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Introduction 
 
Every two years, we come to this conference to discuss ways of preventing corruption in the public 
sector. You may think that my choice to speak about non-government organisations - or NGOs – at 
this event is an unusual one. However, considering the topic of today’s forum – improper influence -  
my choice could not be more relevant. 
 
Increasingly, governments are relying on the NGO sector to provide essential services to some of the 
most vulnerable people in our community.  
 
This is particularly the case in the human services area, where NGOs have taken a more active role in 
providing direct services across the out-of-home-care, child and family, health and disability sectors 
for some time. In recent years, there has been a rapid expansion of the non-government sector that is 
worth billions of dollars annually. This presents some very complex challenges for funding agencies 
as well as for law enforcement and watchdog bodies – certainly for my agency and I suspect for 
many of yours.  
 
Monitoring the delivery of community services in NSW is a major focus of the work of my office. The 
increased reliance of government agencies on NGOs to provide direct services has brought a 
number of significant issues to our attention that I suspect will require a collaborative and appropriate 
response across a range of agencies.  
 
Today, I will discuss the nature of some of the challenges identified through our work – that I believe, 
if left unaddressed - could allow improper influence to go unchecked and have the potential to 
flourish. I will also highlight some of the unique challenges faced by government agencies in the 
provision of services to Aboriginal communities.  
 
My focus will be on two key areas. Firstly, the administration of funding contracts and secondly, the 
systems NGOs have in place for probity checking and screening. By ‘probity checking’ I mean formal 
and informal processes used to assess the integrity, character and honesty of prospective 
employees, board members and other volunteers engaged in their work, particularly in high risk areas 
of employment where the client base is especially vulnerable.  

The current landscape   
 
At the outset, I should make clear I am not opposed to devolving responsibility for delivering a broad 
range of human services to the NGO sector. Through the work of my office I have seen the excellent 
work carried out by many NGO services in numerous communities. In NSW, we are currently facing 
critical shortages of government workers in the community services area, particularly in regional 
areas. NGOs that have existing relationships in specific communities are often best placed to fill 
some of the gaps created by this shortage.  
 
Government agencies often do not have the same level of operational flexibility as NGOs and have a 
higher benchmark or expectation imposed on them to provide quality services, and to be accountable 
and transparent to the public for how they expend their funds.  
 
However, while government can devolve responsibility for service delivery, it retains responsibility for 
the appropriate expenditure of public money and for the outcomes achieved.  
 
Public accountability and transparency is not an unfamiliar concept in Australia.  It has been gathering 
momentum since the 1970’s, when public demand for greater independent scrutiny led to the 
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establishment of an integrity framework, which included the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and the 
creation of my office as well as other oversight and anti-corruption bodies.  
 
Over the years, the Australian people have sent a clear message about what they expect of publicly 
funded services their tax paying dollars fund – whether these services are delivered by government 
agencies directly or by the NGO and private sectors. This message is reflected in the establishment 
of the various Industry Ombudsmen – whose role is to oversee and monitor private organisations in 
their provision of public services across the energy, insurance, finance and telecommunication 
industries.  
 
With billions of taxpayer dollars being spent annually on the non-government sector, the public expect 
and deserve efficient and effective services and value for money. If this expectation is not met, then 
this should be a concern for all of us.  
 
In NSW alone, around $2 billion in funds is paid annually to approximately 3,000 organisations to 
deliver a range of community-based services on behalf of the NSW Government.1 $750 million is 
allocated to implement Keep Them Safe, a five-year plan to change the way vulnerable children and 
their families are supported and protected, with 40% of this amount going to NGOs to expand their 
role in the community services sector.2

 

In the disability sector, an investment of $2 billion as part of 
the second phase of the Stronger Together plan has been made. The Stronger Together package will 
ultimately deliver $5.5 billion in new growth funding over 10 years to disability services in NSW. 

One area that has received a great deal of attention of late is services to Aboriginal communities. 
$2.65 billion was spent on delivering services to Aboriginal people in NSW in the 2008-2009 financial 
year.3 On a Federal level, $4.6 billion has been spent by the Australian Government on Closing the 
Gap since 2008.4Yet, in spite of this, a report released by the Steering Committee for the Review of 
Government Service Provision in August this year, revealed that the billions of dollars the 
Commonwealth government spends on Indigenous programs each year is yielding ‘dismally poor’ 
returns and that the results from this large investment are ‘disappointing at best’ and ‘appalling at 
worst.’5

 
 

In recognising similar concerns, at a state level, I recently made a report to Parliament, Addressing 
Aboriginal disadvantage: the need to do things differently. I found that in NSW, years of significant 
spending have failed to make substantial and sustainable inroads into high levels of disadvantage in 
Aboriginal communities and that the programs, considering the level of investment, have delivered 
poor outcomes. In the report, I called for greater scrutiny and highlighted that government agencies 
need to be far more accountable to the public and to Aboriginal people for their expenditure on 
Aboriginal programs. This view is supported by the NSW Auditor-General’s Performance Audit Report 
on Two Ways Together – NSW Aboriginal Affairs Plan, which found that the implementation of Two 
Ways Together was undermined by the weakness in its governance framework, which made 
accountability unclear.6

 
 

                                                   
1 Office of the Registrar of Indigenous Corporation (ORIC), Analysing key characteristics in Indigenous corporate failure, 2010 in Russel G 

Smith and Penny Jorna, Fraud in the ‘outback’: Capable guardianship in preventing financial crime in regional and remote communities, 
(No. 413, Australian Institute of Criminology, June 2011), p. 2. 

2 NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet, Keep Them Safe: A shared approach to child wellbeing, NGOs and the new system, 
www.keepthemsafe.nsw.gov.au/ngos_and_the_new_system , accessed 29 August 2011.  

3 Department of Finance and Deregulation, Strategic Review of Indigenous Expenditure – Report to the Australian Government, February 
2010.  

4 House of Representatives Standing Committee on Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Affairs, Doing Time – Time for Doing: Indigenous 
youth in the criminal justice system, June 2011, p. 268.  

5 Peter Martin, ‘Indigenous programs very hard to get right’, Sydney Morning Herald, 26 August 2011.  
6 NSW Auditor-General, Performance Audit Report on Two Ways Together – NSW Aboriginal Affairs Plan, May 2011.  

http://www.keepthemsafe.nsw.gov.au/ngos_and_the_new_system�
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The more work governments delegate to NGOs, the greater the need for independent oversight 
bodies and anti-corruption agencies to re-think the way we deal with the challenges of oversighting 
the delivery of what would traditionally have been government services. 
 
In my view, this should as a minimum, include tracking very closely how lead government agencies 
plan to manage the expansion of the NGO sector, including the accountability systems they put in 
place to ensure the sector delivers effective and efficient services to its intended target groups. In 
addition, given the lack of consistency of jurisdiction, structures and accountability mechanisms 
within states, from state to state and nationally, it also means that we need to be more flexible, 
innovative and collaborative in our approach to issues. 

Administration of funding contracts 
 
Most NGOs are not established as large, multi-faceted organisations – they typically start out small 
and in response to an identified need. Frequently, they consist of people who have the same ideas 
about an identified need and a commitment to addressing it but not necessarily the business acumen 
to operate a growing and diverse organisation effectively.  
 
In this environment, it is critical that government funding agencies ensure that organisations they fund 
understand and have good governance processes in place to ensure risks are appropriately identified 
and managed, and that strong and transparent accountability mechanisms are in place to prevent 
improper conduct from occurring. However, this must be balanced because it is also important that 
funding agencies do not over-burden NGOs and tie them up in red-tape – something which I will 
discuss in more detail later.  
 
Recently, the Australian Crime Commission has been examining the issue of fraud and abuse of 
authority in regional and remote communities, and has so far identified that in many circumstances, a 
major obstacle in proving fraud or other criminal conduct by NGOs is obtaining clear evidence that 
distinguishes ‘corrupt practice’ from ‘mere incompetence.’  
 
In carrying out its work, the Crime Commission has observed that in some cases the organisation 
may simply have failed to maintain proper records and discharge its funding agreement 
responsibilities.  Poor record keeping can either be an indicator of fraudulent behaviour or may simply 
be a sign that the organisation has poor corporate governance and a lack of competence. However, 
of significant concern to the Crime Commission is the lack of evidence that the responsible funding 
agencies have identified these poor and/or possibly fraudulent practices early, and have taken action 
to address them.  
 
Without this taking place, it is easier for funded organisations to argue that they were unclear about 
their responsibilities, therefore making it more difficult to establish the nature of the conduct that could 
be in play.  
 
The Crime Commission has also observed to us that the very different requirements at a state and 
federal level around funding administration, not only creates difficulties for NGOs who are in most 
cases doing their utmost to comply with the necessary requirements within the context of limited 
resourcing, but that this lack of consistency also makes it more difficult for funding agencies to 
monitor compliance with service and funding agreements, and take any necessary action.  
 
My office is working with the Australian Crime Commission to promote greater consistency across 
states and territories when it comes to the terms and reporting requirements for service and funding 
arrangements, as well as the compliance checking and monitoring carried out by funding agencies.  
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Greater consistency of practice will also make it easier to differentiate in the future between corruption 
and competency issues – and this should involve an exanimation of how NGOs manage and acquit 
their financial responsibilities as well as by monitoring the quality of the service outcomes achieved for 
their clients. This is because improper influence can occur not only as a result of deliberate, corrupt 
practice but also by allowing poor performing organisations to go ‘unchecked’ in continuing to 
receive valuable funding to service very vulnerable members of the community thereby ‘influencing’ 
the quality of services available in certain locations.  
 
Not only is there inconsistency in funding administration between states and territories, but in NSW 
there is also inconsistent practice by agencies within the same department. This creates confusion, 
particularly for NGOs dealing with multiple government agencies, and also allows greater opportunity 
for misrepresentation in financial reporting. Service agreements that are consistent at a State and 
Federal level would help to address the confusion caused by different agencies having different 
reporting requirements.  
 
A properly targeted and consistent approach to funding administration would also go a long way to 
better supporting the work of NGOs by providing them with an understanding of what is required of 
them and how they will be held accountable when they receive government funding. This clarity is 
particularly important for those NGOs that work nationally and so interact with multiple government 
agencies across jurisdictional boundaries.  
 
Fortunately, it’s not all bad news. In the disability sector, the NSW Department of Ageing, Disability 
and Home Care in partnership with the National Disability Service, has developed a governance 
manual called, ‘It’s Your Business’, which provides best practice advice on complying with a range of 
standards and legislative requirements. The manual’s implementation is accompanied by a state-
wide program of training and workshops, and aspects of the manual will be applied by other human 
service agencies within the same department. Such initiatives are important. 
 
Also, earlier this year the federal Treasury released its final report on the Scoping study for a national 
not-for-profit regulator, which recommends the establishment of a single regulator for the purposes of 
governance, accountability and transparency of not-for-profit agencies.7

 

 This is a significant step in 
the right direction to improve regulation in the not-for-profit sector. 

Finally, it is important to note that for NGOs operating in regional and remote locations, a further layer 
of complexity exists which makes dealing with the challenges outlined above even more difficult. 
According to a study on ‘fraud in the outback’ by the Australian Institute of Criminology,  the risk of 
financial crime increases in areas where there are high levels of unemployment, limited economic 
opportunities and restricted access to services.8

 
 

Fraudulent behaviour occurs in all aspects of society. However, because of the significant Aboriginal 
populations in remote and regional areas who are dependent on access to many government funded 
programs, Aboriginal people are more vulnerable to the impacts of fraud because they are often 
experiencing higher levels of disadvantage than the general population which is compounded by the 
limited access to services in remote locations.9

 
 

A number of the smaller NGOs operating in regional and remote areas of NSW are Aboriginal 
organisations – which is a positive, and is consistent with the principles of self determination. The 
NSW Government has committed to expanding the Aboriginal service sector, particularly across the 

                                                   
7 The Treasury, Scoping study for national not-for-profit regulator, April 2011, p. 3. 
8 Russel G Smith and Penny Jorna, Fraud in the ‘outback’: Capable guardianship in preventing financial crime in 

regional and remote communities, (No. 413, Australian Institute of Criminology, June 2011), p. 5. 
9 Ibid, p. 2. 
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child and family and out-of-home care sectors. However, we know from our own work and the 
findings of a recent study conducted by the Office of the Registrar of Indigenous Corporations, that 
the most common cause of failure for Aboriginal corporations was poor management and poor 
corporate governance. 10

 

 Therefore, it will be critically important that as with any emerging sector, 
funding agencies have a clear strategy for how they will provide ongoing support and mentoring to 
the Aboriginal service sector including working with the relevant peak bodies, to ensure that effective 
and viable organisations are established and that these organisations are not set up to fail.  

A further challenge, which is often the case in any family or small community, is the general 
reluctance of people to report wrong doing on the part of family members or those who live within 
their community. For remote Aboriginal communities, where large numbers of family members often 
live in the same town, these kinship ties can influence the willingness of a victim or observer to report 
fraud or misconduct, not only due to issues associated with loyalty but because they are fearful of any 
repercussions – a fear that is understandable when people have to go on living in close proximity to 
the person or persons they may have raised concerns about.11

 

 Having said this, an interesting trend 
is emerging in a number of Aboriginal communities across NSW, where Aboriginal people are coming 
forward both individually, and as a collective, to report their concerns to oversight agencies such as 
our office, about poor service delivery and improper/corrupt conduct.  

For example, communities have reported concerns to my office about certain family groups having a 
monopoly on service provision against a background of particular family group’s having a track 
record of delivering poor services and/or failing to distribute their services equitably across their 
community (i.e. looking after their own family and kin networks). There have also been suggestions 
that in some areas, these organisations have used their status as ‘recognised government funded 
service providers’ to improperly influence so-called community consultation processes held with 
government agencies, and in this way acting as ‘gate-keepers’ of information coming in and out of 
communities.  In addition, clear allegations of misuse of funds and property such as vehicles have 
also been made. If these types of concerns are not addressed swiftly and properly, this can result in 
serious and systemic disadvantage resulting for very vulnerable people.  
 
The follow-on effect of these issues is a growing sense of distrust within many Aboriginal communities 
in relation to the quality of decision-making about the delivery of government funded services and of 
government more broadly. Both Aboriginal people and many others working in the human services 
environment often struggle to understand why government agencies continue to fund certain 
organisations when they have failed to provide an effective community service. While it is crucial for 
funding agencies to demonstrate that they have provided appropriate supports to such organisations 
– Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal – they also need to balance this with the overriding need for services 
to reach those most vulnerable.  
 
There is a very real risk for oversight agencies, that if we are not seen to be actively responding to the 
concerns of communities, not only will Aboriginal people be less likely to come forward with 
information into the future, but our own reputations will be damaged.  
 

                                                   
10 Office of the Registrar of Indigenous Corporation (ORIC), Analysing key characteristics in Indigenous 

corporate failure, 2010 in Russel G Smith and Penny Jorna, Fraud in the ‘outback’: Capable guardianship in 
preventing financial crime in regional and remote communities, (No. 413, Australian Institute of Criminology, 
June 2011), p. 2. 

11 Russel G Smith and Penny Jorna, Fraud in the ‘outback’: Capable guardianship in preventing financial crime in 
regional and remote communities, (No. 413, Australian Institute of Criminology, June 2011), p. 4. 
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Probity checking and screening practices 
 
When a government agency chooses to license or directly fund an NGO, it is at the very least, 
perceived to be an endorsement of the quality of the services of the NGO. When things go wrong, it 
reflects poorly not only on the NGO but also on the government agency that funded it.  
 
Critical to the success of an NGO and its reputation is its people. Inadequate probity checking 
procedures and employee screening practices can, and often do cause things to go badly wrong. In 
the human services sector in particular, sadly, this can lead to situations where vulnerable people are 
exposed to serious risk of harm.  
 
In our work we have seen many cases where services have failed to undertake basic checks of 
prospective employees who have a history of violence, fraud, substance abuse and other similar high 
risk problems, which have lead to the placement of vulnerable clients in unsafe situations. 
 
My office has received notifications from several government agencies and NGOs providing services 
to children regarding child abuse allegations against their staff.  
 
These are the types of matters I have encountered that have raised my concerns about the adequacy 
of probity checking by NGOs in the health, child and family, and disability and housing sectors.  
 
Given such concerns, my office recently convened a forum of NSW government agencies with 
responsibilities for health and human services. In addition, we invited the peak bodies that represent 
many of the thousands of NGOs funded to deliver services and the oversight and regulatory bodies 
with responsibilities in this area.  
  
One of the main issues to come out of the forum was the inconsistent approach by government 
agencies to probity checking requirements. Where one agency may require an NGO to screen 
volunteers at their organisation, another agency may not. Similarly, some agencies may require full 
referee checks on all employees while others do not. 
 
The implications of inconsistent probity checking practices were highlighted at the probity forum by 
the Aboriginal Child, Family and Community Care Secretariat – or AbSec – who indicated they 
support full criminal record checks in relation to all members of boards of management, noting that 
‘more often than not’ Aboriginal communities know if someone closely involved in a service has a 
criminal record and this can affect the reputation of the organisation and impact on their willingness to 
use it.  
 
AbSec also noted that in more extreme cases, ‘criminals’ can become involved in the governance of a 
community organisation in order to wield influence and, on occasions, can intimidate others from 
voting against them.12

 
 

The forum generally agreed that probity checking is, or at least should be, incorporated into funded 
organisations’ selection and recruiting practices13

 

 and this should be incorporated into their funding 
agreements.  

Following the forum, I made a special report to Parliament on Improving probity standards for funded 
organisations. In summarising the concerns, the report argued that there should be as a minimum, 
consistent baseline checks of all paid employees and others with key responsibilities in planning and 

                                                   
12 NSW Ombudsman, Draft Discussion Paper: Improving probity standards for funded organisations, August 

2010, p. 21. 
13 Ibid, p. 8. 
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delivering services taking into account the vulnerability of clients who use the services with the 
flexibility to strengthen or relax checking requirements in appropriate circumstances.  
 
This report draws on matters I have encountered through my work in the community services area, 
including my findings from an investigation my office conducted into one of the largest non-
government providers of out-of-home-care services in NSW, which revealed that 12 children were 
exposed to unacceptable levels of risk and, in many cases, actual harm. We found that there had 
been poor practice in carer assessment, authorisation and placement matching, which also led to 
some children’s medical conditions being left untreated. In one case, three young siblings left a 
placement significantly underweight with tooth decay, lice infestations, inadequate clothing and few 
possessions. While this NGO has made a commitment to improving its systems, they admitted that 
managing their rapid growth and expansion was a significant factor in their poor carer assessment 
and screening practices. 14

 
 

My office is also oversighting a matter where a person with substantial involvement in the non-
government out-of-home-care sector had not been properly screened prior to their appointment to a 
very senior position in an out-of-home-care NGO. A number of serious concerns have since come to 
light that question the suitability of this person for the position.  
 
These examples illustrate the serious risk if the transition from government run services to NGOs does 
not occur in a way that matches the capacity of the sector to undergo what will be a massive 
expansion in its service base and workforce. 
 
This issue is clearly not limited to paid employees. Speaking at a national investigation symposium in 
2010, Ken Robertson, Manager of Risk Management, Audit and Assurance from Mission Australia, 
identified a large volunteer workforce as a key risk for NGOs in relation to fraud and corruption. 15

 
 

Many NGOs do not carry out appropriate background checks on volunteers and there have been 
many instances of volunteers with concerning fraud histories ‘shopping’ around from one charity to 
another. Sometimes, this history is not evidenced from referee checks as NGOs may not want to 
report this on to the next NGO as they are aware that adverse publicity may affect their funding 
prospects.  
 
My office looked into allegations that a person with a serious and recent criminal conviction in relation 
to drugs was actively involved in volunteering for a funded NGO to assist vulnerable people, including 
people presenting with substance abuse problems. The person of concern in this case was related to 
the NGO Chairperson. Despite the board knowing that the person of concern had been convicted of 
drug-related offences, they allowed him to remain on the board because of his experience in working 
in the criminal justice area.  
 
Our primary concern was focussed on the fact that the organisation had failed to recognise the need 
to address the risks likely to be associated with this person’s ongoing involvement in the operations 
of the service or take steps to mitigate those risks. We were also very concerned that it had not been 
addressed by the funding agency.  
 
At the 2nd National Ageing and Disability Conference in 2005, Lauren Kelly and Julie Blyth of the 
Northern Sydney Sexual Assault Service described how offenders will often move from facility to 
facility, saying that when suspicions arise in one place, offenders move on.  
 

                                                   
14 Life Without Barriers, Review of NSW Out of Home Care Services, August 2011, p. 15.  
15 Ken Robertson, Whistleblowing in an NGO, presentation to the National Investigations Symposium, 

Whistleblowing session, 5 November 2010. 
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They described how they know of an offender who had allegedly sexually assaulted in at least three 
different facilities, targeting clients with little or no verbal communication. Because he hadn’t been 
formally charged, the offender was still working with an agency that provides locums to disability and 
aged care services. 
 
These examples, while shocking, illustrate the clear need for a consistent and sophisticated approach 
in this area. Offenders of this nature are opportunists and opportunity is created where the there are 
no checks or balances in place to identify the risks at the outset and prevent misconduct from 
occurring. 
 
I believe there are strong public interest grounds for introducing a consistent probity checking system 
across the NGO and health and human services sector and this would include a baseline approach 
to probity checking imposed on the recipient of funding grants.  
 
As recommended in my report on Improving probity standards for funded organisations, such an 
approach would ideally consist of criminal records checks on all paid employees, board management 
and committee members or others with significant responsibilities and/or unsupervised contact with 
vulnerable clients.16

 
 

An effective probity checking system should, among other things: 
• include screening for full-time employees, board members, caseworkers and volunteers in 

most circumstances 
• clarify the circumstances in which employees should be screened, and 
• require the strict compliance of NGOs with probity checking procedures. 

 
And in some circumstances, extended checks may also be required to screen individuals who take 
on high-risk roles and responsibilities, such as those who provide personal care to highly vulnerable 
clients in unsupervised settings. The nature of these extended or additional checks might include: 

• seeking reports from previous employers who were not nominated as referees,  
• accessing reports from professional bodies, and  

in some circumstances, obtaining character references from respected community members who are 
well-placed to provide advice. 17

As many of you know, ‘working with children checks’ are distinct from the probity checking 
procedures I am referring to here as they are required by legislation to be carried out on individuals 
engaged in child-related employment. While I do not propose to go into details about the working with 
children check today, I will say that there are a range of gaps that my office has identified that need to 
be addressed in the working with children check processes – one of which is the need for a rigorous 
and consistent national approach.

 

18

 
  

Given the large amount of public funds involved and the nature of the work performed, there is a 
community expectation that those appointed to paid positions or accepted as volunteers by funded 
NGOs are people who have been scrutinised and have a high level of probity.  

NGOs and the red-tape argument 
 
In canvassing these issues, it is also important to recognise that any recommendations for change to 
systems or increased accountability must be balanced with the need to ensure NGOs are not 
burdened with too much or unnecessary red tape.  
 

                                                   
16 NSW Ombudsman, Improving probity standards for funded organisations, December 2010, p. 16. 
17Ibid, p. 19.  
18 Adele Horin, ‘Sex offenders lie to dodge ineffective job checks’ Sydney Morning Herald, 31 October 2011. 
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One of the main strengths of NGOs is in fact their lack of bureaucracy, as it allows for greater flexibility 
within the organisation in addressing the needs of its clients and in many cases, makes them better 
community service providers than government agencies.   
 
I believe the key to addressing the red-tape problem is proportionality. That is, administrative 
obligations should be proportionate to the size of the agency and the amount of money they receive 
from government. This would go some way to ensuring an effective system that promotes 
accountability and at the same time does not place unreasonable restrictions on the flexibility of the 
NGO in providing services to the community.  
 
Other options to consider include: 

• reducing reporting but increasing monitoring, which when undertaken, could be 
comprehensive but not random, 

• external handling or oversight of complaints, or 
• the introduction of a whistleblower scheme for NGOs or for particular functions performed by 

NGOs.  

Conclusion 
 
I have only very briefly discussed two significant challenges among many that will need to be 
considered and addressed as governments increasingly turn to NGOs for the delivery of services. 
 
These are not issues limited to NSW – but are indeed common to all state and federal jurisdictions. 
The trend to utilising NGOs is increasing. It will be important for oversight, integrity and corruption 
agencies to work together to develop as consistent an approach to responding to these challenges 
as possible and to work with Governments in supporting the development of appropriate practice and 
procedure around probity and funding requirements.  
 
The bottom line is that citizens expect agencies that deliver essential services, whether government or 
non-government, to operate effectively, but also ethically, transparently, with appropriate 
accountability and free from improper influence.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



NSW Ombudsman: Speech –Australian public sector anti-corruption  
conference, Western Australia 16 November 2011 

11 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NSW Government Publication 
© NSW Ombudsman, May 2009 
 
This work is copyright, however material from this publication may be copied and published by State 
or Federal Government Agencies without permission of the Ombudsman on the condition that the 
meaning of the material is not altered and the NSW Ombudsman is acknowledged as the source of 
the material. Any other persons or bodies wishing to use material must seek permission. 


	Risky business: the potential for improper influence in the non-government sector
	Australian Public Sector Anti-Corruption Conference, Western Australia
	16 November 2011
	Introduction
	The current landscape
	Administration of funding contracts
	Probity checking and screening practices
	NGOs and the red-tape argument
	Conclusion



<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AlwaysEmbed [

    true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /All

  /Binding /Left

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /HSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

    /QFactor 0.15000

    /VSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

  >>

  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /HSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

    /QFactor 0.15000

    /VSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

  >>

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /CreateJDFFile false

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /CropColorImages false

  /CropGrayImages false

  /CropMonoImages false

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /Description <<

    /ENU ([Based on 'To Print'] [Based on '[High Quality Print]'] Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0

  /DoThumbnails false

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /EndPage -1

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /HSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

    /QFactor 0.15000

    /VSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

  >>

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /HSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

    /QFactor 0.15000

    /VSamples [

      1

      1

      1

      1

    ]

  >>

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /Quality 30

    /TileHeight 256

    /TileWidth 256

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /Quality 30

    /TileHeight 256

    /TileWidth 256

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /Quality 30

    /TileHeight 256

    /TileWidth 256

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /Quality 30

    /TileHeight 256

    /TileWidth 256

  >>

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [

    true

  ]

  /OPM 1

  /Optimize true

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /BleedOffset [

        0

        0

        0

        0

      ]

      /ConvertColors /NoConversion

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure true

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks true

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles true

      /MarksOffset 6

      /MarksWeight 0.25000

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA

      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

    <<

      /AllowImageBreaks true

      /AllowTableBreaks true

      /ExpandPage false

      /HonorBaseURL true

      /HonorRolloverEffect false

      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false

      /IncludeHeaderFooter false

      /MarginOffset [

        0

        0

        0

        0

      ]

      /MetadataAuthor ()

      /MetadataKeywords ()

      /MetadataSubject ()

      /MetadataTitle ()

      /MetricPageSize [

        0

        0

      ]

      /MetricUnit /inch

      /MobileCompatible 0

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (GoLive)

        (8.0)

      ]

      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false

      /PageOrientation /Portrait

      /RemoveBackground false

      /ShrinkContent true

      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors

      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false

      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true

    >>

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0

    0

    0

    0

  ]

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0

    0

    0

    0

  ]

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness false

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments false

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



