms of where we could be and should be going
— I also want to thank the international guests for their
contributions yesterday; they were invaluable — in the
process of evolution in Manitoba, in the whole PAC
committee process.
I represent a constituency on the west side of Manitoba,
the constituency of Russell. Along with me is the ViceChair, Mr. Jim Maloway, who is the MLA for Elmwood
in Winnipeg, a north Winnipeg riding. Mr. Maloway is a
veteran of this committee. He's been on the committee for
about 20 years and has been Vice-Chair for the last eight
or nine years.
Along with us is Mr. Rick Yarish. I don't think he
needs any introduction to many of you. He's not only an
entertainer, but more importantly, he's Clerk Assistant
of the Legislative Assembly of Manitoba and Clerk of
our Public Accounts Committee.
The Manitoba Public Accounts Committee held
five meetings from December 2006 to August 2007.
The questioning focused mainly on a pair of topics:
first, the Auditor General's report on the Crocus
Investment Fund — which I understand many of you
are familiar with in terms of at least knowing what
the issue was about, from my discussions with many
of you. The PAC investigated the failure of Crocus,
which was a labour-sponsored investment fund, and
the Auditor General's report on the environmental
audits, which reviewed the province's management of
contaminated sites as well as the protection of wellwater quality in Manitoba.
At our February meeting the committee used a
relatively new provision in our rules to pass a motion
requesting that the Auditor General consider an examination and audit into the government's recent provincial
rebranding campaign known as Spirited Energy.
[0930]
Auditor General Carol Bellringer noted at the meeting that this was the first such request to come from
the Public Accounts Committee to her office. She
encouraged MLAs to consider exercising this option
as often as possible.
Our committee also met last Wednesday, August 15,
to consider several other outstanding Auditor General
reports on a range of topics, including a review of the
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family services and housing financial accountability
framework, a follow-up report on previously issued recommendations on business planning and performance
measurement and an examination of regional health
authority governance.
As you may recall from our reports at previous conferences, our committee has been going through a process
of reform for a number of years. Through the ongoing
discussion at our meetings we are continuing to refine
a relatively new process for calling witnesses before the
committee. This has just happened within the last year.
We had never been able to call witnesses, and usually
ministers responded to the questions — namely, the
Minister of Finance. That is changing in Manitoba, but
changing slowly. We now have an agreement between the
parties that witnesses can be called, but the limitation on
witnesses is the deputy ministers and no one else.
Other procedural issues, such as the frequency of
committee meetings, also continue to be a topic of
discussion both in the committee and in the House.
Further to that point, last session the government
introduced The Public Accounts Committee Meeting
Dates Act (Legislative Assembly Act Amended). The
bill would set a minimum of six guaranteed meeting
dates for the Standing Committee on Public Accounts.
After our general election held in May of this year, this
bill is currently on notice to be reintroduced in the first
session of the new legislature, which is to resume on
September 25.
To that I might add that in discussions with the
Government House Leader — just to show you how
fluid and evolving the process is — there has been a
rethinking in terms of whether, in fact, six meetings
as a minimum should be in the act or perhaps should
be in the rules of the House, where changes could be
made more easily. If more meetings are required — if
there is a requirement for one meeting a month, as
many of you have — that may indeed be accomplished
much more easily than trying to amend the act.
Our House will resume on September 25. Before
that time there is going to be some meeting of minds,
if you like, in terms of what the best approach is to try
to get some regularity to the meetings in PAC and also
to try to refine the processes that we have.
At the present time we have some 21 outstanding
reports that date back as far as 2001. That just shows
you how far behind we are in terms of not only catch-up
but in terms of refining our process. In discussions
with the Vice-Chair and the government as well as the
opposition there is, I think, a desire on the part of both
parties to try and become more effective.
What I heard yesterday leads us to believe that we
can accomplish some of the goals that have been set
out for other PACs, and hopefully in the report next
year we will be able to report some progress on the
process that we are undergoing in Manitoba.
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With that, Madam Chair, I want to thank you once
again for hosting this conference. I also want to thank
all the delegates for their contributions, because
Manitoba is certainly learning from this conference.
J. McIntyre (Chair): I'd now like to add that we
have a written report from Ontario submitted by Norm
Sterling, who is an MPP and Chair of their Public
Accounts Committee. Unfortunately, they were unable
to attend and make their report here. However, I just
wanted to make sure that you all know that their report
will be incorporated into the transcript of our proceedings here during the conference.
With that, I think we're planning to break at about
9:45 for our official photograph and also for our regular
nutrition break. Why don't we go to one more report,
to Nunavut, and then we'll break at that. Then we'll
come back to this side after our break.
[0935]
Hunter Tootoo (Nunavut): My name is Hunter
Tootoo. I'm a Member of the Legislative Assembly
of Nunavut for the constituency of Iqaluit Centre.
I'm also the Co-Chair of the Legislative Assembly
Standing Committee on Government Operations and
Accountability.
Here with me again this year is Mr. Keith Peterson.
He's the MLA for Cambridge Bay. He's also the Co-Chair
of our standing committee. As well, our esteemed Clerk,
Mr. John Quirke, is sitting back here. It's nice that he
comes to these things once in a while.
All of us, I'm sure, would like to express our appreciation and gratitude to the host jurisdiction of B.C., to
Rob and to everyone else who put in a lot of hours and
work, I'm sure, to organize an event like this. I know
it's not something that's done easily, and I'm sure that
they're looking forward to a couple of days off when
we're all gone to catch up, probably, on some sleep that
they've been missing out on. There's been great, warm
hospitality and the usual wet weather out in B.C.
Nunavut, along with the Northwest Territories, is
one of the two jurisdictions in Canada that operate
on a non-partisan, consensus style of government.
There are no ministers on our standing committee.
We're regular members. There are only five of us on
the committee. Along with some of the other responsibilities, our Standing Committee on Government
Operations and Accountability reviews the annual
public accounts of Nunavut and the reports of the
Auditor General.
In June of this year the Auditor General's report on
the financial assistance for Nunavut students program
was tabled in the Legislative Assembly. This was the
first stand-alone report to our Legislative Assembly
that provides a focused performance audit on a specific
government of Nunavut program.
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The committee was pleased to have the opportunity
to scrutinize in detail the Auditor General's findings
and recommendations concerning this important program, which provides financial assistance to Nunavut
youth to pursue post-secondary studies.
In June the standing committee had the pleasure again
of welcoming the Auditor General of Canada, Sheila Fraser,
and her senior officials to Iqaluit. The standing committee
held public hearings on the contents of the Auditor General's
report, during which the committee took the opportunity
to hold senior government officials to account.
I want to mention, too, that our witnesses that we bring
forward and call are strictly senior government officials.
The only thing the ministers…. I'm sure they were probably
watching it very closely on TV as the proceedings went on.
Later this year we anticipate reviewing the Auditor
General's report on her performance audit of the Nunavut
Business Credit Corp. That's a territorial Crown corporation which provides loans to small businesses. We also
anticipate reviewing her annual report on the government's
financial statements and on other matters.
We also look forward to a forthcoming report on
her audit of the financial management practices of
the Department of Health and Social Services, which
the Legislative Assembly requested by way of a formal
motion earlier this year. Every year this department
has displayed a pattern of overspending of its approved
budget. Even after significant boosts in their base, they
still seem to have that problem. It's also noteworthy that
the motion calling for the audit was passed without any
opposition in the House, and even the House Leaders
spoke in favour of the motion as well.
Last year's report of the Auditor General to the
Legislative Assembly highlighted a number of areas of
concern for MLAs, including the government's late production and tabling of its annual public accounts, gaps
in its accounting systems and problems associated with
its decentralized operating structure.
The standing committee presented its own report and
recommendations to the Legislative Assembly. The government's response to our report was subsequently tabled in
the fall sitting of the House. These documents are posted
on the assembly's website immediately after they're tabled.
[0940]
In its past response to the committee's reports the
government made a number of commitments — like they
always make commitments. I think this is something
that was talked about yesterday, the follow-up. We always
have been very diligent in monitoring the government's
progress, and we always have a section in the meeting
where we go back and question them on some of the commitments and things that they said they were going to do
at the last hearings.
We've seen progress in a number of areas, including
greater transparency in the government's public reporting of its grants, contributions, expenditures, leasing
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activities and contracting practices. I'll table those
reports on a regular basis in the House.
In closing, I'd again like to thank our host and to
express our appreciation to all the participants for sharing their experience and insights. I look forward to
hearing everyone else's report.
J. McIntyre (Chair): As we're so close to 9:45, why
don't we take that break. Then we can start with our
Maritime delegations after the break.
I'm going to ask Craig to give you directions to where
we're going for this official photo, and then we will be
in the Ned DeBeck Lounge again, where we were yesterday, for what we call our "nutrition break." That was
a good one.
Craig James (British Columbia): We're going
to have a photograph taken on the back steps of the
Legislative Library. Once that's done, we'll come back
in, up to the Ned DeBeck Lounge for a bit of a break
and carry on with the business sessions for the balance
of the morning.
The conference recessed from 9:42 a.m. to 10:22 a.m.
J. McIntyre (Chair): If I could call our meeting back
to order, please. Everybody had a good break? Coming
back refreshed?
We'll be continuing with our jurisdictional reports.
Over to this side of the House, we'll start with the
Maritime contingent. I'd like to call on New Brunswick
to provide their report, please.
John Betts (New Brunswick): My name is John Betts.
I want to thank the B.C. delegation for being such wonderful hosts and helping with our guests and arranging
for the sun to shine this afternoon. I want to thank Craig
James for being the world's fastest photo shooter. It was
a challenge just to find our way to the back steps, though
I am proud to say I did make it to the men's washroom
and back all by myself.
With me is Brian Kenny, right behind me, who provided entertainment nightly at the hospitality suite until
the wee hours of the morning — a fine musician. Brian
is the member for the riding of Bathurst and Deputy
Speaker of the House.
We're also very fortunate to have Don Forestell with
us, Deputy Clerk of the House and Clerk of the Public
Accounts Committee. I invited him to sit up front with
me. It would have been the first time he was upfront
with me. Just kidding.
I enjoyed being with some of you last July — Ron
Harper and others — when I was invited to speak at the
CPA in Québec. It was just two days after we'd had our
annual Liberal/Conservative fundraising softball game.
After the game I turned to my wife and said: "This is
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great. No one got hurt." Later that night I couldn't move
my arm. I'd torn my rotator cuff.
[1025]
When I got to Hull, Québec, they put me on Dilaudid
and shot me up with all kinds of drugs at the out-patients. The conference was at the Casino Hotel. My topic
was politics and the family. So when I got up to speak, I
said: "Little did I know when I was here that I would be
in a casino and on drugs, but my topic is politics and the
family." So that was interesting. I don't remember what I
said, but people laughed a lot.
You may recall that we had no members present last
year at the conference. We had an annual job review,
so many of us had the annual weight reduction workout called "door-to-door campaign." The House had
dissolved, and the provincial election was called for
September 18.
Back in '99 we had quite a large majority under
Bernard Lord. I was caucus Chair at that time. In 2003
we had a majority of only one, and I was Deputy Speaker
for a short term.
Then last September our political staff and strategists
said we'd win the most votes. What they didn't tell us
was that they wouldn't be translated into the most seats.
So we're now in opposition, and I'm very pleased to be
Chair of the Public Accounts Committee.
Things have been going very smoothly under my
chairmanship due to the fact that we haven't met yet.
Current standings in the House are 32 Liberals, 23
Conservatives, although after the election it was 29
Liberals and 26 Conservatives. Under the new government of Premier Shawn Graham we've had one
by-election, and two Conservative members crossed the
floor. So we're down.
We do have a Crown Corporations Committee that
meets with all the corporations and hospital boards.
The first session this year of the 56th legislature opened
in February, so we had no meetings throughout the fall
term because the legislature didn't meet to appoint the
committees. We met starting on Tuesday, February 6,
and it proved to be the longest session on record. We
met for 79 sitting days. The former record was 78, back
in '75.
That's 476 hours, which reminds me of the two elders sitting in church for such a long time, saying: "I've been sitting
here so long that my legs are asleep." The other said: "I've
been sitting here so long that my butt's asleep." The other
said: "Yes, I heard it snoring awhile ago." The last session to
approach this number was, like I said, in '75.
Traditionally, the Public Accounts Committee in New
Brunswick meets during periods when the legislature
is not sitting. Deputy heads of each department come
before us. We don't have the ministers come, although in
this case there are five party members — five Liberals.
The NDP did not gain a seat in the last election. We
had a very strong member before in Elizabeth Weir.
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Our standing is now just Liberals and Conservatives.
The makeup of our committee is five government
members and four opposition. Three members on the
Conservative side were all former cabinet ministers, so
it should be an interesting session once we start.
The committee would generally meet in the spring,
but as I mentioned, the committee has not met since
2006. We'll be meeting mid-September to discuss the
2005-2006 year and probably in January or February for
this last year.
That's basically it from New Brunswick. Thank you
very much again for hosting us. We've enjoyed ourselves
immensely.
J. McIntyre (Chair): Thank you very much. It was great.
On to Nova Scotia.
Maureen MacDonald (Nova Scotia): Good morning.
I'm Maureen MacDonald. I'm the Chair of the Public
Accounts Committee in Nova Scotia and the member
for the north end of Halifax.
With me are two other delegates from Nova Scotia.
I'd like to introduce Mr. Chuck Porter, who is the ViceChair, the member from Hants West and a member of
the government caucus; and also Rhonda Neatt, who is
our acting Clerk.
[1030]
At this time I want to make note on the record that
Mora Stevens, who many of you may have known and
who was the Clerk for many years — in fact, I think close
to 18 years — in our Nova Scotia House of Assembly,
left us in the spring. We're very grateful to have had
Rhonda step in and do a very capable job. She comes
from Hansard, but it has been a great loss to lose Mora,
who had way more experience than any of the elected
members on the committee.
Our committee consists of nine members. We have
three members from each of the party caucuses in our
House of Assembly. We have a House of Assembly of 52
members. Currently, the makeup of our legislature is 23
members of the government caucus, 20 members from
the NDP caucus, the official opposition, and nine members from the third party, the Liberal Party. Of the 23
government members, the Premier, members of executive council and the Speaker take 19 members out of the
government caucus. This presents a challenge in terms
of the amount of work, particularly for the third party
and for the government caucus. In addition to the Public
Accounts Committee, we have five or six other standing
committees of the legislature. So you can imagine the
burden that does place on some members with that kind
of composition.
In spite of those constraints, the Public Accounts
Committee in Nova Scotia has been very active. Between
November 1 and June 1 the Public Accounts Committee
in our province met 16 times. The kinds of witnesses
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we've had in front of us have reflected a balance
between chapters in the Auditor General's report and
witnesses that have been brought through the agreement between parties.
We have a steering subcommittee that consists of three
members from our committee. We meet early in the fall.
Each party caucus brings forward a list of potential witnesses. We select the witnesses on a rotation from each
of the lists. Where there is agreement among lists, those
are assigned a higher priority, and the Clerk goes about
the business of scheduling the witnesses.
We have had in the past year some very interesting
situations. Given that we are in a minority government,
it does give the opposition members an opportunity to
bring forward a lot of matters. I think two matters of
greatest controversy and interest have been with respect
to the Atlantic accord.
In Nova Scotia we have had the Department of Finance
Deputy Minister and officials in front of us to discuss
the implications of the breach of the Atlantic accord. We
have sought and have considered a legal opinion from
legislative counsel with respect to the powers of our
legislature to call in front of us the federal Member of
Parliament who is the federal political minister for the
province of Nova Scotia, Mr. Peter MacKay, to discuss
the implications of the federal budget and the impact
that it will have on Nova Scotia.
We have also had in front of us witnesses from a variety
of Crown corporations, such as the Nova Scotia Gaming
Corp. and the Nova Scotia Liquor Corp. In addition,
we've had many government departments, as a result of
the Auditor General's report identifying risk and weak
financial controls in the Department of Community
Services, for example, and the Atlantic Provinces Special
Education Authority, APSEA.
We have spent three of our hearings this winter
with folks from the Department of Health Promotion
and Protection regarding the failed Commonwealth
Games bid.
[1035]
One of the things about our committee generally
— we feel, I think — is that we are able to react relatively
quickly to emerging issues that are of considerable interest to the public, where answers are required, and we are
able to schedule hearings, to secure information and to
bring forward witnesses.
We have used the power of warrants in the past, and
that has created a situation where government officials
are very aware that the committee is quite prepared to
do this. We had a situation where the former chief of
staff for the Premier was fired and appointed to head
up Conserve Nova Scotia, an agency of government that
had yet to have any funds appropriated for this entity.
We brought the head of Conserve Nova Scotia in
front of our committee. In hearings, she was unwilling to answer certain questions that were put to her.
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Our committee passed a resolution requiring that she
return in front of us again, that those questions be put
to her, that if she failed to answer them we would report
back to our House of Assembly that she had failed, and
that we would ask our House to hold her in contempt
of the House.
Fortunately, she did return in front of the committee,
she did respond to the questions that were put in front
of her, and the motion that would have found her in
contempt was withdrawn by unanimous consent. So we
have particular powers, we're not afraid to use them, and
it has resulted in a fuller public debate around certain
government decisions in the province of Nova Scotia.
We have met with our Auditor General. He's relatively
new; he has reorganized the office; he has a strategic
plan. We had an opportunity to comment on that and to
make some suggestions, which he certainly took under
advisement. It has been a constructive working relationship with our new Auditor General, and we're looking
forward to continuing that. That concludes my report.
Jim Bagnall (Prince Edward Island): Madam Chair,
my name is Jim Bagnall, and I'm a delegate of the opposition caucus of Prince Edward Island. Previously I served
as Vice-Chair of the Standing Committee on Public
Accounts from May of 2000 to March of 2006. Attending
today with me is Buck Watts, who is representing the
government members caucus of Prince Edward Island.
As you know, on May 28 of this year we went through
a provincial election. Going into the election, the
Progressive Conservative party had 23 seats, and the
opposition Liberals had four. After the election, the
Liberals got a narrow majority. They ended up with 23
seats, and we had four. So it was a complete turnaround.
I guess I would go on record as saying that Mr. Ron
MacKinley, whom many of you have met in previous
conferences, was Chair of the committee for the past
seven years and has been a member of the committee
since 1987. He is now the Minister of Transportation
and Public Works. As set out by our rules, he is unable
to serve on the Standing Committee on Public Accounts
while he is a member in cabinet. So I bring greetings
to everyone on behalf of Ron MacKinley. Everyone
who's attended before would know Ron, so I say hello to
everybody for him.
[1040]
At the present time the Standing Committee on Public
Accounts has not been constituted. That's because we
were into the House one day to elect a new Speaker, and
that's why we haven't got to putting committees together.
The fourth session of the 62nd General Assembly was
dissolved on April 30, of course, because of the election.
The first session of the 63rd General Assembly opened
on July 6. As I said before, it adjourned to the call of the
Speaker on the same day. The committees will be struck
when the sessions resume.
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The jurisdictional report will cover the past, from
September 2006 to August 2007, of committee activity.
The committee hosted a very successful annual conference of the Canadian Council of Public Accounts
Committees held jointly with the Canadian Council of
Legislative Auditors from September 10 to 12, 2006, in
Charlottetown. The committee was very pleased to welcome approximately 150 legislators, Auditors General,
senior staff and committee Clerks representing all 14
jurisdictions in Canada.
The committee met four times in total over the past
year. In February the committee commenced its review
of the annual report of the Auditor General. The committee also agreed, by motion, to request the Auditor
General of the province to carry out an audit of the
small claims courts process.
In March the committee invited the Provincial Treasurer
to appear before it to provide an overview of the property
tax assessment process. The committee also reviewed the
public accounts of the province and was assisted in this
by the Provincial Treasurer and the director of financial
management of the Provincial Treasury.
The committee submitted two reports to the legislative
Assembly during the same period, outlining the activities and placing its responsibilities before the Members
of the Legislative Assembly. All reports were adopted
by the assembly, and we look forward to resuming the
work of the committee when the legislature is recalled
by the Speaker.
Before I close off, I just want to thank B.C., Rob
Fleming, Errol Price — the whole committee — for
organizing the fantastic few days that you've supplied us
here. The entertainment has been good, the venues have
been great, and the sessions have been really good. On
behalf of Prince Edward Island I want to say thank you
very much for your great hospitality.
With me today I have a new member of the legislature,
Buck Watts. He's going to be the Vice-Chair of the Public
Accounts Committee, I hope for a number of years. I'd
like Buck to just introduce himself to you, if that's okay.
J. McIntyre (Chair): Please go ahead.
Buck Watts (Prince Edward Island): Good morning, Madam Chair. Good morning, folks. It is indeed
a great honour and a pleasure to be here. Certainly it's
going to be a learning curve for me, being as I am the
new kid on the block. I know a lot of people might
say, "Well, you don't look too new," but I'm new to the
block, anyway.
It's going to be a learning curve. There's so much truth
to the old adage: "Live and learn." As long as we live,
every day we're going to learn something new. That's
certainly an asset to everybody who has the capability
to open their eyes in the morning and be on the right
side of the grass.
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I would certainly like to thank Rob Fleming and your
people from British Columbia. You have done a fantastic
job. Yukon is going to have their work cut out for them
to match what you people have done, but I'm sure they
will. I'm looking forward already — this meeting's not
over yet — to travelling to the Yukon and also looking
forward to our own meetings on Prince Edward Island.
I'm sure they will be very interesting with Jim, here,
at the helm. He has assured me…. He said: "Buck, I'll
promise you that as long as you don't stray too far from
the path, I'll make sure that I guide you well."
Also the international representatives — very pleased
to meet those people. I know that many of you have
vacated the room right now, but anyway, I have had a
chance to speak with a lot of the people and I find it very
interesting that those people were in attendance. With
that, I'll shut up.
[1045]
J. McIntyre (Chair): Maintenant, Québec.
Gilles Taillon (Québec): Merci beaucoup, Madame.
Thank you, Madam Chair.
Good morning, everyone. We will now move to French.
C'est avec beaucoup de plaisir que la délégation du
Québec participe à cette 28ième conférence annuelle du
Conseil canadien des comités des comptes publics. Nous
sommes la délégation qu'en voici de trois nouveaux
députés. Donc, nous sommes trois nouveaux, trois petits
nouveaux, résultat de la nouvelle donne politique au
Québec. Trois partis politiques à quasi-égalité avec un
gouvernement minoritaire.
Permettez-moi de vous présenter les gens qui m'accompagnent, les membres de cette délégation. À ma gauche,
Guy Ouellette qui est député de la région de Laval, donc
tout près de Montréal, qui est membre de la commission
de l'administration publique et qui représente le parti
gouvernemental. Notre jeune collègue Pascal Bérubé
est absent ce matin, mais vous l'avez entendu hier posé
quelques questions. C'est le député de la région de Matane
— une région dans l'est du Québec, le bas du fleuve — qui
est aussi membre de la commission, donc, et qui représente le deuxième groupe de position.
Nous sommes aussi accompagné de la plus experimentée,
celle qui nous tient vraiment catholique dans notre travail,
Nancy Ford, la greffière de la commission, que vous connaissez, qui est ici depuis plusieurs années. Et moi, je suis Gilles
Taillon. Je suis député de l'ADQ, l'Action démocratique du
Québec, un parti de loin qui a fait surface. Je suis député
dans la région de Québec, dans la ville de Québec.
Le règlement de l'Assemblée nationale au Québec
confie trois résponsibilités principales à la Commision de
l'administration publique, qui — je vous le rappelle — est
l'équivalent de votre commision des comptes publics.
En premier lieu, d'abord nous devons revoir l'ensemble des engagements finaciers de 25 000 $ et plus de
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chaque ministère et organisme dont les crédits sont votés
par l'Assemblée nationale. Je pense que c'est un pouvoir
qui est un peu unique au Canada. C'est en exercice depuis
1969 au Québec.
L'objet de ce mandat est d'assurer une surveillance parlementaire continue de l'utilisation des crédits budgétaires
aux ministères et organismes, en particulier au regard des
aspects des règles et des normes gouvernementales qui
encadrent le toit des contrats et des subventions.
C'est une tâche considérable, un pouvoir important,
mais qui donne un rôle capital à notre commission. Nous
scrutons 20 000 engagements par année. Cela exige, donc,
de faire des choix, de fixer des priorités et de faire une
bonne planification de nos travaux. Évidemment, ça nous
prend une marge de manœuvre suffisante, des personnels.
Je pense qu'on peut dire qu'on est bien équipé au Québec.
En règle générale, nous vérifions les engagements financiers des ministères et organismes sur une base mensuelle.
La tenue de l'éléction générale a un peu tardé, un peu à
faire en sorte qu'on a pris du rétard, mais on a commencé
déjà à rattraper ce rétard-là en faisant les examens. Donc,
premier mandat, première responsabilité : la vérification
des engagements financiers.
Ensuite, en deuxième lieu, aussi nous travaillons
à questionner le vérificateur général sur son rapport
annuel de gestion et sur tout autre mandat qui lui est
confié par l'Asssmblée nationale. La commission de
l'administration publique prend toujours très au sérieux
cette tâche. C'est un exercice d'autant plus important
qu'il envoie un signal à l'ensemble de l'administration
gouvernementale. Le vérificateur prêche aux ministères
et aux organismes la reddition des comptes selon le nom
de qualité, et son rapport annuel correspond en général
à ses propres critères.
Nous nous apprêtons au Québec à nous livrer à cette
exercice dans les prochaines semaines en même temps
que nous allons examiner les engagements financiers du
vérificateur général pour l'année 2006-2007.
La Commission de l'administration publique au Québec
a aussi un troisième mandat qui est d'entrendre des
administrateurs publics sur leurs gestions. La commission
réalise ce mandat en invitant les sous-minstres et les dirigeants de l'organisme à venir exposer publiquement leurs
réactions à la suite de la publication du rapport du vérificateur général, découlant de ce travaux de vérification.
Au cours de ces séances les membres de la commission
fonctionnent dans un climat de travail constuctif — une
excellente collaboration avec l'équipe du vérificateur général, qui était à mes cotés hier, qui était à ma gauche, Renaud
Lachance. Et on le fait dans un contexte non-partisan.
Je pense que ce qu'on nous a présenté comme résultat,
ce que Nancy nous a dit comme briefing en arrivant, c'est
qu'il y avait un travail dans cette commission-là qui n'était
pas partisan. J'espère, et ce serait un défi, que la situation
donc de gouvernement dans un situation minoritaire ne
créera pas une détoriation dans notre travail au niveau
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de la commission de l'administration publique et qu'on
restera non-partisan.
[1050]
Deux fois par années nous déposons un rapport à
l'Assemblée nationale concernant nos propres conclusions
et recommandations. Un débat restreint de deux heures en
chambre suit le dépôt de ce rapport et permet de renforcer
l'obligation de resultat recherché par la commission.
On exerce aussi un suivi de ce rapport en exigeant
des réponses des organismes visés par ces enquêtes, en
convoquant à nouveau, s'il le faut, un sous-ministre ou
un dirigeant d'organisme après quelques temps pour
examiner si les correctifs ont été apportés aux problèmes
soulevés. Si aucun correctif n'a été apporté, il n'est pas
exclu de convoquer à nouveau l'organisme délinquant
afin qu'il explique les raisons de son inaction. Donc, nous
exerçons aussi un suivi à notre travail d'enquête.
Au cours des derniers mois la commission a aussi procédé à l'examen, avant que nous arrivions en séance de
travail, de plusieurs rapports de gestions de ministères et
organismes gouvernementaux qui ne devaient pas fait
l'objet d'audition. Cet exercice découle une obligation statutaire provenant de la loi sur l'administration publique,
qui était adoptée en juin 2000 dans le but de renforcer la
reddition des comptes.
En effet cette loi oblige formellement les ministères, organismes et agences à produire une déclaration sur leurs objectifs
quant à la qualité de service offert. Ils obligent à présenter
un plan stratgique orienté sur une période de trois ans et un
rapport annuel de gestion faisant un état de résultats atteints.
Par la suite, les ministères et organismes visés dovient comparaître devant la commission parlementaire afin de rendre
compte de leur gestion administrative.
Voilà qui complète le tour d'horizon des actions de notre
commission au Québec. Nos enjeux sont un peu comme
vous, de réussir à diffuser nos travaux pour donner aux
citoyens à la certitude que nous dépensons leurs argents
correctement. C'est un travail qu'il nous faudra sans
doute renforcer. Bien sûr, nous avons aussi la même
problèmatique que vous à savoir la permanence des élus.
Dans un contexte de minoritaire c'est évident que ça pose
un problème de plus.
Je vous disais tantôt un défi important aussi c'est de
maintenir le caractère non-paritsan de notre commission dans un contexte de gouvernement minoritaire plus
fragile donc où il y aura certainement de grands débats
politiques au cours de la prochaine année au Québec.
En terminant, Madame la Présidente, au nom de la
délégation du Québec, j'aimerais adresser à nos autres de
l'Assemblée législative de la Colombie-Britannique et au
bureau du vérificateur général, nos remerciements sincères pour votre acceuil chaleureux. La bouffe est bonne
chez vous. C'était très agréable. On n'a pas eu le climat
qu'on souhaitait mais ce n'est pas de votre faute.
Grâce à vous tous, nous conserverons un souvenir mémorable de notre séjour dans votre magnifique capital. Merci.
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J. McIntyre (Chair): Now, Canada.
Shawn Murphy (Canada): Bienvenue à tous. Ladies
and gentlemen, I was accompanied to this conference
by Mr. John Williams, the Member of Parliament for
Edmonton–St. Albert and former Chair of the committee, and by Jean-Yves Laforest, Député de conscription de
Saint Maurice–Champlain. We're very pleased to have
with us two researchers, Alex Smith and Lydia Scratch —
I believe they're right behind me — and the Clerk of the
Committee, Georges Etoka.
Last year we had a fairly busy year. The committee
met 58 times, and we issued 13 reports. Instead of going
over the reports, Madam Chair, I do have a written
report. I'll file that with you, and that'll form part of the
proceedings here.
I believe the highlight of the year was the whole issue
of the accounting officer, which I believe is going to be a
significant change in the culture of public accountability
and the accountability of the expenditure of government
funds in Ottawa, and the adoption of the committee's
protocol, which again was opposed by the government
and which was passed by parliament and now forms
part of the standing orders of the House of Commons.
As part of this whole accounting officer change, we
did invite Mr. Brian Glicksman, British treasury officer
of accounts, to Ottawa to give several presentations. He
came at the invitation of the committee. Mr. Glicksman
had considerable experience dealing with the accounting officer concept. He was of great assistance to us and
to other groups and organizations in Ottawa.
[1055]
Of course, we haven't met since the end of June, but
it's fair to say that the months of April and May and the
first half of June were occupied by this RCMP report
that we were doing. We had a number of hearings
on that. I do hope to conclude that sometime, by the
middle of September.
On behalf of the entire federal delegation, I want to say
that we've really enjoyed this conference. I, like others,
want to thank the members of the British Columbia
delegation for their excellent hospitality and the way
they've organized this conference. It's tremendous.
Of course, we look forward to coming to the Yukon
next year.
I guess in all jurisdictions in Canada, following the
Westminster principle, the Chair of the Public Accounts
Committee comes from the official opposition. Mr.
Williams lost his job with the election of '06, and hopefully I'll lose mine in the not too distant future. I think
that's the goal of every chairman.
Anyway, we've enjoyed this immensely.
J. McIntyre (Chair): Thank you very much.
Before we go on to the last part of our meeting this morning, I thought that we would just ask the international
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delegates if there was anything they might like to add, as a
courtesy. We appreciate you being here and being part of
the conference. You've heard now from all of our provincial and federal jurisdictions. Is there anyone who would
like to perhaps make a comment or share with us what
may be going on in your respective jurisdictions?
Kerry Jacobs (Australia): I'd just like to say a vote
of thanks first, and then if anyone else wants to mention anything….
I'd like to say thank you very much for having us here.
It has been a wonderful time and a very interesting and
enriching experience. We have learned a lot off you. We
hope you learned a little off us.
Thank you for making us feel so welcome, for including us in your meetings, for sharing your country, your
food and your hospitality with us.
John Cheyo (Tanzania): I also just want to add to
what my friend from Australia said. Most of us who
come from Africa and afar have really been touched,
first of all, by the way you've been discussing your issues
so transparently, and also to note how many similarities
and how different we are in various approaches.
What is very clear is maybe how close you work with
— we call them in Tanzania Controller and Auditors
General — your legislative auditors. I think this is something to take home with us.
In spite of the various hours we had to take to come to
this country, I'd like to assure you that it has been really
worth it. Thank you very much, and maybe we'll see you
in Africa one day.
Edward Agyeman (Ghana): I would also like to
thank you so much for the hospitality. My name is
Edward Agyeman from Ghana — the Auditor General
of Ghana. It is my second time in Canada, but my first
time in Victoria, B.C. It was wonderful yesterday. I had
a stroll to the bay. I can't stop admiring the place and
everywhere that I've been.
Also, your hospitality, the conference and everything.
We've learned a lot from it — myself and the other colleague from Ghana. He's not here now. I think he's gone
back to the other side. Hopefully we shall be back one
day. Also, I expect that you'll visit Ghana whenever you
have the time. Thank you very much.
Ludovick Utouh (Tanzania): Thank you very much
indeed. What I can say is that to me, it's almost a
homecoming, because I am a product of the Canadian
education system. I was trained as an accountant at
Algonquin College in the early '80s, and I have been very
proud of my Canadian qualification.
[1100]
I have learned a lot from these workshops in which we
have seen very clearly that in actual fact, in order for the
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Public Accounts Committee to be able to do its oversight
function effectively, it needs the Auditor General. Also,
the Auditor General needs the PAC for it to be effective.
We need each other, and I think that should be the
spirit — that we assist each other in ensuring that the
public resources are well spent for the benefit of the
people, which you people represent. Thank you very
much indeed.
Sorry. I didn't say my name. My name is Ludovick
Utouh. I'm the Controller and Auditor General of
the United Republic of Tanzania. The Hon. Mr. John
Momose Cheyo is the Chairman of my PAC.
J. McIntyre (Chair): I think with that, this ends the part
on the jurisdictional reports. I want to thank everybody
for very informative, interesting reports to our group.
I think one wonderful part of all this, especially for
me…. This is my first conference, and I'm just coming up
to a year in my role as Deputy Chair, so I think it was a
wonderful learning experience — I hope for all of you and
for me — to see how different, actually, all of these PACs
are, what we have in common, and also where our differences lie, and hopefully where we can always be moving
to improving and to being more efficient and effective.
I want to add my personal thanks before I turn the
end of the meeting over to Craig for the rest of our
CCPAC business. I just really wanted to add my thanks.
This has been a very wonderful conference for me and a
great experience.
I want to thank Craig James and Errol Price, our acting
Auditor General, and Rob Fleming, my Chair of Public
Accounts, for all the work that it took to put this on. I just
really want to give them my thanks. You made my job as
Deputy Chair and part of my hosting function throughout this very easy, so I really want to say thank you.
We look forward, certainly, to going to the Yukon next
year. It will be very interesting.
I also want to add my personal thanks — I can see
both Rick in Manitoba and Brian in New Brunswick
— for adding the great entertainment to our hospitality
suite. This is on the record now. It was fantastic, and I
think it has really made it very fun for all of us.
Thank you all very much, for my part, and it was great
to meet everybody. Over to Craig.

CCPAC Council Business
Craig James (British Columbia): We're very much
ahead of schedule here, so I suspect that by 11:30 we're
very likely to be adjourning, if not earlier.
I just wanted to quickly review, as you can see on your
agenda, the constitution. There are a couple of issues
which, as executive director over the years, I thought it
would be helpful for me to advise you upon.
That is the extent to which the Canadian Council of
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Public Accounts Committees wishes to be a formal body
in the sense that they like to have their constitution, to
follow their constitution, to amend their constitution and
to deal with it in a more businesslike way. Or does the
association really prefer to be more of a group that meets
informally on an annual basis — which is fine too?
It's your association; it's your body. You can certainly
do as you please. But I thought I would just point that out.
We haven't really amended the constitution since 1994.
I've been associated with this association since the
early '80s. In 1985 I was elected the executive director,
and I have been that ever since.
We have constructed, and B.C. hosts, the website for
the CCPAC, and we strive to keep the thing up to date
as best we can — given, of course, our other duties in the
Legislative Assembly and so on. We always look forward to
helpful advice from our colleagues across the country and,
indeed, across the Commonwealth in terms of improving
the website so that it actually can be an informative tool
for members of the association.
In the years gone by — in the early years, and certainly
in the late '80s and early '90s — the executive, consisting
of the president, who is usually the Chair of the jurisdiction in which the annual conference is to be held; the first
vice-president, who hosts the following conference; the
second vice-president, who hosts the conference after
that; and the executive director, tends to meet midyear.
[1105]
We met midyear for the very purpose of reviewing the
state of affairs of the association and also to assist the
host jurisdiction in planning for the conference that was
coming up later in the year.
The executive also embarked upon a series of different projects which it had brought forward to the
association. The association, over the years, approved
various kinds of projects. Some of those projects you
will see residing on the website. They are, in essence,
very old projects, but ones which I think, if they were
updated, would certainly be beneficial to the members
of all Public Accounts Committees and certainly others
who study parliament and post-expenditure review
committees and committees in general.
I really wanted to toss out that maybe next year,
when the conference is held in the Yukon, the association might like to spend some time grappling with the
constitution — or not, as the case may be — elect the
executive and elect the executive director, according to
the constitution. Maybe over the course of the year what
I'll be doing is sending a note or a reminder to the Chairs
and Clerks of the various Public Accounts Committees
across the country to the effect of: "Are there any issues
or any projects that you think the association could sink
its teeth into that would have some value for the association, the members in the various provinces and other
jurisdictions who would be involved, and some sort of
framework around which these projects might consist?"
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Some of you may not know, but the CCAF has
embarked upon a study itself. There are a few of us that
are on a planning group assisting the CCAF, and those
are the kinds of projects I think the Canadian Council
of Public Accounts Committees could involve itself in
as well.
Having said that, I really wanted to remind members of
the fact that there is a constitution. It was included in your kit.
Rather than deal with it now, because it's a bit premature….
One of the difficulties with this association, of course,
is that there's a high turnover. From year to year there
are many new faces that attend the conference, and I'm
not so sure that formalizing it and having the kind of
structure that it's had in the past is necessarily in the
best interests of everybody.
Maybe it's sufficient to have a conference and a council which is much more informal. Over the course of the
year people like myself and some senior Public Accounts
Committee members may wish to engage in a discussion or propose projects or other issues which could be
brought forward at the annual meeting itself. I think
members would find that probably very worthwhile too.
One of the interesting aspects of this conference is
that in the earlier years it started with a reception on a
Sunday night, met on Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday
morning, and in the afternoon we had a tour. I remember when I was in Saskatchewan; we took them down
to the Big Muddy, a whole three busloads of people. It
was a pretty phenomenal experience that I think everybody across the country enjoyed. From jurisdiction to
jurisdiction we had that afternoon separated out so that
all of the auditors and everybody that was attending the
conference piled on buses. We went out and explored an
area and had a great time together.
We also set aside some time for the Clerks to meet to
discuss procedural and administrative matters affecting
their respective committees which I think, in the end,
really augured well for the smoother operating way in
which Public Accounts Committees across the country
could have operated. That's a component that seems to
have slipped off the screen lately as well.
In my capacity as the executive director, I really wanted
to point those issues out to you and, rather than deal
with them now, just raise them. Then over the course of
the year if you hear from me, you'll know why. We'll take
it from there and see what happens in the Yukon.
Having mentioned the Yukon, Floyd has placed brochures and folders for the conference, which is occurring
in the Yukon next year, outside the door on the table. I'm
not entirely certain, but the first vice-president for next
year is from the House of Commons Public Accounts
Committee, Shawn Murphy, but it may in fact be that
the president for next year may not be Shawn Murphy;
it may be the Chair of the Public Accounts Committee
in the Yukon. I leave it to those two jurisdictions to sort
out who is the president and who is not.
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That's all I have to say. If anybody has any questions,
I'd be happy to respond, or if you have questions over
the course of the following months and well into the
next year, I'd be very happy to entertain those as well,
and we can take it from there. I will try my best to keep
everybody informed as to the progress of this working
group with the work that the CCAF is doing as well. I'm
sure you'll find that very helpful and informative.
[1110]
Rick Yarish (Manitoba): Touching on your last comment about the Clerks meeting, I had forgotten that we
used to do that. It was a very valuable part of the conference for the Clerks. For the organizers for next year, I
would put one strong vote of enthusiasm for having a
separate Clerks meeting as part of the event.
C. James: Just a word about logistics for the remainder of the day. We have lunch, of course, and you have,
basically, the afternoon to engage in informal discussions or whatever you prefer.
We are assembling, essentially, in the foyer of the Hotel
Grand Pacific just after 5:30. I think we'll start wandering
over to the boats — those who wish to be on these boats
— at about 5:40. It's about maybe a 15- or 20-minute walk
from the Hotel Grand Pacific around the Inner Harbour
toward the two watercraft that we're using.
There will be hors d'oeuvres and some refreshments on
board. The little cruise, as we're calling it, lasts only two
hours. If the weather's nice and there are whales about….
They are whale-watching boats. They're covered. They're
small craft, but nonetheless, they're covered and fairly safe.
If there are whales out there, I am told that we will
try to get as near them as possible. If not, we'll just sort
of go out on to Juan de Fuca Strait and then come back
in. That will be the evening, and then back up to the
hospitality suite following that.
Rob Fleming (British Columbia): Casual attire?
C. James: Oh yes, very casual. You don't need to wear
a tie tonight.
Joan McIntyre (British Columbia): Are we still
having that optional tour?
C. James: For those members who would like to have
a tour of the Parliament Buildings this afternoon following lunch, there's one starting at 1:30. You'll be led back
over here just prior to 1:30 to have a more in-depth tour
of the place, a separate tour that is being hosted by our
tour guides.
Just one correction on the agenda this afternoon for
our international delegates. I gather they are not now
meeting in the Douglas Fir Room. They are meeting
at Royal Roads University. For those who are involved
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with that aspect of this afternoon, you'll need to talk to
Rick Stapenhurst or Kaitlin Tierney about the logistics
for that.
R. Fleming: I just wanted to add my thanks to others.
I have been thanked a number of times, but I want to
thank the people who did much more work. We worked
as a group.
I want to start with my Deputy Chair, Joan McIntyre,
for her help in hosting the conference. Craig James,
whom you've just heard from, did a tremendous amount
of work. He has a lot of pull in this region, so he was
able to get some of the facilities and venues and other
things that we've been enjoying over the course of the
conference. Josie Schofield, as well, has done a tremendous amount of work in allowing us to…. As well,
Mary Newell and the rest of the staff at the Clerk of
Committees office have all been doing an immeasurable
amount of work on the hosting side.
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I also want to thank Hansard Services, because they've
been working throughout this conference, and they will
give us something to take with us to remember it by.
The interpreters, as well, have done a tremendous job,
and thank you very much for helping us with our business during the last two days.
We're really looking forward to Whitehorse. I've never
personally been there. It's a jurisdiction that I have a lot
of interest in. It will be great to be going to the Yukon. I
know that the business session of that meeting is going
to be very interesting as well, and the location and the
setting. We're looking forward to your hospitality.
I would hope to see many of the same faces there. I
know there are elections scheduled this year, so that's
my way of saying good luck and may all of you return.
May your constituents give you their support.
I think with that I will now declare this meeting
adjourned.
The conference adjourned at 11:15 a.m.
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Ontario Report to the 28th Annual
Conference of the Canadian Council of
Public Accounts Committees
The Ontario Public Accounts Committee will not
be sending delegates to the 28th Annual Conference of
the Canadian Council of Public Accounts Committees
in British Columbia. This attachment to the Chair's
letter will constitute the Ontario jurisdictional report,
setting out the Committee's business agenda since the
Conference last year in Prince Edward Island.

Committee's Business Agenda 2006-2007
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• Delegation representing the National and Provincial
People's Congresses, Republic of China (March
2007).

Committee Meetings and Follow-up
The Committee met on 20 occasions between
September 2006 and May 2007. During these meetings
the Committee finalized its reports based on sections
from the Auditor General's 2005 Annual Report and
held seven hearings with ministry officials on the 2006
Annual Report. The Committee's 2007 follow-up activity
included extensive reporting in most instances, and in
other cases, letters from the Chair were sufficient.

Review of Value for Money Audit Reports

Auditor General's 2005 Annual Report

During the past year the Committee has focused on
completing its reports based on sections of the Auditor
General's 2005 Annual Report and holding hearings on the
2006 Annual Report, tabled in December 2006. The status
of the Committee's follow-up actions is summarized in a
subsequent section of this report (see Tables No. 1 and 2).

Four Committee reports from the Auditor General's
2005 Annual Report were finalized and tabled between
November 2006 and March 2007 (see Table No. 1). The
Committee requested supplementary information only
for one audit section.

Committee Motion (Accountability over
the Expenditure of Capital Grants)
The Committee passed the following motion in
April 2007 with respect to the allocation of Ministry of
Citizenship and Immigration capital grants in 2006-2007:
…that the Standing Committee on Public Accounts request the
Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration seek a report from each
recipient of the 2006-07 capital grants and report back to the
committee within six months on the status of those grants.

(Subsequently in May 2007 the Premier instructed the
Auditor General to follow up on this matter, undertaking a special assignment under the Auditor General Act
to review the Ministry's grant decision making processes
for the fiscal periods 2005-06 and 2006-07. The Auditor
General reported on this matter in July 2007.)
Visiting Delegations
The Committee met with delegations from the following jurisdictions during the period September 2006 to
March 2007:
• Accounts Committee, Perak State Legislative Assembly,
Malaysia (September 2006);
• Public Accounts Committee, North West Province
Legislature, Republic of South Africa (October 2006);
• Oversight Committee on the Premier's Office and the
Legislature, Gauteng Provincial Legislature, Republic
of South Africa (October 2006);
• Finance Committee, Gauteng Provincial Legislature,
Republic of South Africa (March 2007); and

Table No. 1
Status of Committee Actions in Response to the
Auditor General's 2005 Annual Report
Sections Considered/Hearings

Committee Action — Status

3.04 — Child Care Activity,
Ministry of Children and Youth
Services

Report tabled November 2006

3.03 — Charitable Gaming,
Ministry of Government
Services

Report tabled November 2006

4.10 — Ontario Student
Assistance Program, Ministry
of Education

Report tabled December 2006

3.05 — Driver and Vehicle
Private Issuing Network,
Ministry of Transportation

Report tabled March 2007

4.06 — Business and Economic
Development Activities,
Ministry of Economic
Development and Trade

Letter to Ministry requesting
supplementary information
only (September 2006)

Auditor General's 2006 Annual Report
In December 2006 the Committee considered the
Auditor General's recently tabled 2006 Annual Report
and established a schedule for the 2007 hearings on
six audit sections (see Table No. 2). The Committee
completed its consideration of the sections on
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the Management and Use of Diagnostic Imaging
Equipment and the Ontario Health Insurance Plan.
Draft reports have been prepared for the remaining
sections and are pending tabling.
Table No. 2
Status of Committee Actions in Response to the
Auditor General's 2006 Annual Report
Sections Considered/Hearings

Committee Action — Status

3.06 — Hospitals — Management and Use of Diagnostic
Imaging Equipment

Letter to Ministry with one
recommendation (December
2006)

3.08 — Ontario Health
Insurance Plan

Report tabled May 2007

3.07 — Hydro One Inc. —
Acquisition of Goods and
Services

Draft report adopted by Committee (pending tabling)

3.03 — Community Colleges
— Acquisition of Goods and
Services

Draft report adopted by Committee (pending tabling)

3.10 — Ontario Realty Corporation — Real Estate and
Accommodation Services

Draft report adopted by Committee (pending tabling)

3.11 — School Boards —
Acquisition of Goods and
Services

Draft report considered by
Committee only
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Appendix
Committee's Mandate and Membership
Standing Order 106(g)
As per Standing Order 106(g), the Standing
Committee on Public Accounts, in addition to any
matter that may be referred by Order of the House, is
empowered to review and report to the House its observations, opinions and recommendations on the Report
of the Auditor General and the Public Accounts, which
documents shall be deemed to have been permanently
referred to the Committee as they become available.
Committee Membership (2006-07)
Commitee Members
Ernie Hardeman (Vice Chair)

PC / Oxford

Jean-Marc Lalonde

LIB / Glengarry-Prescott-Russell

Lisa MacLeod

PC / Nepean-Carlton

Shelley Martel

NDP / Nickel Belt

John Milloy

LIB / Kitchener Centre

Richard Patten

LIB / Ottawa Centre

Liz Sandals

LIB / Guelph-Wellington

Monique Smith

LIB / Nipissing

Norm Sterling (Chair)

PC / Lanark-Carleton

