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Introduction 
The Resource Management Framework (RMF) comprises two books: 

• Part 1 – Main document 
• Part 2 – Attachments 

This book is Part 2 of the RMF. It contains the attachments that accompany Part 1 of the RMF. 

Both this book (Part 2) and Part 1 of the RMF can be accessed on the DTF website.  

Changes since the last published version 
The main change in this version of the RMF Part 2 of 2 – Attachments compared with the last 
published version is outlined below: 

Attachment Topic Nature of revisions 

Attachment 14.2  Guidance for evaluation 
of First Peoples-related 
lapsing programs 

Insertion of more detailed guidance on how to evaluate First 
Peoples-related lapsing programs using self-determination 
principles. 
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Attachment 1: Further guidance for developing 
departmental objectives 

1.1 Clear and concise  
Objectives should focus on a single achievement and not include too many target groups or 
areas. Objectives that are too broad or attempt to include too many components may be 
confusing and difficult to measure. Use of the word ‘and’ should be minimised as it may 
encourage the inclusion of lists of sub-objectives. Objectives should be informative to a wide 
range of users. 

1.2 Focus on the result or impact the Government is seeking to   
achieve 
Objectives should be consistent with the Government’s priorities, and any statement of 
outcomes by a service area, department or the Government.  

Objectives should clearly identify what is to be achieved (result), rather than strategies, 
discrete services or products, activities or processes. Results are not things a department 
can do, but are changes expected to be observed in the community, environment or 
economy. 

Objectives should be expressed as the impact on the community that a group of outputs can 
reasonably achieve over the medium to long term. This will minimise the impact of external 
influences (factors outside the department’s control). 

Examples 

 Reduced impact of major bushfires and other extreme events on people, infrastructure and the 
environment 

 Improving the efficiency of court processes [implies a public good and appropriate objective for 
department but does not note the final impact on the community] 

1.3  Strategic focus 
An objective should have a strategic focus and be aligned with the department’s vision and 
mission. It should not be pitched at too high a level. If every objective can be linked to every 
output, then it is likely objectives are too high level. Each objective is likely to have a number 
of supporting outputs (refer to Figure 6 of the main document: Performance management 
concepts). 

1.4 Focus on the standard of expected service delivery 
An objective should reflect the desired standard of service quality the department is 
expecting to deliver, and this should be quantifiable. Words describing delivery standards 
such as ‘high quality’, ‘excellent’ or ‘good’ should be defined or replaced by quantifiable 
ambitions. 
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1.5 Identify the target group/s that will benefit 
Describe the clients/recipients who are to benefit from the achievement of the objective. 

1.6 Measurable within a specific time frame 
Ensure progress towards achievement of the objective can be measured/quantified through 
departmental objective indicators over the medium to long term.  

Ensure an explicit relationship between departmental objectives and outputs. 

Articulate how output delivery will contribute to the achievement of the objective. 

Examples 

 Departmental objective 

Reduced impact of major bushfires and other 
emergencies on people, infrastructure and the 
environment 

 

Fire and emergency management 

Tip Although it is recognised an output may contribute to multiple objectives, each output should be 
linked to the objective that is expected to have the greatest impact 

 

Checklist: objective characteristics 
A departmental objective of good quality will meet the criteria below. 

Criteria Checklist 

Clear, concise and 
specific 

• Is it unambiguous? 
• Does it clearly articulate:  

– what is being delivered/developed? 
– the target audience? 
– expected standard? 
– when it will be achieved? 

Focus on results • Does it accurately reflect Government’s service delivery ambitions? 
• Is the objective realistically achievable? 
• If all outputs are successfully delivered will this achieve the departmental objective? 

Measurable and timely • Is the objective readily measurable through choice of appropriate indicators? 
• Will demonstrable progress towards achieving this objective be possible in the 

medium term? 
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Attachment 2: Further guidance for developing 
departmental objective indicators 

This attachment outlines five areas of focus in setting useful objective indicators. 

2.1  Attributable 
Departmental objective indicators should focus on impacts that can reasonably be achieved 
through delivery of outputs. Indicators should be set at a level that minimises the extent of 
factors outside the department’s control and identifies what is to be achieved, rather than 
what outputs are delivered or what processes are followed. 

There are many tools to assist in developing performance information, including Program 
Logic and the Investment Logic Model (ILM).1 

2.2 Focus on measurable results 
Seek a clear and explicit alignment of outputs to departmental objectives. Good quality 
indicators demonstrate how output delivery contributes to achieving the departmental 
objective. Indicators should be relevant and reflect what the department is trying to achieve, 
not simply what is measurable. 

2.3 Pitch at a level to best inform performance analysis and 
decision making 
Set departmental objective indicators at a level that will best support the analysis of 
performance and decision making. This should be determined on a case-by-case basis 
having regard to existing indicators and the costs associated with developing new indicators.  

2.4 Use existing data sets 
Wherever possible departments should consider existing indicators, data sets and measures 
that could be used to demonstrate the contribution of outputs towards the achievement of 
departmental objectives.  

This could include performance information provided to the national reporting framework for 
the Council of Australian Governments, information in the Report on Government Services, 
or other measures used in departmental reporting. If additional data collection is required, 
the costs involved should be balanced with the benefits (usefulness) of using the data 
collected. 

 
1 Further information on the ILM can be found on the DTF website. 
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2.5 Describe a change 
Indicators reflect the effectiveness of the department’s outputs in contributing to achieving 
the objectives and they should help determine whether the target group/community is 
‘better off’. 

Examples of good quality vs. poorer quality objective indicators 

 ‘Year 12 or equivalent completion rates of young people’ 

‘Property loss from structure fire (current year dollars per person)’ 

 ‘Leads policy development on key priority issues’  
[is this measurable/quantifiable?] 

‘The prevalence of selected chronic disease risk factors is reduced’  
[lacks specificity – which chronic disease factors should be measured?] 

 

Checklist: objective characteristics 
A departmental objective of good quality will meet the criteria below. 

Criteria Checklist 

Attributable • Is the indicator reflecting the impact of the contributing outputs? 
• Is the indicator influenced by external factors outside the control of the department? 

Available • Will data be available in a timely manner – at least annually and over the entire 
forward estimates period? 

• Does it already exist? 
• Is it sufficiently robust? 

Comparable • Does the indicator allow for comparisons over time, between target groups and 
across jurisdictions? 

Influenced by key 
stakeholders 

• Have those responsible for delivering the outputs been consulted, such as non-
departmental service providers? 

• Has the Minister responsible for delivering the outputs been consulted? 

Manageable • Have the costs of data collection been considered? 
• Does the benefit created by gathering data outweigh the burden? 
• Have other more cost-effective indicators been considered? 

Verifiable • Is the methodology and process for data collection and indicator reporting clearly 
documented? 

• Are processes in place to maintain performance records to a standard that allows an 
independent auditor to verify integrity? 
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Attachment 3: Further guidance for developing 
outputs 

3.1  Identify the range of goods and services being provided 
Departments should review all of the goods and services being delivered and determine 
which can be grouped as similar services or those trying to achieve the same objective. This 
should also occur when new funding for a program or initiative is being considered by 
Government.  

3.2 Test the size of the output 
Consolidation of goods and services reduces transparency and accountability and makes it 
difficult to assess performance. For example, an output with too many services or programs 
bundled together diminishes the usefulness of performance measures, as indicators of true 
performance for each service or program. Departments should review the size of the output 
using the following criteria: 

• Discrete products or services – are the services closely related or homogenous in 
nature?  

• Targeted – are the services targeting a specific problem for the same customer? 

• Purpose – is the purpose of the services the same? 

• Size/materiality – is the output less than 10 per cent of the department’s total output cost 
and less than 0.5 per cent of the State’s total budget? 

• Control/influence – to what extent can a single person be directly responsible for the 
performance of the output? 

• Function – does the output deliver a legislated function or lend itself to machinery of 
government changes? (e.g. Consumer Affairs) 

If answering no to one of the first four questions, the output is too large. 

Another consideration is whether an output reflects an agency with specific legislated 
functions. Agencies may be established to deliver a specific objective, which lends itself to 
being a separate output. Depending on the size of the agency, it may be appropriate to have 
multiple outputs. 

3.3 Describe the output 
Output descriptions should be clear and concise and use language that is suited to a general 
audience. They should detail the range of goods and services provided and the programs 
and activities undertaken.  

Explicit references should be made to the broad activities, targeted beneficiary of the goods 
or services, and the intended impact of successful service delivery. 

Output descriptions should demonstrate alignment with one departmental objective.  

Output titles should make clear the nature of services being delivered. Where possible, it 
should encapsulate what is being delivered and to whom and describe a deliverable rather 
than a problem. 
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Examples – Titles 

 • Prisoner Supervision and Support 
• Ports and Freight Network Improvements and Maintenance 

 • Aboriginal Affairs 
• HACC Primary Health, Community Care and Support 

Examples – Description 

 • Provide community-based supervision, healthcare and support services to divert young 
offenders from the youth justice system and minimise the likelihood of further offending. 
[Identifies activity, beneficiary and result] 

Tips • Write output titles and descriptions in plain English 
• Abbreviations, jargon and technical language should not be used 

 

Checklist: objective characteristics 
A departmental objective of good quality will meet the criteria below. 

Criteria Checklist 

External focus • Does the output deliver services to an external customer? 
• Does the external customer derive a benefit from the delivery of services? 
• Is the output externally focused and not measuring or reflecting departmental 

inputs? 

Objective focus • Does the output contribute to the achievement of departmental objectives? 
• Can a link be demonstrated between the output and its impact on the achievement 

of departmental objectives? Is it sufficiently robust? 

Clear • Does the output assist Government to understand what it is funding and what it 
will receive for its money, which is described through performance measures in 
terms of: 
– the cost per unit of the output 
– the quantity of the output units to be delivered 
– levels of quality of the services to be delivered 
– the timing or frequency of the delivery of products and services? 

• Does the output inform Parliamentarians and the community of government 
performance about what services are being delivered, to whom and why? 

• Does the output enable departments (and managers and staff in departments) to 
understand what they must deliver and why? 
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Criteria Checklist 

Measurable • Does the output have an impact on the department’s objectives that can be 
measured? 

• Can the output demonstrate the impact it is designed to achieve? 
• Can the output be routinely measured so Government will know if it is receiving 

what it paid for? 

Comparable • Does the output enable Government to consider whether there are alternative 
providers for the output by enabling comparison/benchmarking of performance for 
delivery of similar services? 

Assessment tool: output disaggregation 
The assessment approach and summary ratings for output disaggregation are mapped out below. If 
an output meets most of the criteria then it is less likely to be suitable for disaggregation. A summary 
assessment along the spectrum of suitability for disaggregation will be made on the basis of the 
assessment against each of the criteria. If an output could not be disaggregated, departments must 
assess the individual output performance measure to test its completeness and appropriateness. 

Output disaggregation 

Assessment 
criteria 

Key considerations Summary ratings 

Disaggregate Partially 
disaggregate 

Do not  
disaggregate 

Does the output 
represent an 
appropriate 
proportion of the 
department’s/ 
State budget? 

Does the output cost meet the 
Resource Management Framework 
guidance regarding 10 per cent of 
total departmental or 0.5 per cent of 
government expenditure? 

More than 10 per 
cent of the 
department’s or 
0.5 per cent of the 
State’s budget 

n.a. Less than 10 per 
cent of the 
department’s or 
0.5 per cent of the 
State’s budget 

Does the output 
line up with the 
organisational 
and/or delivery 
agency’s structure 
using a consistent 
service delivery 
model? 

• Can the output and its 
performance measures be 
easily attributed to core 
functional responsibilities and 
service delivery mechanisms 
in the department or portfolio 
agency? 

• Does the output line up to 
homogenous service delivery 
mechanisms? 

Limited (if any) 
alignment 
between output 
and structure and 
inconsistent 
service delivery 
model 

Some degree of 
alignment 
between output 
and structure 
and relatively 
consistent 
service delivery 
model 

Strong alignment 
between output and 
structure and 
consistent service 
delivery model 

Is aggregating the 
output likely to 
provide improved 
transparency 
regarding the 
departmental 
expenditure/ 
performance? 

Is aggregating the output likely to 
provide users an improved 
understanding of how the funding is 
allocated across core services and 
expenditure types and what is 
delivered in return? 

Disaggregated 
output likely to 
provide users with 
an improved 
understanding of 
expenditure/ 
performance 

Disaggregated 
output may 
provide users 
with an 
improved 
understanding 
of expenditure/ 
performance 

Disaggregated 
output unlikely to 
provide users with 
an improved 
understanding of 
expenditure/ 
performance 

 

Output [text] Output cost [$] 
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Output description per cent of dept. 
budget 

[%] 

[Description] per cent of State  
budget 

[%] 

 

Output disaggregation 

Assessment criteria Summary assessment Comment 

Does the output represent 
an appropriate proportion 
of the department’s/State 
budget? 

[Copy relevant summary rating 
from the output disaggregation 
assessment table] 

 

Does the output line up 
with the organisational 
and/or delivery agency’s 
structure using a 
consistent service delivery 
model? 

[Copy relevant summary rating 
from the output disaggregation 
assessment table] 

 

Is disaggregating the 
output likely to provide 
improved transparency 
regarding the 
departmental expenditure 
and performance? 

[Copy relevant summary rating 
from the output disaggregation 
assessment table] 

 

Summary [Findings, actions and recommendations] 
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Attachment 4: Further guidance for developing 
performance measures 

Performance measures: quantity, quality, timeliness, cost  
Departments should consider four key attributes when developing performance measures:  

4.1 Quantity performance measures 
Describe outputs in terms of how much, or how many. Quantities will conceptually be 
different for each output type. However, quantity could take the form of the number of 
discrete deliverables or capacity provided. They also tend to demonstrate the volume of work 
being undertaken. 

A quantity measure can be: 

• wholly in the control or influence of the department (e.g. compliance services) or is a 
known activity (e.g. State elections) 

• affected by demand to a certain extent, but the target can reasonably be 
forecast/quantified (e.g. number of students enrolled in public schools, court cases 
heard, family services cases provided to Aboriginal families) 

• measuring capacity or capability for outputs where this is the primary function being 
purchased by Government. For example, emergency management permanent 
operational staff, or staff (or time) engaged in policy development may be appropriate 
measures when there is wide volatility of goods and services delivered between years. 

Quantity measures can often be converted into efficiency measures by combining them with 
cost to show the unit cost. This may not be appropriate in all situations. 

4.2 Quality performance measures  
Describe how well a service is being delivered (i.e. whether output delivery has been up to 
the expected standard of performance). Standards might be contained in legislation, 
agreements, or other requirements. Quality measures can also demonstrate if output delivery 
has met comparable better practice benchmarks associated with departmental objectives 
and intended results.  

Measurement of compliance with legislated standards should be used sparingly, as this is 
usually a basic minimum standard rather than the quality of service desired by Government. 
These measures do not allow for continuous improvement from year to year. However, 
where the main function of the output is delivering a legal requirement, it may be appropriate 
to use compliance with legislation as a measure.  

A fundamental aspect of quality is the assumption the product or service is defect-free and 
fits the purpose for which it was intended. Quality can be achieved through using specific 
criteria (e.g. accuracy, completeness, accessibility, customer satisfaction, continuity or equity 
of supply).  
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4.3 Timeliness performance measures  
Provide parameters for how often, or within what time frame, outputs will be delivered.  

Timeliness may be a measure of either: 

• efficiency, measured by turnaround times 

• effectiveness, measured by waiting or response times. 

4.4 Cost performance measures 
Reflect the full accrual cost to a department of producing an output. The cost measure for 
each output is the total cost and includes state appropriation revenue, as well as funding 
from other sources to produce the output.  

Other areas of consideration 

Balanced set of measures 

The mix of quality, quantity, timeliness and cost measures for each output should give a 
balanced and complete performance picture of what the output is trying to achieve and how 
the delivery of the output will be measured.  

Interaction between measures can provide insights into service performance. It is important 
to have measures that are closely linked to individual bundle of services in an output. These 
measures need to be presented in a way that allows inference to be drawn by signalling the 
interaction to stakeholders. For example, by using language, terms and/or presenting them 
together. 

Cover all the major activities 

The department should select measures that assess all the important aspects of the output 
being delivered, such as key deliverables and critical activities to explain whether the 
department has efficiently and effectively delivered these outputs.  

Alignment with objective indicators 

There should be alignment between output performance measures and objective indicators. 
Performance measures, in conjunction with objective indicators, should help demonstrate a 
department’s achievements compared to intentions.  

Use existing data sets 

Departments should consider existing measures and data sets that could be used to 
demonstrate output performance. This could include performance information under the 
national reporting framework for the Council of Australian Governments, information in the 
Report on Government Services, or other measures used in departmental reporting. 

Assumptions and methodology 

Departments should document the assumptions and methodology underpinning the 
performance measures. These should include how the supporting data is calculated or 
derived, source and frequency of data collection, as well as any other business rules and 
assumptions. 
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Setting targets 

Targets should be realistic and achievable. They should provide meaningful information on 
the expected level of goods and services to be delivered, and enable Government to 
prioritise actions, set agreed direction, focus attention and resources and provide evidence of 
performance. Targets should not be stretch or aspirational targets, as the final performance 
statement is a delivery contract between Government and a department. 

In developing output performance targets, departments should: 

• be clear about what is to be delivered 
• examine past trends, variations in performance and the performance of other providers 
• formulate targets drawing on existing measurement data from a range of sources, where 

possible 
• consider the extent of influence the department can exert over the service to be 

delivered 
• consult with relevant ministers where required. 

Performance measures should remain consistent over time to enable comparison of 
performance. However, targets should be reassessed and amended where: 

• there is constant over or underperformance against the current target 
• a policy change makes the current target unachievable 
• there is a change in the funding allocated to the delivery of goods and services in an 

output. 

Note a target that is too ambitious may encourage misrepresentation of performance. This 
could occur where desire to meet an unrealistic target results in an overstatement of actual 
performance. 

Examples 

 ‘Service provision rating (Commissioner assessment of Secretariat performance)’  
[clear data source] 

‘Timely handling of objections (within 90 days)’ [defines how it is being measured] 

 ‘Arts portfolio public body annual reports tabled in Parliament by the required statutory dates’ 
[not challenging enough as this is a basic legislated requirement] 

‘Progress of Regional Rail Link’ 
[not clear whether the measure relates to proportion of funding spent, milestones met, track 
laid etc.] 

Tips • Performance measures should be written in plain English and be obvious to the public as 
to whether the outcome was positive or negative. 

• Targets of 0 or 100 per cent should not be used in most cases as they have no capacity to 
demonstrate continuous improvement from year to year and may not be sufficiently 
challenging. 

• Targets involving wide ranges should not be used in most cases as they allow a wide 
range of performance to be considered a positive result and may not be sufficiently 
challenging. For example, if a (fictitious) performance measure ‘customer satisfaction with 
delivery of services’ was set with a target ranging between 50 per cent and 100 per cent, 
this would be considered too wide and not sufficiently challenging.2 

 

 
2 This addresses Recommendation 28, p198 in the Public Accounts and Estimates Committee’s Report on the 2016-17 
Budget Estimates, Chapter 9: Performance Management. 
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Checklist: performance measurement characteristics 
The eight accurate criteria below indicate a better practice standard in public sector output 
performance measurement information. The following checklist should be used to assess the quality 
of each output performance measure and whether the set of performance measures achieves a 
faithful representation of the output performance. An output performance measure of good quality will 
meet all checklist items. 

Criteria Checklist 

Attributable 

High-quality output performance measures 
should not be unduly influenced by changes in 
external factors, such as economic and 
environmental conditions. Successful delivery 
of the activities/programs in an output should 
be attributable to the actions of the 
organisation.  

 

• Is the output performance measure directly attributable to 
programs and/or activities delivered by the organisation 
under the output? 

It is recognised that in some outputs, external 
factors can impact on the quantity, quality, 
timeliness and cost of service delivery. For 
example, ambulance services and court 
cases, where the level of demand may be 
primarily determined by factors outside the 
organisation’s control. However, measures of 
these services are appropriate where the 
delivery of these services is within the actions 
of the organisation and responsibility for 
performance is considered to rest with the 
organisation. 

• For outputs affected by demand, has the organisation put in 
place mechanisms to forecast and manage demand? 

Clear 

High-quality output performance measures 
should be written in clear, concise, and 
non-technical language so they can be easily 
understood and easily related to the 
performance of the output. There should be no 
ambiguity about what is being measured. 

 

• Is the measure written in clear language and unambiguous? 
• Is the measure readily interpretable by Parliament and the 

community? 
• Is it clear what the measure is intended to show and why it is 

important? 
• Is it clear whether exceeding, precisely achieving or coming 

under the target is a good result? 

Comparable 

High-quality output performance measures 
should allow an organisation to demonstrate 
how its service delivery compares to past 
performance, performance across similar 
outputs, and performance in services 
delivered by other providers. This enables 
Government to assess whether the output 
represents value for money. 

 

• Does the measure allow for comparisons of the output’s 
performance: 
– over time? 
– across similar programs, program areas or initiatives? 
– across similar jurisdictions? 
– between similar outputs delivered by other providers? 

• Does the measure enable benchmarking between providers 
of similar outputs? 
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Criteria Checklist 

Useful 

Performance measures should be capable of 
being used in a variety of ways. In addition to 
assessing and reporting performance, they 
should also inform decision making by the 
organisation and by Government as well as 
helping other stakeholders understand the 
organisation’s performance. The data should 
be available to meet relevant planning and 
reporting timeframes. 

 

• Can the measure be used to inform government decision 
making? 

• Can the measure be used for internal management, and for 
external reporting and decision making? 

• Does the measure and target clearly set out performance 
expectations for the output? 

• Have key stakeholders been consulted (i.e. relevant 
Ministers, managers and staff responsible for service 
delivery)? 

• Do key stakeholders regard the measure as useful? 
• Can the data be collected at a frequency that aligns with 

planning and reporting cycles? 

Relevant 

High-quality output performance measures 
should be a measure of the services delivered. 
Performance measures should align with both 
the departmental objectives and the relevant 
output. 

 

• Does the measure accurately reflect performance against 
what is intended to be achieved? 

• Does the measure align with departmental objectives? 
• Does the measure provide a good indication of success? 
• Does the set of measures provide coverage of the key 

aspects of performance? 
• Is it clear how achieving the target will assist in achieving 

departmental objectives? 

Achievable 

Performance targets need to be challenging 
(i.e. represent best value for money), but still 
achievable. Targets should act as a driving 
goal for those working to achieve it. This is a 
balancing exercise: on the one hand, targets 
that are too achievable do not encourage 
continuous improvement, and, on the other 
hand, targets that are impossible to achieve 
will not provide Parliament and the public with 
useful information. Targets should not be 
stretch/aspirational targets but delivery 
targets. 

 

• Does the performance measure provide a challenging, but 
realistic target for the organisation to achieve? 

• Can the performance target be altered to address under or 
over performance, in line with Government budgetary 
decision making from year to year? 

Transparent 

Performance measures need not only to be 
transparent themselves, but the information 
collected also needs to be transparent. 

It must be clear how the performance data is 
collected (and in some circumstances why), 
and any limitations must be disclosed. 
Information must also reflect new initiatives 
and new funding, must be reflected by 
changes in performance measures and/or 
targets. (Note, this information is maintained 
by departments,but not published in the 
department performance statements). 

 

• Is there a clear management audit trail of data treatment, 
calculation and reporting? 

• Has the measure been tested for unintended consequences? 
• Have counterbalancing measures been considered where 

unintended incentives have been identified? 
• Can the performance measure target be changed to reflect 

increased funding? 
• Have any data shortcomings and/or limitations been 

disclosed? 
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Criteria Checklist 

Evidence based 

High-quality output performance measures 
should have a sound evidence base. Data 
should be available so results against the 
performance measures can be observed and 
reported. 

 

• Have a common set of current data definitions and key terms 
been communicated to all involved in the collection of data? 

• Have the methodologies (data collection, processing and 
monitoring procedures) been documented? 

• Are there standards and procedures for the collection, 
storage and retrieval of data? 

• Are processes in place to retain performance records to a 
standard that allows an independent auditor to verify 
information integrity? 

• Are processes in place to reassess the measure (and the 
associated output) each year for the annual State budget 
process? 

• Have the data and methodology underpinning performance 
measures been verified for accuracy prior to publication? 

Documentation and reporting of performance measures 
Measuring performance requires timely and relevant collation and analysis of data. Data must be 
collected at set timeframes and must be accurate and comparable to achieve a meaningful picture of 
the performance.  

The utility of performance information can be optimised if they are integrated back into planning and 
decision making. It is vital departments provide DTF with the following output information required in 
the publication of budget papers: 

• output that the performance measure relates to 
• performance measure code 
• performance measure name 
• unit of measure 
• type of measure – quantity, quality, timeliness or cost measure. 

To support this information, departments also need to keep a record of the following: 

• business purpose of the performance measure and what the measure is assessing 
• detailed definition of the terms used 
• how the data is collected, measured and calculated 
• frequency of measurement. 

Examples of policy and advisory-related performance measures 

Performance measure Target 

Technical quality of policy advice papers assessed by a survey with a methodical 
robustness of 90 per cent. 

At least an average of 
70 per cent 

The satisfaction of the relevant Minister with the policy advice service, per the common 
satisfaction survey. 

At least 70 per cent 

The total cost per hour of producing outputs $ 

All new significant operating expenditure proposals are subject to cost benefit analysis or 
similar. 

100% 
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Performance measure Target 

Audit opinion issued by the Victorian Auditor-General on the Financial Statements of the 
Government. 

Unqualified 

Compliance with risk management policies and parameters for management of Crown 
lending and Crown bank accounts 

No breaches 

Annual Report, including financial statements, is produced in line with the Financial 
Management Act 1994 requirements and free from material errors. 

Achieved 

Advice to entities and ministers on budget processes was provided within agreed 
timeframes. 

100 per cent 
compliance 

Degree of compliance with deadlines of briefings to the ministers, and or senior 
executives following release of public reports 

100 per cent 
compliance 

Assessment tool: performance measures – completeness 
The performance measure completeness consideration tests whether the outputs performance 
measures represent the main components of expenditure and whether there are relevant units of 
accountability for performance and/or efficient/effective service delivery. 

Performance measure completeness – general criteria 

Assessment 
criteria 

Key considerations Summary ratings 

Yes Partial No 

Overarching 
consideration 

Does the mix of 
performance 
measures reflect 
the main 
expenditure 
components of 
the output? 

Are the respective performance 
measures across the output 
representatives of the main 
components of expenditure and are 
there relevant units of 
accountability for performance 
and/or efficient/effective service 
delivery? 

If No – what additional measures 
should be incorporated? 

Yes n.a. No – Key 
components are 
missing. 

(Recommend 
additional measures 
are added) 
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Performance measures completeness –  
Does the mix of performance measures reflect the main expenditure components of the output? 

Output Activities Key elements Captured under current BP3 reporting? 

[Output title] [Activity 1] [measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

[measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

[measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

[Activity 2] [measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

[measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

[measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

[Activity 3] [measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

[measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

[measurable element] [Is the element currently captured?] 

Summary [Summary] 

Suitability for 
disaggregation 

 
Suitable 

  
Unsuitable 

 

Instruction: Based on your assessment, position the dot to reflect the output’s suitability for disaggregation. 

 

 

Organisation structure 

[Group/division] 

Area 1 
Area 2 
Area 3 
Area 4 
Area 5 
Area 6 
Area 7 

Instruction: Resize the red area to 
reflect the proportion of the 
division/area covered by the output. 
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Assessment tool: performance measures – appropriateness 
The performance measure appropriateness consideration assessment approach and summary 
ratings comprise general and specific considerations. The general consideration tests whether the 
suite of measures reflect the main expenditure components of the output. The specific consideration 
is sequential and considers the existing measures individually to ascertain if: 

• a measure is providing directly relevant and detailed information, then it is recommended to be 
maintained 

• a measure is not providing relevant information, consideration is given to other more detailed 
available information that may be relevant 

• there are no alternative information sources, then consideration is given whether to discontinue 
the measure or another more relevant measure can be developed. 

 

Performance measure appropriateness – (specific) sequential criteria 

Assessment criteria Key considerations Summary ratings 
Yes Partial No 

Does the performance 
measure provide 
relevant information to 
facilitate informed 
analysis? 

If Partial or No 

Does the performance 
measure provide the level of 
detail required into 
departmental performance to 
assist users? 

If Yes – then maintain as is. 

Measure provides 
directly relevant 
and detailed 
information to 
support user 
analysis. 

(Recommend 
measure is 
maintained) 

Measure 
provides 
information that 
may support 
user analysis. 

Measure does not 
provide information 
to support user 
analysis. 

Is there (or is it likely) 
more granular/relevant 
data/information related 
to the specific measure 
or activity available to 
facilitate informed 
analysis? 

If Partial or No 

Does the department have 
further information and detail 
that aggregates up and/or 
provides more relevant 
performance information than 
that currently reported? 

If Yes – then recommend 
measure is disaggregated or 
revised. 

More detailed and 
relevant 
information is 
available. 

(Recommend 
measure is 
disaggregated or 
revised) 

More detailed 
information may 
be available and 
of relevance. 

Further detail is not 
currently collected 
or reported by the 
department. 

Is there another more 
relevant measure that 
can be developed that 
would facilitate informed 
analysis? 

Is there a more relevant 
measure or data point that 
would better facilitate 
informed analysis? 

(Recommend a 
relevant 
replacement 
measure) 

n.a. Relevant measure 
cannot be easily 
replaced. 

(Recommend 
measure is 
discontinued) 

 

 



 

The Resource Management Framework Part 2 of 2 – Attachments – Effective from 1 July 2026 Page 19 
 

Performance measures appropriateness 

Performance measure Unit of 
measure 

201X-1X 
target 

Assessment criteria Comment 

Facilitates informed 
DTF analysis and 
advice? 

Is more granular data/ 
information available? 

Should measure be 
replaced or 
discontinued? 

Quantity 

Quantity measure 1   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Quantity measure 2   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Quantity measure 3   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Quality 

Quality measure 1   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Quality measure 2   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Quality measure 3   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Timeliness 

Timeliness measure 1   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Timeliness measure 2   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Timeliness measure 3   [assessment rating] [assessment rating] [assessment rating]  

Summary  
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Attachment 5: Overview of medium-term planning 
process 

The medium-term planning process revolves around four key stages, which are outlined in 
detail below. 

5.1 Setting a clear direction establishing vision, mission, 
objectives and indicators 
This process of planning entails developing the department’s vision, mission, goals and 
objectives. The mission statement clarifies the department’s purpose in the context of the 
Government’s objectives. It is important to note this stage of planning occurs before the 
State budget as the departmental objectives are endorsed during the budget process. 
The finalised plan reflects objectives consistent with the budget papers. 

The departmental objectives are measured by supporting indicators. With these measurable 
indicators, departments can monitor progress and make necessary adjustments each year. 
A further task is to consider outputs or deliverables needed to achieve the department’s 
objectives. The associated output performance measures objectively measure the degree of 
success of output delivery.  

Throughout this process of setting and refining the strategic direction for the department, 
departments may engage with Minister/s and key stakeholders as required.  

5.2 Assessing the operating environment: situation analysis 
A range of external and internal factors can affect the achievement of departmental 
objectives and outputs. These should be considered during medium-term planning, with 
relevant risk mitigation strategies developed to ensure desired priorities can be achieved. 
Planning takes into account the impact of cross-portfolio issues. However, the finalised plan 
is specific to the relevant portfolio. Departments can use horizon scanning to assess 
opportunities and identify limitations and capabilities to deliver the outputs and achieve 
departmental objectives.  

External analysis includes:  

• forecasts of economic conditions 

• sector-specific inflationary pressures 

• longer-term changes to the determinants for demand 

• inconsistent/variable demand for services provided 

• demographic and population changes 

• anticipated technological developments 

• actions by other governments 

• the regulatory environment. 
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Internal analysis includes:  

• the department’s culture and structure 

• capacity and capability to deliver 

• resources, including the available technology and condition of assets 

• physical location of output delivery providers.  

With the external and internal analysis, departments can consider strengths, weakness, 
opportunities and threats.  

5.3 Strategy formulation 
After analysing the department and the environment in which it operates, strategies and 
implementation plans can be developed to meet output delivery and departmental objectives, 
taking into consideration government policies and internal activities. Formulating strategies 
and implementation plans should involve the whole business (including portfolio agencies) to 
ensure the emerging drivers, risks, challenges and opportunities are identified and 
addressed.  

Some areas for consideration include:  

• output restructures e.g. output mix 

• demand and supply factors 

• use of technology and innovation 

• minimising operating costs and achieving operational efficiency 

• workforce planning to improve capability 

• planning to manage and achieve optimal value from the asset base 

• engaging markets in maximising value from procurement and external service providers 

• addressing specific government policies and targets. 

Resource planning is also an integral part of medium-term planning process through the 
inclusion of specific targets for planning purposes.  

5.4 Feedback, control and reporting 
Objectives and output delivery strategies and actions should be continuously assessed by 
setting standards, monitoring performance and acting to manage any variances. 
Modifications should be made from time to time to address significant change not foreseen, 
including the use of innovation, market mechanisms and technology.  
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Attachment 6: Department performance statements – 
performance measure footnotes guidance 

This attachment provides further guidance on the preparation of performance measure footnotes as 
part of the preparation of department performance statements. 

Wording for standard footnotes 
The following wording is suggested to be used: 

New performance measures 

‘New performance measure for 20xx-yy to reflect Government priorities regarding <xyz>/new 
funding/etc.’ 

New budget initiatives 

‘The higher 20xx-yy target reflects new funding in the 20xx-yy Budget for the <xyz> initiative.’ 

Renamed/edited performance measures 

‘This performance measure replaces the 20xx-yy performance measures <xyz>. The new measure is 
the same as the previous measure except for <xyz> and measures the same activity.’ 

‘This performance measure renames/edits the 20xx-yy performance measures <xyz>. The new 
measure reports on the same activity as the previous measure, however has been amended for 
increased clarity.’ 
Note: renamed/edited performance measures are published in the performance statements. The previous measures are not 
required to be published as a proposed discontinued or substantially changed measure.  

Replacement or consolidation of performance measures 

‘This performance measure is proposed to replace the 20xx-yy performance measure <xyz>. It has 
been amended/replaced to more accurately reflect <xyz>.’ 

‘This performance measure is proposed to consolidate the 20xx-yy performance measures <xyz> and 
<xyz> into a new measure for 20xx-yy. These measures have been consolidated to <xyz>.’ 
Note: previous year performance measures that are proposed to be replaced or consolidated are required to be published as 
a proposed discontinued or substantially changed measure.  

Proposed discontinued measures 

‘This performance measure is proposed to be discontinued as <it is no longer relevant/it has been 
replaced by the 20xx-yy performance measure ‘…’/previous budgets did not allocate funding for the 
program beyond 30 June 20xx>.’ 

Proposed discontinued measures as a result of a machinery of government change 

‘This performance measure is proposed to be discontinued due to machinery of government changes 
effective <day month 20xx>. This measure was previously presented as part of the <xx objective> of 
the former <Department>. Reporting on this measure is no longer <appropriate/relevant> as <it was a 
function of the former department/a proportion of the measure relates to Department x/....>.’ 
Note: this footnote is intended to capture full and partial transfers and functions to and from departments as a result of a 
machinery of government change.  
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Performance measures transferred between outputs 

‘This performance measure is transferred directly from the <xyz> output.’ 

Machinery of government change 

‘This performance measure has been introduced as a result of machinery of government changes that 
resulted in the transfer of <xyz> functions <out of/into> the department.’ 

Significant and/or material movements (a) in targets between years; (b) between targets 
and expected outcomes within or between financial years; or (c) output costs between 
years 

‘The higher/lower 20xx-yy target reflects <additional services or funding/the effect of…>.’ 

‘The 20xx-yy expected outcome is <lower/higher> than the 20xx-yy target due to <….>.’ 

Note: footnotes explaining changes in targets or the setting of targets must include: 

• at a minimum, whether the change is due to changed government policy, funding or program 
delivery, or changed external circumstances (i.e. Commonwealth, consumer trends etc.) 

• factors that have contributed to any targets being set at levels that could be reasonably 
interpreted as being significantly understated compared to the previous year. 

Footnotes involving per cent and percentage point 

A percentage point is the unit for the arithmetic difference of two percentages. e.g. going from 80 per 
cent to 84 per cent is a 4 percentage point increase (not a 4 per cent increase). 

This means if the target is 80 per cent and the expected outcome is 84 per cent, the variance is 
5 per cent, which requires a footnote. 
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Attachment 7: The Departmental Funding Model  

Calculation of output price in the DFM 
As part of the Departmental Funding Model (DFM), output prices are generally indexed (except for 
some exclusions) so a department’s ability to deliver services is not eroded over time by inflation. 

In the budget and forward estimates, this is reflected in two sets of ‘prices’: 

• base output price – these prices are indexed by an indexation factor throughout the forward 
estimates, to reflect general price movements in the economy 

• fixed output price – these prices remain fixed through the forward estimates and are not 
indexed. 

Total output price is defined in the following equation: 

Total output price = (Base output price – exclusions) × indexation factor + exclusions 

Indexation factor used in the DFM 
The DFM allows for indexation based on the official State Government forecast of the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) – All Groups, Melbourne, or an alternative rate, determined at the Treasurer’s 
discretion. 

Exclusions to the application indexation under the DFM 
Some components of output delivery are not subject to uniform indexation, or else are subject to 
different price indexation, as a result of: 

• explicit Government decisions (e.g. non-wage health specifics such as drugs and prosthetics) 
• special arrangements, such as Commonwealth/State matching arrangements (e.g. young people 

in nursing homes) 
• existing contracts to deliver outputs negotiated through a tender process (e.g. public transport 

contracts).  

The General Efficiency Dividend3 is also not subject to indexation under the DFM. 

Further discussion on the exclusions to the application of DFM indexation are outlined below. 

 
3 The General Efficiency Dividend is an efficiency measure applied by departments to non frontline wage and non 
wages costs. 
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Output delivery contracts 
Existing major output delivery contracts are excluded from uniform indexation for the life of the 
existing contract term where the price for an agreed level of service on a no-policy change basis is 
subject to differing indices prescribed in the existing contract.  

For such contracts, when the estimate of the price needs to be revised during the forward estimates 
period, DTF and the relevant department agree any upward or downward movement based on the 
indexation methodology prescribed in the contract. Should the methodology require the use of 
forecast indices, the forecasts must be agreed with the Treasurer, in a similar manner to the uniform 
indexation forecasts. 

Future contracts to deliver outputs will not be excluded from the uniform indexation arrangements 
unless there is an explicit government decision to do so. 

Specification and pricing of outputs partly funded externally 
A number of departments charge users directly for some products or services, with this revenue 
meeting either part or the whole of the cost of the product or service delivery. 

In other cases, an external service provider (this could be a public non-financial corporation or a 
non-government entity) provides products or services directly to the public and charges the users an 
amount which covers only part of the cost, with the difference funded by government contribution. 

If an output appears to be a clearly definable item with a readily identifiable cost, the important issue 
for management purposes is the total net cost to Government of the delivery of that output. 

After identification of the total delivery cost and expected demand and hence revenue received from 
external users, the department can then consider the net price of the output to Government. 

The department and Government should seek to minimise the total output delivery cost while 
balancing: 

• the charges imposed directly on customers for the product or service (as per Standing 
Direction 3.8 – refer to the Cost Recovery Guidelines) 

• any aspects of the service which Government will fund as a Community Service Obligation (CSO) 
• the net output price to Government 
• any National Competition Policy issues. 
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Attachment 8: Applying the correct appropriation 
accounts in SRIMS as part of the DFM 

DFM appropriation accounts 
There are a number of ‘annual appropriation’ accounts in the State Resource Information 
Management System (SRIMS): 

• Account 71210 (Constant Output Price) – used for appropriation revenue that is subject to 
indexation under the DFM. 

• Account 71220 (Escalation Increment) – used for the indexation component provided to 
departments under the DFM. 

• Account 71200 (Revenue from Annual Appropriations (fixed price)) – used for appropriation 
revenue in the following instances: 

– revenue provided for specific Government decisions where indexation differs from 
the DFM indexation rate 

or where no indexation applies 

– special Commonwealth/State matching arrangements 

– existing contracts to deliver outputs negotiated through a tender process. 

 Attachment 7: The Departmental Funding Model  

General comments 
Departments are responsible for identifying the correct revenue streams associated with the provision 
of outputs and assigning the revenue to the correct DFM appropriation accounts. If the accounts are 
not applied correctly, material distortions to the estimates may arise over time. 

Departments are advised to discuss with their DTF contact if guidance on the use of these accounts 
for specific transactions is required. 
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Attachment 9: Depreciation equivalent – asset funding sourced from provision of 
outputs appropriation diagram 

 
 

 

Operating Statement
for the Provision of Outputs for the Department.
Authority codes betw een 2005 and 2220

Amount
($) Balance Sheet

Amount 
($) Comment

Revenue SAU inter-entity account 45000

SAU inter-entity account opening balance

Current year actual depreciation 
expense equivalent

200 000

50 000

SAU inter-entity account opening balance covering 
prior-years depreciation equivalent per SAU inter-entity 
Dissection Statements.

Department receives appropriation for the provision of 
outputs w hich is deposited in its SAU inter-entity account.

Total available depreciation equivalent 250 000

Appropriation for the Provision of Outputs –
Accounts 71050–71200

(1 000 000) Appropriation covering current year 
other output expenses

950 000

Total Appropriation Revenue for the Provision of 
Outputs received during the current year

(1 000 000) Total Appropriation funding available in the 
SAU inter-entity account

1 200 000

Expenses (outputs)

Depreciation (includes amortisation) –
Accounts 81000–81950.

Other expenses –
Accounts 80100–80985, and 82000–90800

(50 000)

(950 000)

Payments

SAU inter-entity account payments comprising:

• payment for property, plant and equipment 
(additions to the Net Assets Base) from 
previous year’s depreciation equivalent

• payment for property, plant and equipment 
(additions to the Net Assets Base)

• payments for output expenses

(200 000)

(50 000)

(950 000)

Payment for property, plant and equipment from previous 
year’s depreciation equivalent. In this instance, the 
Treasurer’s approval under s.33 of the Financial 
Management Act 1994 is required.

Payment for property, plant and equipment from current 
year’s depreciation equivalent.

Normal payments for output expenses from the 
Provision of Outputs appropriations.

Total expenses 1 000 000 Total draw-downs from the 
SAU inter-entity account

(1 200 000)

Total operatingresult 0 Total Balance in the SAU inter-entity account 0
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Attachment 10: Pro-forma journal entries for long 
service leave transactions 

10.1 Accruing of long service leave by employees 
The provision for long service leave (LSL) progressively increases as a result of accumulating 
LSL expense. 

Dr Long service leave expense (other than revaluation of present value of LSL) – 
account 80500 (transaction flows) 

Dr Long service leave expense – gains (losses) on revaluation account 80550 

(Annual appropriation authority codes must not be used with this account). 

Cr Long service leave provision (liability)  

Departments receive funding for the payment of LSL (other than revaluation of present value 
of LSL – account 80550) as part of the revenue received for the delivery of outputs. This 
revenue is recorded in the form of a deposit in the SAU inter-entity account.4  

Dr SAU inter-entity account LSL (asset)  
Cr Revenue for outputs (revenue)  

10.2 Recognition of long service leave resulting from previous 
employment outside the Victorian budget sector 
Employees in the Victorian public service (VPS) may have a period of service with a previous 
employer that was outside the VPS but is still recognised for LSL purposes. 

Dr LSL expense (expense)  
Cr LSL provision (liability)  

10.3 Pay out of leave: employee resigns, retires or takes a payout 
in lieu of leave 
Upon resignation, retirement or by request, an employee receives a payment in lieu of LSL if 
he/she is recognised as having seven or more years of service and has not fully drawn down 
on his/her available LSL entitlement: 

Dr LSL provision (liability)  
Cr Cash at bank (asset)  

Cash at bank would be reimbursed from the SAU inter-entity account: 

Dr Cash at bank (asset)  
Cr SAU inter-entity account LSL (asset)  

 
4 Appropriation revenue is not provided for LSL gains/(losses) on revaluation due to changes in the present value 
resulting from the discount (bond) rate applied. 
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10.4 Employee resigns or retires – no pay out of leave provision as 
a result of not accruing a sufficient entitlement to a payout 
under their conditions of employment 
An employee who resigns or retires is not entitled to receive a payment in lieu of LSL if they 
are not recognised as having at least seven or more years of service and is not entitled to pro 
rata payment in lieu of LSL upon cessation of employment. 

In this situation the LSL provision is written back against LSL expense and no reduction is 
made to the deposit with the SAU inter-entity account. 

Dr LSL provision (liability) 
Cr LSL expense (expense) 

10.5 Deposits accrued in the SAU inter-entity account are 
sufficient to fund long service leave 
It is expected that there will generally be sufficient SAU deposits accrued to fund LSL as it 
falls due for payment. The following transactions would normally apply: 

Dr LSL provision (liability)  
Cr Cash at bank (asset)  

Cash at bank would be reimbursed from the SAU inter-entity account as follows: 

Dr Cash at bank (asset)  
Cr SAU inter-entity account LSL (asset)  

Refer Attachment 11: Representation of long service leave funding flows for an illustration of 
how the SAU inter-entity account is funded for LSL expense. 

10.6 Deposits accrued in the SAU inter-entity account are 
insufficient to fund LSL over the long term 
There may be occasions where deposits accrued in the SAU inter-entity account will be 
insufficient to pay LSL over the long term due to some unforeseen condition arising. There 
are two specific times when this can occur: 

1. there is an increase in the number of staff taking LSL in a particular year 
2. due to the age profile of staff in a department, a significant number of staff who have 

accrued LSL fall due for retirement. 

For both conditions noted above: 

Reduction in liability (provision for LSL) 

Dr LSL provision (liability) 
Cr Appropriation5 
Cr SAU balance (to the extent that existing balances are available) 

 
5 This example assumes that additional output appropriation has or will be made available. 
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10.7 The transfer of an employee’s accrued LSL entitlement when 
that employee secures employment outside of a department 
to an organisation not covered by agreements for the transfer 
of LSL funding 
Circumstances may arise where an employee secures employment outside a department and 
their accrued LSL provision is recognised by the new employer. Unless employment 
arrangements exist for the payment of LSL on a pro rata basis upon resignation the following 
applies: 

Dr LSL provision (liability)  
Cr LSL expense (expense)  

10.8 LSL accruals for salaries paid from Special Appropriations or 
trust funds 
Normally salaries and employee entitlements will be funded out of output revenue. However, 
there will be some cases where the source of funds will be either from special appropriations 
or trust funds. In these circumstances it will be necessary to charge LSL expense against the 
Special Appropriation or trust fund with a corresponding increase in the SAU inter-entity 
account. 

(a) LSL is accrued: 

Dr LSL expense (expense)  

Cr LSL provision (liability)  

(b) Transfer of funds equal to LSL expense into the SAU inter-entity account: 

Dr  SAU inter-entity account LSL (asset)  

Cr  Special Appropriation (revenue) 
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Attachment 11: Representation of long service leave 
funding flows 

(The Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions (DJPR) and State Library Victoria (SLV) are used in 
this example) 

 
 

 

DJPR receives $100 
revenue for delivery 
of library servicesSAU

Consolidated Fund

DTF liability

DJPR
Creative Victoria

DJPR 
profit/asset

SLV

SLV loss / 
asset

SLV
liability

DJPR expenses $90, 
w hich is passed on 

in grant to SLV

The DJPR profit and the SLV 
loss balance to zero upon 

consolidation in departmental 
f inancial statements

DJPR
Inter-entity SAU

DJPR 
deposits $10 
in inter-entity 

account

$10 invested

DJPR receives $100 revenue from the SAU for delivery of SLV outputs. SLV’s costs are $10 for 
LSL expense and $90 for other expenses.

DJPR does not fund SLV for the $10 LSL expense because SLV will not spend this as cash in the 
budget year. Accordingly, DJPR records a $90 expense (current grant to SLV) and a $10 profit 
held as a receivable/asset in its inter-entity SAU account.

The balance in the DJPR inter entity account is invested in the DTF SAU, the DJPR profit and the 
SLV loss balance to zero upon consolidation in departmental financial statements.

SLV records $100 expense, but 
is not funded for the $10 LSL 
expense, therefore, it records a 
$10 operating loss.

SLV’s balance sheet records a 
$10 liability equal to the 
increase in their LSL provision, 
and a $10 decrease in 
accumulated funds equal to 
the unfunded $10 held by 
DJPR.

SLV needs to provide a 
business case proving that it 
requires the $10 before it will be 
passed on from DJPR.
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Attachment 12: Template for cash and actuals reconciliation in SRIMS 
This template gives departments the opportunity to show any reconciling items and should reflect the reconciliations currently undertaken by departments. 

Monthly reconciliation between cash and actuals ledger in SRIMS 

Department of _____________________________ 

Monthly reconciliation as at _____/____________/20__ 

Entity Account Authority 
Actuals ledger 

amount 
Cash ledger  

amount 
Variance 
amount Comment 

XXXX XXXXX XXXX     

 45000      

 45500      

 46000      

 47000      

 48001      

 50010      

 50015      

 50020      

 50030      

 50040      

 50127      

 71050      

 71200      

 71400      

 79900      

 90500      

 90800      
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Entity Account Authority 
Actuals ledger 

amount 
Cash ledger  

amount 
Variance 
amount Comment 

 11000      

 14100      

  Total     

 

 
______________________________ 

Chief Finance Officer (or delegate) 

___/_____________/______ 

 

 
By the 10th business day of the new calendar month this reconciliation must be 
returned to DTF via email to cashmanagement@dtf.vic.gov.au 
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Attachment 13: Planning, designing and conducting 
effective evaluations 

Step 1: Define the purpose of the evaluation 
Clearly defining the purpose of an evaluation helps in identifying who will use the evaluation results, 
when the evaluation should be conducted, and who should conduct the evaluation.  

The method of evaluation, communication, timing and use of results largely depends on the purpose 
of the evaluation. 

The most important part of this step is firstly making sure that it is understood what the policy or 
program is all about i.e. what is the expected outcome or result of the policy or program? 

A good understanding of the program will help to identify why the evaluation needs to be done, 
how the evaluation will be used and who should conduct the evaluation. 

Examples of evaluation purpose 

Purpose  Description 

Improve and inform policy  To review policy effectiveness on an evidence basis, develop future options 
and alternatives. 

Support and improve budget 
priorities 

To identify cost effectiveness, efficiencies and/or resource allocation options. 

Drive organisation learning and 
improvement 

To make adjustments and improvements to existing or future programs and 
policies. 

Improve accountability and 
transparency 

To ensure a robust system of performance measurement and management. 

 

Sometimes it can be unclear what a program is trying to achieve, or the aims may never have been 
set out at the beginning of the program’s implementation. A useful way to identify a program’s 
objectives would be to consider these key evaluation questions: 

• What are the service needs that are being met? Who are the recipients of the service? 
• What problem or issue is the program trying to address? 
• Is the program delivery a new or improved service? Has the program replaced other services? 
• What are the outputs being delivered in terms of quantity, quality, timeliness and cost? 

Information that may be useful to answer these questions could be contained in government policy 
statements, ministerial press releases, departmental corporate and business plans, departmental 
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Step 2: Decide when the evaluation should be conducted 
Evaluations may be conducted before, during or after a program has been implemented, depending 
on the purpose. As a general guide: 

Timing  Purpose 

Pre-program implementation  To inform decisions to proceed and support budget priority decisions. 

During-program implementation To monitor project performance and identify possible improvements. 

Post-program implementation  To assess achievement of project objectives, inform and improve policy. 

Step 3: Decide who should conduct the evaluation 
This step involves determining who should be responsible for conducting the evaluation and 
implementing its outcomes. A trade-off may need to be made between using external or internal 
resources or evaluators to evaluate the policy or program. Internal evaluators will generally have a 
deeper understanding of the program context so it is more likely that organisational learning will 
occur, while external evaluators are more objective in their approach to the program. To ensure 
independence, evaluations should not be conducted by a party involved in the delivery of the program 
under evaluation.  

Determining who should conduct the evaluation depends on the purpose of the evaluation. As a 
general guide: 

Who  Purpose 

Central agencies  When the objectives are to assist and improve budget priority decisions and 
resource allocation decisions. 

Department/agency 
self-evaluation  

When the objectives are organisational learning and improved implementation. 
Examples include department evaluation unit, program managers and officers, 
department internal audit. Can be limited by time and resources. 

Independent examination 
and performance 
assessment 

When the objectives are to improve accountability, transparency and provide 
alternative perspectives. Can include policy practitioners, management consultants, 
public bodies, community groups and auditors. The focus can be more on 
accountability than improvement. 

External experts and policy 
expertise 

When the objectives are to assess policy evidence and effectiveness, provide new 
perspectives on public policies or specialised evaluation skills. Examples include 
policy practitioners, research bodies, academics and management consultants.  
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Step 4: Decide how the evaluation should be conducted 
Deciding how to conduct an evaluation depends on the intended use of the evaluation results and the 
nature of the program itself. The design, approach and method should fit the purpose of conducting 
the evaluation. 

As a result, decisions need to be made about: 

• what information, data collection and evaluation methodology would provide the right evidence to 
best inform the people making decisions on the evaluation? 

• what methods and data will produce the best evidence to support the intended purpose of the 
evaluation – on time and within budget? 

Some considerations include: 

• social, economic and financial impacts of the program 
• risks associated with the program and how these are being managed 
• different service delivery options available to government. 

Most programs will generate a lot of useful information during the course of program planning and 
implementation that can be used to address these evaluation questions. 

Step 5: Consider how to determine the success of an evaluation  
As part of designing an evaluation program, consideration should be given to whether the intended 
purpose has been met. Some questions that may guide this assessment include: 

• Is the evidence presented sufficient to make this decision? 
• Has the program accomplished what it was designed to do? Why, or why not? 
• What recommendations and options for future change or improvement can be made depending 

on the intended purpose? 

It is also important to clarify the differences between measuring the success of the evaluation and 
measuring the success of the program under evaluation. 

Step 6: Consider how to report the findings and recommendations 
Determining how the evaluation will be reported depends on the original purpose of the evaluation 
and the intended use of the evaluation results. Different communication formats may be required for 
different stakeholders. Evaluation findings may also be integrated into other reporting formats, for 
example, progress reports during the development of the program could be used within final reports 
post-program implementation. 

The main types of reporting are: 

Reporting type  Intended use 

Formal published document/report To communicate findings for significant programs or policy. This can 
include formal reports to stakeholders, the public and management. 

Less formal communication  To transfer learnings, to improve the program or to assess operational 
performance. This can include formal oral briefings, workshops, 
stakeholder forums, meetings and briefings to management and staff. 
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Step 7: Using the evaluation findings 
Evaluation reporting is not just about the communication of results. It is important to ensure that the 
findings are used to achieve the purpose for which the evaluation is intended. This may include 
tailoring the findings to match the needs of stakeholders.  

Some useful questions to help to identify the evaluation audience include: 

• Who is going to make decisions about the program and its future, based on the evaluation? 
• What do the end-users want to know about the project? 
• Why is this information important to the end-users? 
• When do the end-users want this information? 

How should the evaluation be conducted? 
There is no particular way to choose the most appropriate method to evaluate a program, given that 
most methods of data collection and analysis have some bias or limitation. For example, using more 
sophisticated models can deliver thorough and insightful results, but the trade-off is usually the need 
for more time, expert knowledge and resources. Cost, time, resources and skill availability should be 
considered when determining design, approach and method 

The type of evaluation approach used should be commensurate with the size and importance of the 
program, for example, additional expertise and evidence may be required for larger, complex and 
more costly programs.  

As a useful guide, remember: 

• Often the most appropriate evaluation approach and method is a combination of methods. 
• The most important part of any evaluation is to document the purpose and the process. 

Characteristics of best practice evaluation 

Characteristics  

Focused on key issues 
that inform decision 
making 

To ensure that an evaluation will be used to inform future decision making, it is 
important that it focuses on the key issues that matter to the relevant stakeholders 
and decision makers. In the planning stage it is important to identify the stakeholders 
that have an interest in the program and obtaining their commitment to be involved in 
the evaluation or to use the findings. Defining the terms of reference early in the 
evaluation planning process will also help ensure that those involved are clear from 
the beginning on what is being evaluated and why. 

Robust and rigorous – 
systematic, 
evidenced-based approach 
to assess performance 

The most effective evaluations are comprehensive and get to the core of the 
program. However, given time and resources limitations, a trade-off will need to be 
made between the amount, type and extent of the evidence that is collected and 
analysed. The best way to approach this decision is to be clear about what is being 
measured and why, and what information will address the purpose of the evaluation. 
In the planning stage it is important to determine what existing data is available, what 
new data will be required and whether any requisite specialist skills are available. 
This will help avoid a difficult trade-off between collecting more information and the 
cost of collecting that information. 
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Characteristics  

Reliable, useful and 
relevant 

The real test of an effective evaluation is whether the results can be understood and 
used by decision makers and stakeholders. This includes making sure that the 
results can be relied on, and that any assumptions, underlying calculations or 
projections and conclusions are documented and explained. The way in which 
evaluation results are reported and presented is also very important. Good evaluation 
reports are clear, succinct and easily understood. Recommendations should make 
sense, be practical and be informed by sound and objective information and analysis. 

Timely  The impact that evaluation results can have on decision makers and stakeholders is 
dependent on the timely availability of results. An evaluation should be timed to fit in 
with departmental and whole of government planning and resource allocation 
processes. 

Common methods and approaches used to collect data and conduct an 
evaluation 
It is important to ensure that the selected methods and approaches fit the purpose of the evaluation 
and will be suitable for providing data to answer the key evaluation questions. No single method or 
data collection approach will be suitable to answer all evaluation questions, and a combination of 
methods and approaches may be needed to comprehensively evaluate a program. 

Level of 
sophistication  

Evaluation data 
and method types Potential uses  Constraints  Common applications 

Lowest Literature search/ 
best practice 
models 

• Identify what is 
happening in other 
jurisdictions, new and 
best practice ideas. 

• Enhance 
understanding of 
causes of various 
problems and identify 
future strategies and 
options. 

• Causal relationships can be 
difficult to test. 

• Often needs supplementary 
information and analysis. 

• Starting point in all 
evaluations. 

• Cheap and easy way 
to collect information. 

• Useful in the program 
planning phase to 
identify service 
delivery options, 
community needs and 
to improve and inform 
policy. 

 Pilots and case 
studies  

Identify what works and 
what doesn’t to guide 
future program 
development and 
implementation – without 
having to fully examine or 
implement a program. 

• Can be difficult to broadly 
apply the learnings from 
specific pilot and case 

• Can be costly and time 
consuming to conduct an 
in-depth pilot study. Case 
studies are generally easier 
to do because they rely on 
historical information. 

• Useful for all 
evaluations. 

• Most useful to 
generate information 
to drive organisational 
learning and 
improvement, make 
adjustments and 
improvements, share 
and transfer learnings. 
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Level of 
sophistication  

Evaluation data 
and method types Potential uses  Constraints  Common applications 

 Internal 
performance reports 
such as: 
• surveys 
• internal and 

external 
reports 

• other 
compliance 
reports 

• management 
reports 

• program files. 

Measure progress 
achieved against initial 
expectations and 
performance measures. 

• Can be difficult to make 
clear inferences about 
causal relationships and 
impacts of programs. 

• May need supplementary 
information and analysis. 

• Can require some expertise 
to interpret. 

• Most useful in 
providing a starting 
point and background 
information for all 
evaluations. 

• Input to cost-benefit 
and net impact 
analysis. 

• Useful to improve 
accountability and 
transparency and 
drive organisational 
learning and 
development. 

 Benchmarking/ 
performance 
measurement 

• Measure program 
performance relative 
to comparable 
performance 
standards. 

• Identify best practice 
performance and how 
to adopt these 
practices to improve 
the program. 

• Requires comparable 
performance measures. 

• Requires program 
performance measures to be 
identified upfront. 

• May need supplementary 
information and analysis. 

• Requires expert knowledge 
and time to identify relevant 
measures and analyse 
results. 

Useful to support and 
improve budget priorities, 
improve accountability and 
transparency, and drive 
organisational learning and 
development. 

 Review of statistical 
collections 

• Identify quantitative 
and qualitative 
economic, social and 
environmental 
impacts of a program. 

• Inform the generation 
and testing of 
alternative models 
and options. 

• May require supplementary 
information and analysis. 

• Not all program results can 
be quantified. 

• Requires expertise to 
perform data analysis. 

• Availability of data can vary. 

• Most useful as an 
input to evaluations 
that measure 
cost-benefit or the net 
impact of programs. 

• Useful to improve and 
inform policy, and 
support and improve 
budget priorities. 

 Cost benefit 
analysis  

• Identify and quantify 
full range of program 
costs and benefits. 

• Quantifies inputs and 
outputs.  

• Objective way to 
compare and rank 
alternative programs. 

• Depends on a reliable 
source of predictive 
data generated by 
other methods. 

• Focuses on quantitative 
measures and costs of a 
program – some costs and 
benefits may not be able to 
be measured in dollar terms. 

• Requires expertise in 
statistical modelling and use 
of cash flow techniques such 
as NPV and discounted 
cashflow. 

Particularly useful to 
support and improve budget 
priorities, identify cost 
effectiveness and 
efficiencies, and guide 
resource allocation 
decisions. 

 Net impact 
evaluation or 
outcome-based 
evaluation  

• Assess net effect of a 
program by 
comparing against a 
‘do nothing’ position. 
Identify what would 
happen if the 
program had not 
occurred. 

• Time and resource intensive. 
• Potential reliance on proxies 

to measure alternative 
outcomes – can be difficult 
to find good proxies for 
outcome measures. 

• Particularly useful to 
improve and inform 
policy by providing 
evidence to develop 
alternatives and future 
policy options. 
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Level of 
sophistication  

Evaluation data 
and method types Potential uses  Constraints  Common applications 

• Identify extent to 
which a program or 
policy has achieved 
its desired outcomes 
once it has been 
implemented. 

• Review unintended 
consequences and 
impacts of programs.  

• Can be difficult to collect 
accurate historical data and 
evidence.  

• Requires specialist 
expertise, knowledge or 
input such as economic and 
social research skills.  

• Useful to also improve 
accountability, 
improve budget 
priorities and drive 
organisational learning 
and improvement 
through identifying 
potential 
improvements. 

Highest Cost effectiveness • Quantify program 
costs and benefits 
when they cannot be 
valued in dollars – 
qualitative analysis. 
Unlike cost benefit 
analysis, measures 
outputs and 
outcomes in both 
quantitative and 
qualitative terms.  

• Identify potential 
impacts to reduce the 
costs of a program.  

• Useful to compare 
and rank programs in 
terms of their costs 
for reaching given 
outcomes. 

• Requires specialist 
economic or social research 
expertise and program 
knowledge to objectively 
assess effectiveness. 

• Need clear measures or 
proxies for outcomes – it can 
be difficult to find good 
proxies for outcome 
measures.  

• Can be time and resource 
intensive.  

• Particularly useful to 
improve and inform 
policy by providing 
evidence to develop 
alternatives and future 
policy options. 

• Useful for improving 
accountability and 
budget priorities and 
driving organisational 
learning and 
development through 
identifying potential 
improvements. 
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Attachment 14: Guidance on lapsing programs 
evaluations 

14.1  Guidance on mandatory requirement 6.1.2 
While the following is intended as guidance to support the questions posed in mandatory requirement 6.1.2, 
departments are advised to follow the guidance as closely as practicable in preparing their evaluations. 

Question 1 – Justification/problem: What is the evidence of continued need for 
the program and role for government in delivering this program? 
The evaluation should address and provide evidence of: 

• the extent to which the program continues to address a demonstrable need and is responsive to 
the needs of Victorians 

• the extent to which the department has investigated other options to address the identified need 
or problem 

• why the program continues to be the best way to respond to the problem and deliver the intended 
outcomes 

• how economic, environmental and social conditions have changed since the program was funded 
and how continuation of the program will meet these conditions 

• the marketplace not being able to deliver the program 

• no similar services being provided by the Victorian Government, the Commonwealth, or 
non-governmental organisation sector that have commenced since the program’s inception 

• the capacity (resources and monetary) and capability of the department to continue the program 
while responding to any changes found as a result of the evaluation. 

Question 2 – Effectiveness: What is the evidence of the program’s progress 
toward its stated objectives and expected outcomes, including alignment 
between the program, its output (as outlined in BP3), departmental objectives 
and any Government priorities? 
The following information should be provided as a minimum: 

• clearly articulate the stated objectives of the program and outcome it was seeking to achieve 

• (at start up and any revisions), why the program approach was considered the best way to 
achieve the outcomes. If the objectives of the program were not clearly articulated at start up, 
supplementary explanatory information is required 

• demonstrated alignment between the program’s stated objectives, its output, departmental 
objectives, intended outcomes/impacts and any stated Government priorities 

• clear articulation and demonstration of the impact of the service on clients 
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• provide performance results based on quantitative output and outcome data (e.g. number of 
clients seen, targeted client survey). Qualitative data may also be provided, however greater 
weighting will be given to quantitative information provided6 

• where full year data is not available, departments are required to provide any available data along 
with any assumptions made 

• where appropriate, external factors outside of the department’s control should be identified to 
provide context for evaluation results around the achievement of outcomes 

• describe any quantifiable unintended benefits and costs. 

Question 3 – Funding/delivery: Has the program been delivered within its 
scope, budget, expected timeframe, and in line with appropriate governance 
and risk management practices? What were the challenges in delivery of the 
program? How were these challenges addressed? 
The following information should be provided at a minimum: 

• detail the original scope and any scope changes (including associated funding and 
objective/performance adjustments) agreed by the relevant Cabinet committee 

• total approved budget (including but separating out from original approval any agreed scope 
variations), program costs and major cost drivers 

• list of the price paid by Government and all additional funding provided to the program over the 
past three years (as applicable) 

• list the total costs incurred for the delivery of the program (including disaggregation by expense 
category) for each of the three previous years (as applicable) 

• a breakdown of program expense categories 

• all entities which charge expenses to the program cost 

• brief timeline and status of program delivery implementation. If not delivered on time or on budget, 
a clear explanation of why. If any variations to the timeline for program delivery have been 
approved by Government over the life of the program this should be highlighted 

• demonstrate why the governance and risk management practices surrounding the program are 
appropriate. If considered not appropriate, explain why and describe proposed changes. 

Question 4 – Efficiency: Has the department demonstrated efficiency and 
economy in the delivery of the program? 
Provide a brief statement of the extent and level of any efficiencies realised in the delivery of the 
program (e.g. how the program is being delivered at lowest possible cost without compromising 
quality, any improvements that have led to downstream efficiencies). 

For larger programs ($20 million or greater) – provide data and evidence of improved efficiency and 
economy (demonstrating that the program is being delivered at lowest possible cost without 
compromising quality, highlighting improvements that have led to downstream efficiencies). 

 
6 Qualitative data may be sourced from open ended interviews, direct observation or written documents), and qualitative 
analysis methods (identifying themes, concepts and patterns from the data) may also be provided. 
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Question 5 – Risk: What would be the impact of ceasing the program 
(e.g. service impact, jobs, community) and what strategies have been 
identified to minimise negative impacts? 
Provide an outline of: 

• how the department could successfully exit from delivering the program if Government so desired 
• what the impact would be (both internal and external and direct and indirect) 
• what strategies have been identified to minimise these impacts. 

Departments are not required to look at alternate policy/program options in answering this question. 

Question 6 – If further funding was provided: Reassess funding required to 
deliver the program using data collected through service delivery. Does the 
initial funding allocated reflect the true cost required to deliver the program? 
The following information should be provided at a minimum: 

• identify cost drivers and gaps between estimated and actual costs 
• comparable benchmarking of program costs and processes 
• expected changes in funding needs if further funding was provided. For example, the cost of 

delivering a program is generally expected to be higher in the first few years due to initial set up 
costs and training costs. 

For programs of about $20 million or greater, data and evidence of any discrepancies of the initial 
funding allocation, the actuals and the estimated additional funding required, should be provided. 

Data and evidence for this may include, but not be limited to: 

• results benchmarking cost of delivering similar services within the organisation or an industry 
benchmark 

• actual demand versus estimated demand for the program/service 
• costs associated with addressing the actual demand (at an aggregated level, e.g. broad average 

costs) 
• a list of assumptions used in cost analysis. 

Question 7 – If further funding was provided: What level of efficiencies could 
be realised? 
Provide an outline of the level of efficiencies which ongoing funding could provide including clear 
explanation as to how this information was derived.  
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14.2 Evaluation of First Peoples-related lapsing programs 

14.2.1 Background 
The following is intended as guidance to support departments to monitor and evaluate 
First Peoples-related programs. The guidance aligns with the State’s commitment to implement 
updates to the Resource Management Framework in response to Recommendation 3 made by the 
Yoorrook Justice Commission in its second interim report, Yoorrook for Justice. 

The recommendation calls for rigorous monitoring and evaluation underpinning accountability. 

3. To ensure State accountability for First Peoples-related programs and policies by those   
responsible for their development and delivery:  

(a) government bodies must ensure that First Peoples-related programs and policies are 
rigorously monitored and evaluated  

(b) monitoring and evaluation must be designed alongside the development of the program or 
policy so that it is built into the program or policy (and commences at the same time as 
implementation) with measurement focused on real outcomes  

(c) where programs or policies have existing commitments to monitoring and evaluation, but 
little or no progress has been made, these must be actioned within six months  

(d) where programs or policies do not have monitoring or evaluation included, the inclusion of 
these must be actioned urgently, and  

(e) these monitoring and evaluation processes must be in accordance with the Burra Lotjpa 
Dunguludja (AJA4) Monitoring and Evaluation Framework including:  

(i) being consistent with First Peoples values  
(ii) reflecting First Peoples priorities for what is measured and how it is measured  
(iii) having an approved regular reporting cycle, and  
(iv) having a commitment to the open reporting of results. 7 

Self-Determination Reform Framework8: 

The Self-Determination Reform Framework guides public service action to enable self-determination. 
This is in line with government’s commitments in the Victorian Aboriginal Affairs Framework9 to 
advance Aboriginal self-determination through systemic and structural transformation. 

Government action to enable self-determination acknowledges that Aboriginal Victorians hold the 
knowledge and expertise about what is best for themselves, their families and their communities.  

United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP)10: 

The UNDRIP describes self-determination as the ability for Indigenous people to freely determine 
their political status and pursue their economic, social and cultural development.  

Australia formally endorsed UNDRIP in 2009. 

 
7 Yoorrook Justice Commission 2023, p27, Yoorrook for Justice, Yoorrook-for-justice-report.pdf 
8 firstpeoplesrelations.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-09/Self-Determination-Reform-Framework-August-2019.PDF 
9 Victorian Government 2018, Victorian Aboriginal Affairs Framework 
10 UNDRIP_E_web.pdf 

https://cdn.craft.cloud/06ad3276-b3d9-4912-bcbb-37795aade9a8/assets/documents/Yoorrook-for-justice-report.pdf
https://www.firstpeoplesrelations.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-09/Self-Determination-Reform-Framework-August-2019.PDF
https://www.firstpeoplesrelations.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/2019-09/Victorian-Aboriginal-Affairs-Framework_1.pdf
https://www.un.org/development/desa/indigenouspeoples/wp-content/uploads/sites/19/2018/11/UNDRIP_E_web.pdf
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Articles 3, 4, and 23 confirm that Indigenous peoples have the right to self-determination under 
international law: 

• Article 3: By virtue of Indigenous peoples’ right to self-determination, they freely determine their 
political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development 

• Article 4: Indigenous peoples, in exercising their right to self-determination, have the right to 
autonomy or self-government in matters relating to their internal and local affairs, as well as ways 
and means for financing their autonomous functions 

• Article 23: Indigenous peoples have the right to determine and develop priorities and strategies 
for exercising their right to development. In particular, indigenous peoples have the right to be 
actively involved in developing and determining health, housing and other economic and social 
programmes affecting them and, as far as possible, to administer such programmes through their 
own institutions. 

Relevant ethical principles and frameworks 
All evaluations should be respectful of Aboriginal values, accepted guidelines for conducting ethical 
research and any community protocols related to Indigenous Data Sovereignty or research. These 
include: 

Document Published 

Victorian Aboriginal Community Controlled Health Organisation (VACCHO), Marra Ngarrgoo 
Marra Goorri 

2025 

NHMRC, National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research 2023 

Yoorrook Justice Commission, Indigenous Data Sovereignty and Data Governance 2022 

AIATSIS Code of Ethics for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Research 2020 

NHMRC, Ethical conduct in research with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples 2018 

NHMRC, Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research 2018 

14.2.2 Guidance on evaluating First Peoples-related lapsing programs 
Departments should consider the following evaluation standards when preparing evaluations of First 
Peoples-related programs, to ensure that evaluation activities are respectful of First Peoples values. 

1. Recognising the rights of First Peoples to self-determination and to control, protect, maintain, and 
develop their cultural heritage, including traditional knowledge and intellectual property. 

2. Respecting the rights of First Peoples to fully participate in the evaluation, in line with their 
relevant skills and experiences. There should be First Peoples input into all aspects of the 
evaluation, including the design, ownership of data, data interpretation and publication of findings.   

3. Accessible and culturally appropriate informed consent processes that make clear when, how and 
who will be involved in the evaluation process, what information will be collected, how the 
information will be recorded and used, the likely risks and benefits arising from participation and 
the overall potential benefits of an evaluation.   

4. Acknowledging the diversity and uniqueness of First Peoples communities, groups and 
individuals, including different cultures, experiences, perspectives and languages. Evaluation 
activities should reflect the different perspectives and experiences and not generalise from one 
community to others or to all First Peoples. 

https://cdn.intelligencebank.com/au/share/NJA21J/A9qav/DX0gq/original/Research+Accord
https://cdn.intelligencebank.com/au/share/NJA21J/A9qav/DX0gq/original/Research+Accord
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/national-statement-ethical-conduct-human-research-2023#download
https://www.yoorrook.org.au/resources/all-yoorrook-documents/indigenous-data-sovereignty-and-data-governance
https://aiatsis.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-10/aiatsis-code-ethics.pdf
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/ethical-conduct-research-aboriginal-and-torres-strait-islander-peoples-and-communities#block-views-block-file-attachments-content-block-1
https://www.nhmrc.gov.au/about-us/publications/australian-code-responsible-conduct-research-2018
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5. Agreeing on plans for the communication and use of evaluation results. The ownership of 
evaluation results, and how they will be used, should be agreed at the start of the evaluation with 
relevant First Peoples community members and/or appropriate First Peoples’ community 
organisations. 

The following guidance supports the implementation of the Yoorrook Justice Commission’s recommendation 
to ensure accountability of First Peoples-related policies and programs (see Yoorrook for Justice 
recommendation 3 detailed above). Updating the Resource Management Framework responds to this 
recommendation, by supporting the evaluation of First Peoples‑related lapsing programs through the 
embedding of the principles of self‑determination and the evaluation standards. This guidance should be 
applied in addition to, and read alongside, the requirements set out in mandatory requirement 6.1.2.  

Justification for the program 

The evaluation of lapsing programs should recognise the rights of First Peoples to self-determination 
and to control, protect, maintain, and develop their cultural heritage, including traditional knowledge 
and intellectual property. 

Evaluations for First Peoples-related lapsing programs should address and provide evidence of: 

• how First Peoples perspectives have been incorporated in the design and development of the 
program or initiative 

• how capacity building and cultural awareness for the relevant workforce has been embedded into 
the program or initiative, and how effective this has been 

• the extent to which this program has increased Aboriginal peoples’ connection to family, 
community, country, and is culturally responsive. 

Program effectiveness 
Evaluation activities should reflect different perspectives and experiences to understand the 
effectiveness of lapsing programs. This includes highlighting the importance of the diversity and 
uniqueness of First Peoples communities, groups and individuals, including different cultures, 
experiences, perspectives and languages.  

Evaluation activities aim to enhance understandings of what works to build cultural strength, for 
whom, and in what circumstances. Recognition of the importance of cultural strengthening to First 
Peoples wellbeing reflects a shared belief between government and First Peoples communities that 
building and reinforcing cultural connections has the potential to enhance First Peoples outcomes.  

Effective evaluations should include information on: 

• to what extent the program is culturally responsive and addresses a demonstrable need toward 
First Peoples communities 

• how the program or initiative has empowered First Peoples, families and communities to address 
their own issues 

• to what extent the program or initiative has improved outcomes for First Peoples  
• how the program or initiative has increased First Peoples’ connection to family, community, 

country and culture. 
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Community empowerment and stakeholder collaboration 

Increasing First Peoples’ community control of services will ensure that services are culturally 
appropriate and tailored to each community’s particular priorities. While this involves increasing the 
capacity of the Aboriginal sector, it also requires the government sector to relinquish control and work 
with community agencies in new and innovative ways. Accessible, up-to-date, and relevant data is 
crucial in helping communities to identify locally relevant solutions and monitor progress in outcome 
improvement.  

To ensure partnership arrangements are responsive to community priorities, collaboration needs to 
enable greater First Peoples’ decision-making and oversight in relation to resource allocation and 
ownership of, and access to, data. It also requires Aboriginal organisations to collaborate across 
agencies in their community to improve service delivery at the local level. 

The specialist knowledge of community members and their potential contributions should be 
recognised and incorporated wherever possible and appropriate. There should be First Peoples’ input 
into all aspects of the evaluation, including the design, ownership of data, data interpretation and 
publication of findings. 

Effective evaluations should include information on: 

• to what extent the collaboration between government and First Peoples partners is strong and 
responsive to need 

• to what extent power, decision-making, and resources have been transferred to First Peoples’ 
communities 

• to what extent First Peoples’ communities have been involved in identifying local issues and 
potential solutions. 

 

Note: As better practice continues to develop, this guidance will be updated over time  
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Attachment 15: Additional guidance on evaluating 
lapsing programs – quantifying the effect of 
programs 

 

15.1   Causal effect of a program 
The causal effect of a program on outcomes is a primary concern in program evaluation. For 
the purpose of lapsing program evaluations, DTF refers to the Neyman-Rubin Causal Model 
(NRCM) interpretation of causality. This model is recognised by bodies across the world, 
including the World Bank, as the standard by which government programs are evaluated. 

The NRCM frames causality in terms of the following question: 

How has the program changed outcomes for participants, compared with what they 
would have been without the program? 

The NRCM formalises the definition of a program’s effect in a simple mathematical 
framework. For the purposes of program evaluation, it provides a mathematical statement of 
the above question. This allows practitioners to understand when certain statistical 
techniques will accurately isolate the effect of a program, and when they will be misleading. 

NRCM compares actual outcomes for an individual that received a given treatment, with the 
potential had that individual not received the treatment. NRCM defines the difference 
between the actual and potential outcomes as the causal effect of the treatment. A detailed 
example of the NRCM, associated violations, and implications for program evaluation in 
practice is detailed in Box 1, below. 

Key points 

• The causal effect of a program is the extent to which it has changed outcomes for participants, compared 
with what would have been the case without the program. The Neyman-Rubin Causal Model formalises this in 
a statistical framework. 

• Accurately quantifying the effect of a program depends on deliberate decisions during program design. Good 
evaluation should be part of a program’s design from the outset. 

• A program evaluation report should explain and address potentially significant confounding factors – 
characteristics that affect both a person’s outcome and their likelihood of being in the program. The effect of 
these factors on participants’ outcomes needs to be distinguished from the effect of the program itself. 

• As most government programs are targeted in some way, it is generally not adequate to examine only data 
from participants, or to compare group outcomes between participants and non-participants. More 
sophisticated techniques need to be employed, informed by the types of confounding factors likely to be of 
concern, available data and program design. 

• A program evaluation report should explain the limitations of the analysis used and what they mean for the 
conclusions of the report. 

• Sometimes, isolating the causal effect of a program may not be feasible. In these cases, the Neyman-Rubin 
Causal Model is still useful in describing the effect that should be approximated to the degree feasible. 
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Box 1: Example of the NRCM and violations of NRCM 
Assume that the Government introduces an after-school study program for students, and we are interested in how 
this program affects student test scores, as illustrated in Chart 1: 
 

 
 
The NRCM definition of identifying causal effect 
In this hypothetical example, the NRCM defines the causal effect of the after-school study program on Student Z 
as: 
 
(1)  Causal effect(true) = Student Z(Outcome A) – Student Z(Outcome B)    

 
→  8 = 87 – 79 
 
Approximation of NRCM 
 
However, in reality, you cannot observe counterfactual outcome. That is, you cannot observe both Student Z(Outcome 

A) and Student Z(Outcome B). Student Z either participated or didn’t participate in the after-school program. Only one 
can be true.  
Given this, analysts usually use the following approximation, which compares the observed outcome of a student 
that didn’t participate in the after-school program with a student that did: 
 
(2)  Causal effect(observed) = Student Z(Outcome A) – Student Y(Outcome B) 
 
If the approximation is valid, we would expect the following: 
 
(3)  Causal effect(true) = Causal effect(observed) 
 
Substituting (1) and (2) into (3): 
 
 Student Z(Outcome A) – Student Z(Outcome B) = Student Z(Outcome A) – Student Y(Outcome B) 

 
(4)  Student Z(Outcome B) = Student Y(Outcome B) 
 
The above equality represents the fundamental requirement of the NRCM. That any approximation of the causal 
effect of a program is only valid if Student Y(Outcome B) is representative of Student Z(Outcome B). Sections 2 and 3 of this 
document outlines statistical approaches that by its general design, seeks to satisfy this equality.  

 

Student Z
Participate in
after school 

program?

Outcome A: 
Student Z’s test score = 87

Outcome B: 
Student Z’s test score = 79

Yes

No
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Violation of NRCM and a fundamental problem of observational statistical analysis 
In practice, there are a range of distorting factors that would distort (4) such that Student Z(Outcome B) ≠ Student 
Y(Outcome B). For example, take the following observation and assume that in reality, we only observe Student Z 
participating in the program and Student Y not participating, as outlined in Chart 2, below: 
 

 
 
As shown, Student Y’s observed test score is 82 (Student Y did not participate in the after-school program). This 
may be due to the fact that Student Y has a higher academic ability. Given student Y’s higher ability, he has not 
chosen to participate in the after-school program. Therefore:  
 
Student Y(Outcome B) > Student Z(Outcome B) = 82 > 79 
 
and 
 
Causal effect(observed) = 87 – 82 = 5 
 
A clear distortion has been introduced into the observed effect, since: 
 
Causal effect(true) > Causal effect(observed) 

 
[ (87-79) = 8 ] > [ (87-82) = 5 ] 
 
This illustrates a fundamental problem of observational statistical analysis. A selection bias problem has been 
created, where those who choose not to participate, tend to be students who have a higher academic ability and 
would score highly on tests, thereby distorting the measured causal effect of the after-school program.  
In this case, we refer to a student’s academic ability as a ‘confounding’ factor, which is hidden and not measured in 
the comparison, but which is correlated to both a student’s probability of participating in the program and his test 
scores, thereby distorting the measured effect of the program.  
 
The magnitude of the distortion/selection bias can be quantified by (4):  
 
Student Y(Outcome B) – Student Z(Outcome B) = 82 – 79 = 3 
 
Traditional statistical techniques are highly vulnerable to confounding variables, as these are not designed to 
holistically account for confounding variables. Program evaluations relying on these techniques will, therefore, likely 
misestimate causal effects. DTF has set out a range of recommended statistical approaches in Section 3, aimed at 
overcoming these issues.  

 

Participate in
after school 

program?

Observed outcome: 
Student Z’s test score = 87

Observed outcome: 
Student Y’s test score = 82

Yes

No
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15.2   Designing a program evaluation 
Most programs’ effects cannot be measured directly. A program evaluator does not observe 
what the outcome would have been for program recipients, had they not been in the 
program. Statistical techniques attempt to address this by constructing a counterfactual 
benchmark, representing a comparable group who did not receive the program. 

The quality of a statistical analysis depends on the quality of data available. A good program 
evaluation depends on deliberate decisions that may not otherwise arise during program 
design. As many potential weaknesses in a statistical analysis cannot be addressed 
retroactively, good evaluation must be designed up-front. 

The construction of a counterfactual benchmark requires that data must be collected from 
non-participants. Only using data from participants will undermine an evaluation’s ability to 
isolate the effect of the program on participants’ outcomes. For example, an improvement in 
employment may arise due to participation in a program, or it may be due to an overall 
improvement in the economy. 

A program evaluator must pay attention to confounding factors: characteristics of 
participants that affect both their outcomes and their likelihood of being in a program. These 
will be present for most Government programs, which target or are used by people with 
some (dis-)advantage. For example, an employment program may target people most at risk 
of poor employment outcomes, or it may target vulnerable people closest to being job ready. 

Potential confounding factors need to be identified before a program is rolled out, so that 
data can be collected on them. It is not possible to retroactively address a certain 
(dis-)advantage if appropriate data has not been collected during the program. 

15.3  Statistical techniques for program evaluation 
The presence of confounding factors means it is often misleading to compare group 
outcomes of program participants with outcomes for some wider population. Doing so will 
conflate the effect of the (dis-)advantage that brought people into the program with the effect 
of the program itself. 

There are several statistical techniques which, by its general design, try to isolate the effect 
of a program by constructing a comparable benchmark.  

Listed below are some common ones (supporting academic papers are in the reference list):  

• Difference-in-difference studies look at the changes in outcomes for people who have 
and those who have not received the program. If confounding factors largely do not 
change before and after a program, focusing on the change in outcomes removes their 
effect. 

• Propensity score matching groups people according to how likely they are to have 
been in the program, based on observed characteristics. Within each group, those who 
received a program can be compared with those who did not. 
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• Regression discontinuity makes use of the fact that confounding factors generally do 
not change abruptly around the cut-off points for program eligibility. They attribute any 
sharp change in outcomes for people near the cut-off point to the abrupt change in 
program eligibility. 

• Randomised control trials attempt to create the benchmark by randomly assigning 
people into a program. Random assignment means the effect of any confounding factor 
does not consistently influence the benchmark in any one direction. 

• Synthetic control: similar to a difference-in-difference approach but with a more 
rigorous method for selecting appropriate ‘control’ groups based on observing outcomes. 

These techniques are conceptually simple, well explored in contemporary academic 
literature, can be implemented through most statistical software packages, and have been 
used in past lapsing program evaluations. These provide greater transparency compared 
with propriety modelling approaches, such as in CGE and input-output modelling, which are 
constructed from up to thousands of equations/inputs and are difficult to objectively verify.   

Because the causal effect of a program must be indirectly estimated, no technique will 
produce a perfect estimate. Each has its own trade-offs and will be appropriate in different 
situations. Residual confounding factors may be unavoidable and will be of less concern if 
they are unlikely to substantially distort results. A program evaluation report should explain 
the limitations of the analysis and what they mean for the conclusions of the report. 

Sometimes, accurately identifying the causal effect of a program may not be feasible. In 
these cases, the causal effect of the program should be approximated as closely as possible. 
The NRCM provides a framework for understanding the consequences of the approximations 
used. An evaluation report should discuss this and how a program may be modified to allow 
a more robust estimate of its causal effect. 

15.4  Modelling approaches that do not satisfy the NRCM 
There are some commonly used modelling approaches in program evaluation, which, by 
themselves, do not adequately approximate the causal impact of programs. These include: 

• Computable general equilibrium (CGE) modelling, which is constructed using a 
series of equations that represent assumed consumer and producer behaviour. Linkages 
within industries and between industries and consumers are parametrised through 
National Accounts input output tables, though these linkages at the regional/state level 
are largely assumed and not based on robust data. CGE is effectively a theoretical 
approach to modelling, often used to estimate how the benefit from a single program 
propagates to the rest of the economy. By itself, it cannot represent the causal effect of a 
program given there is little/minimal real data input. 

• Input-output (IO) modelling essentially constructs multipliers from the National 
Accounts input-output tables to extrapolate program level benefits to economy-wide 
benefits. By itself, IO modelling cannot establish the causal effect of a program, as it is 
only used to generate multipliers with which to extrapolate a program’s direct benefit. 
DTF does not endorse the use of IO modelling for any purpose, as the multipliers make 
unrealistic assumptions such as unlimited supply of production inputs at the current 
price, and constant industry input and household consumption structures. 
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• Most time series approaches, including vector auto regressions (VARs) which 
naively compare correlations between variables. This approach may be sufficient for 
forecasting purposes, where causal links between variables is a secondary consideration 
to the primary objective of predicting the absolute value of a given variable. However, it 
does not eliminate confounding factors by design, and therefore, does not approximate 
causal effects.  

• Naïve regression approaches which seek to control for specific confounding variables 
by including them as explanatory variables in a regression. These do not treat 
confounding variables in a general manner, through the design of the identification 
strategy. Coupling this with the difficulty in obtaining appropriate data for all relevant 
confounding variables, this approach increases the risk of selection bias.  

• Other assumptions-based approaches which directly assume a causal relationship 
between the program and some outcome, without demonstrating this empirically using 
evidence. CGE modelling and simpler, spreadsheet-based approaches fall under this 
category.  

 Establishment or abolition of certain entities – section 8B of the FMA 
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Attachment 16: Guidance for establishment or 
abolition of certain entities – Section 8B of the 
FMA 

16.1 Overview and policy intent 
This attachment offers guidance for entities seeking to understand the consultation requirements 
mandated by section 8B of the FMA and the requirements of RMF Section 5.7. When pursuing the 
establishment of a new entity, stakeholders should continue to follow the process outlined by the 
Victorian Public Sector Commission (VPSC) and set out in the Premier’s Circular No. 2013/2: 
Creation and Review of Non-Departmental Entities and supporting policy document.  

When seeking to establish or abolish an entity the focus is typically placed on the aspects of service 
delivery and the anticipated benefits, with, at times, only intermittent consideration for the financial 
management and governance requirements associated with different types of entities.  

Without adequate consideration of the associated financial management requirements, entities can be 
inadvertently made subject to reporting and financial management requirements that are 
disproportionate to the size of the entity. Financial management also includes audit requirements as 
mandated by the Audit Act 1994.  

This guidance attachment helps Victorian Government departments to understand and apply the legal 
and policy framework that underpins the establishment and abolition of entities and outlines the 
relevant areas of consultation that need to be followed prior to the establishment of abolition of an 
entity.  

This attachment is not a substitute for legal advice. Entities should seek legal advice, consult enabling 
legislation, and discuss with the relevant portfolio department and DTF. 

Failure to comply with legislative requirements represents a failure to meet statutory obligations of the 
FMA: 

• A Minister who intends to establish or abolish an entity must consult with the Minister responsible 
for section 8B of the FMA (the Minister for Finance) prior to establishing or abolishing an entity. 

• Notice of the establishment or abolition of an entity must be published in the Government 
Gazette. 
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16.2 Section 8B of the Financial Management Act 1994 
Section 8B of the FMA sets out a series of requirements when establishing or abolishing certain 
entities:  

 8B Establishment or abolition of certain 
entities 

1. A Minister (other than the Minister 
administering this section) who intends to 
establish a body, office or trust body must 
consult the Minister administering this section 
before the body, office or trust body is 
established. 

2. A Minister (other than the Minister 
administering this section) who intends to 
abolish a body, office or trust body must 
consult the Minister administering this section 
before the body, office or trust body is 
abolished. 

3. Notice of the establishment or abolition of a 
body, office or trust body by a Minister must 
be published in the Government Gazette by 
that Minister. 

16.3 Public sector terms explained  
The State of Victoria has obligations that are mandated by legislation such as, but not exclusive to, 
the Public Administration Act 2004 (PAA), Audit Act 1994, State Owned Enterprises Act 1992, 
Corporations Act 2001 (Cth), and the FMA. Legislation and relevant frameworks determine the 
reporting requirements, governance requirements, responsibilities and accountabilities of an entity.  

Entity classification is a key factor in determining the information required of an entity and how that 
entity is treated under legislation. In Victoria the classifications include government departments, 
PNFCs, PFCs, and other government-controlled entities. The State and most of its controlled entities 
are not-for-profit entities. 

For further assistance with determining types of entities, consider the Financial Reporting Directions 
(FRDs) and associated guidance. FRD 108 provides a list of public sector entities classified as ‘for-
profit-’ entities:  

www.dtf.vic.gov.au/financial-reporting-directions-and-guidance 

https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/financial-reporting-directions-and-guidance
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The Victorian public sector includes a range of entities established by legislation for specified 
purposes, including departments, statutory authorities, state-owned corporations, school councils, 
boards, trusts, and advisory and management committees.  

Most of these entities are established as ‘not-for-profit’ organisations, with a small group of entities, 
mainly from the finance and metropolitan water portfolios, operating as ‘for profit’ organisations. The 
reporting structure for the State is based on the System of National Accounts, which classifies public 
sector bodies into either the general government sector, PNFC or PFC sectors.  

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) uses the public sector classification system to categorise 
entities that are controlled by the Government. This classification helps in the accurate representation 
of economic activities and ensures consistency in national accounts and government finance 
statistics. Policy areas within DTF, such as the Consolidated Reporting and Analysis (CRA) team, 
typically manage direct engagement with the ABS for obtaining a sector classification with the ABS. 
CRA are supported by the relevant departmental policy area. 

Sector Explanation 

General government 
sector  

The Victorian general government sector includes all government departments, offices 
and other bodies engaged in providing services free of charge or at prices significantly 
below their cost of production. The general government sector is not a separate entity but 
represents a sector within the State of Victoria reporting entity and is reported in 
accordance with AASB 1049 Whole of Government and General Government Sector 
Financial Reporting. 
The primary function of entities within the general government sector is to provide 
general government services that are mainly non-market in nature and are largely for 
collective consumption by the community, or that involve the transfer or redistribution of 
income. These services are financed mainly through taxes, other compulsory levies and 
user charges. 

PNFC sector The primary function of entities in the PNFC sector is to produce goods and services 
(of a non-financial nature) for sale in the marketplace at economically significant prices. 

Non-financial public sector 

Public non-financial  
corporations 

Public financial  
corporations 

General government 

Departments Statutory authorities and other agencies controlled by government 

State of Victoria 
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Sector Explanation 

PFC sector The primary function of entities in the PFC sector is to provide financial intermediation 
services or auxiliary financial services. They have one or more of the following 
characteristics:  
• Perform a central borrowing function or they provide insurance services. 
• Accept call, term or savings deposits. 
• Have the ability to incur liabilities and acquire financial assets in the market on their 

own account. 

Non-financial public 
sector (NFPS) 

The NFPS sector represents the consolidation of the general government and PNFC 
sectors. 

16.4 Pursuing an ABS public sector classification 
DTF should be engaged as early as possible where there is an indication that a sector classification 
may be required, including in the establishment of a new State-controlled entity. Once it is determined 
that a classification is required, the ABS will undertake the following steps to reach a determination:  

Process 
 

Receive request Initiated by DTF. 

Prioritise request DTF and ABS agree on the likely timeline for a preliminary (if required) and final 
classification decision.  

Gather information The relevant DTF policy team will collate information about the structure, functions, 
operations, and financing of the unit. Additional sources of information may be drawn 
upon including annual reports, budget documents, legislative material, and governance 
agreements. 

Prepare a paper GFS subject matter experts from the ABS prepare a unit classification decision paper, 
based on the application of the conceptual guidance. Other internal subject matter 
experts across National Accounts and Statistical Standards are consulted. 

ABS endorsement Where the guidance and its application are clear, the ABS will seek endorsement through 
internal governance structures for the classification.  

Implement decision The outcome is communicated to DTF, with the decision disseminated to the appropriate 
teams within government.  

 

Once a request has been received, the ABS will generally require up to eight weeks to finalise a 
decision. For further information on the ABS sector classification process, please see ABS guidance:  

Public sector unit classification decisions, Australia | Australian Bureau of Statistics 

16.5 Consultation on the establishment of an entity 

16.5.1 Consultation process overview 
Under the FMA both the department and relevant Minister have a responsibility to consult the Minister 
responsible for section 8 of the FMA (the Minister for Finance) when attempting to establish or abolish 
an entity. 

Alongside the legislated consultation requirements, DTF strongly encourages adequate internal 
consultation between relevant teams (e.g. policy, finance, legal and others as appropriate) when 
developing the business case for the establishment or abolition of an entity.  

https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/detailed-methodology-information/concepts-sources-methods/public-sector-unit-classification-decisions/latest-release
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Stakeholders should be aware of the financial management compliance requirements associated with 
entities. Different classifications of entities have different compliance requirements to scale 
proportionately to the classification of entity. For further detail, refer to the section titled Notable 
compliance requirements for different entities.  

Internal finance teams should be able to provide early engagement and awareness on the nature of 
financial management requirements for each type of entity. For an overview of the different entity 
types, refer to Section 2: Public sector terms explained. 

 

16.5.2 Establishing an entity 
When establishing a new entity, the type of entity and the associated financial management and 
governance requirements should remain a core consideration across the process. While this 
attachment is focused on the consultation requirements when establishing an entity, there are other 
process guides and requirements for creating a new entity. 

The VPSC has a thorough guidance document on the process for establishing a new entity. 

www.vic.gov.au/legal-form-and-governance-victorian-non-departmental-entities 

The guidance is general in nature. Stakeholders should ensure that they understand the relevant 
pieces of legislation that govern the establishment of public sector bodies, starting with PAA. As 
stakeholders progress through the process of deciding on the best form for the public sector body 
there will be other legislation that stakeholders should read and understand.  

Additionally, internal department finance teams are an excellent resource for stakeholders to leverage 
across the process. Typically, finance teams have a detailed working knowledge of the different 
classifications and the associated financial management and governance requirements.  

A Minister asks 
their department 
to develop a 
proposal that 
establishes or 
abolishes an 
entity. 

The department 
develops the 

policy internally 
and engages with 

relevant 
departmental 

finance team to 
understand 

governance and 
financial 

management 
requirements

The department 
develops this 
proposal internally 
and advises the 
Minister of the 
requirements 
under section 8B 
of the FMA.

Once there is 
significant 
likelihood the 
proposal will 
proceed the 
department must 
contact DTF to 
discuss the 
proposal.

Consultation 
between the 
Minister and the 
Minister for 
Finance required 
by section 8B 
must be 
documented to 
ensure the 
outcome is on the 
public record.

The Minister’s 
department is 
responsible for 
ensuring that a 
notice is published 
in the Government 
Gazette

The department 
must also inform 
the Victorian 
Public Sector 
Commission 
(VPSC ) 

The department 
must also inform 
the Victorian 
Auditor-General's 
Office (VAGO)

http://www.vic.gov.au/legal-form-and-governance-victorian-non-departmental-entities
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16.5.3 Requirements mandated by section 8B of the Financial Management Act 
1994 

For a variety of different reasons, the Government can seek to establish a new public sector entity or 
abolish an existing one.  

Section 8B requires that a Minister who intends to establish a new body, office, or trust body, or 
abolish an existing one, must consult with the Minister for Finance (who is the Minister administering 
Section 8B) before the entity is established or abolished.  

Section 8B also requires notice of the establishment or abolition of an entity to be published in the 
Government Gazette. 

The term ‘body, office or trust body’ means a public sector entity which for either operational or 
reporting purposes, or both, will be separate from any already existing entity.  

16.5.4 Additional considerations mandated by the Premier’s Circular  
The Premier’s Circular No. 2013/2: Creation and Review of Non-Departmental Entities (the Circular) 
outlines the policy for the creation and review of entities.  

The Circular mandates Cabinet approval for both the creation and abolition of entities. The Cabinet 
approval requirement covers all the abolition scenarios outlined in later sections of this attachment, 
noting that no Cabinet approval is required purely to change the name of an entity with no substantive 
changes to functions.  

The Circular outlines four criteria to be addressed when proposing the establishment of a new 
non-departmental entity:  

• Is there a role for government?  
• What degree of autonomy from departments or ministers is required?  
• What is the appropriate form of entity?  
• Can the functions be performed by an existing entity?  

This guidance provides a framework to explore the criteria. It also sets out a requirement that entities 
must be reviewed regularly to ensure that they are operating effectively and are still necessary.  

The questions should be worked through to assist in determining whether it is appropriate to create a 
new non-departmental entity. 

The Premier’s Circular also outlines review requirements for entities. This guidance may assist in 
evaluating whether the governance structures of the entity have been set up in way that is appropriate 
for the way the entity is required to operate in practice.  

Consultation with DTF mandated by FMA section 8B does not supersede the relevant Cabinet 
approval requirements. 

A copy of the Circular is available upon request from the Department of Premier and Cabinet’s 
(DPC’s) Governance Branch at publicsectorgovernance@dpc.vic.gov.au 

mailto:publicsectorgovernance@dpc.vic.gov.au
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16.5.5 Initial consultation with the Department of Treasury and Finance 
It is not necessary for the department to contact DTF in the initial phase of proposal development, but 
when it becomes clear that there is a significant likelihood that the proposals will proceed, the 
department must contact DTF’s Portfolio Analysis, Shareholder Advice, and Financial Frameworks 
teams to discuss the proposals.  

These discussions will cover issues relating to general financial management and relevant legislation, 
primarily the FMA but possibly other legislation also, such as the State Owned Enterprises Act 1992 
and the Borrowing and Investment Powers Act 1987. 

As referenced previously, VPSC has developed a guide which can assist in the process of 
establishing a new entity. The legal structure can have implications for the application of other 
government legislation.  

To complement this, DTF offers a starter guide to financial management in government:  

www.dtf.vic.gov.au/starter-guide-financial-management-government 

Presented below are a series of possible questions to consider on the entity type and structure, 
governance and reporting, and funding structure. These possible considerations are provided below 
alongside relevant contact details. It is important to note this list is not exhaustive.  

The prompts relate to three themes: 

• entity type and structure 
• governance and reporting 
• funding 

 

Entity type and structure 
Contact for further 
information 

1. Under what kind of legislation is the entity being established?  
For example, a separate establishing Act, the State Owned Enterprises 
Act 1992, the Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) etc.  

Refer to Vic Gov guide - Legal 
form and governance of Victorian 
non-departmental entities 

2. Are the governance structure and other requirements applying to the 
entity under that legislation suitable for the management of the entity and 
the risks to Government arising from the entity’s operations over the 
longer term, or will it need to be able to change? 

Refer to Vic Gov guide - Legal 
form and governance of Victorian 
non-departmental entities 

3. How much oversight of the entity should there be, and should this 
oversight be the responsibility of a Minister, or a Parliamentary 
committee, or some other person or body? 

Internal legal team 
Financial Frameworks (DTF) 

4. To what extent are the requirements under the FMA and the PAA 
appropriate for the entity? 

Internal legal team 
Financial Frameworks (DTF) 

5. Which sector category will the entity be in for the purposes of Victorian 
Government reporting?  

For example, general government, public financial corporation, public 
non-financial corporation. The sector classification of entities is 
determined by the ABS and can have important considerations for the 
State’s finances. 

Consolidated Reporting and 
Analysis (DTF) – Government 
Finance Statistics, Australia 
methodology 

http://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/starterguidefinancialmanagementgovernment
https://www.vic.gov.au/legal-form-and-governance-victorian-non-departmental-entities
https://www.vic.gov.au/legal-form-and-governance-victorian-non-departmental-entities
https://www.vic.gov.au/legal-form-and-governance-victorian-non-departmental-entities
https://www.vic.gov.au/legal-form-and-governance-victorian-non-departmental-entities
https://www.vic.gov.au/legal-form-and-governance-victorian-non-departmental-entities
https://www.vic.gov.au/legal-form-and-governance-victorian-non-departmental-entities
https://www.abs.gov.au/methodologies/government-finance-statistics-australia-methodology
https://www.abs.gov.au/methodologies/government-finance-statistics-australia-methodology
https://www.abs.gov.au/methodologies/government-finance-statistics-australia-methodology
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Entity type and structure 
Contact for further 
information 

6. What will be the ownership structure of the entity? For example, will it be 
wholly owned by the Victorian Government or will it be owned in part by 
corporations or governments of other jurisdictions (such as 
Commonwealth or other states)?  

Commercial Division (DTF) 

7. Will the entity have a board? If so, consider the risks to be managed by 
the entity (not just in the short-term, but also the longer term) to 
determine: 
(a) The appropriate size of the board. The board should be comprised of 

a minimum of five members, with at least two independent members. 
This ensures the board can establish an independent audit 
committee in accordance with the Standing Directions. 

(b) The board has appropriate expertise and capabilities to undertake its 
functions, which may also have implications for the size of the board 
depending on the diversity of expertise required. 

(c) If considering the use of public sector employees as board members 
in transition stage, the suitability of that board composition in relation 
to independence and conflicts of interest. 

Financial Frameworks (DTF) 
Consultation with DPC is 
essential for board appointments. 
See DPC’s board appointment, 
remuneration and diversity 
guidelines. These guidelines 
include discussion of issues 
arising with respect to the 
possible appointment of a public 
servant as a board member 

Governance and reporting  

8. Will the following legislation automatically apply to the entity and if so, 
how? 
(a) FMA 
(b) Audit Act 1994 (Audit Act) 
(c) State Owned Enterprises Act 1992 
(d) PAA 
Note that if an entity meets the definitions in the legislation, it will apply 
automatically, however definitions within the PAA, Audit Act and FMA 
vary. 
Additionally, entities can also be determined to come under these Acts or 
specific classifications in certain situations if not captured automatically.  
With the potential complexity in determining application of the Acts 
mentioned above, departments should engage with their relevant finance 
teams and with DTF in determining the best path forward. 

Internal legal team 
Financial Frameworks (DTF) 
General details on the application 
of the FMA to entities can be 
found on the Standing Directions 
website within the Is your body 
subject to the Standing Directions 
2018 under the Financial 
Management Act 1994 document.  

9. Will the entity have the resources to comply with the FMA’s annual 
reporting requirements and the financial management obligations under 
the Standing Directions issued by the Minister for Finance? 

Financial Frameworks (DTF) 

10. Will the entity be able to recruit a suitably qualified Chief Finance Officer 
as required by the FMA Standing Directions? 

Financial Frameworks (DTF) 

11. For first operating period(s), will transitional arrangements be put in 
place, e.g. for a part year or a non-standard financial year beyond 12 
months, for FMA reporting and compliance purposes? 

Financial Frameworks (DTF) 

12. Are appropriate financial and governance arrangements in place between 
the responsible parties, including between the portfolio department and 
body? 

Financial Frameworks (DTF) 
Shareholder Advice for GBEs: 
Corporate planning and 
performance reporting 
requirements 

https://www.vic.gov.au/guidelines-appointment-remuneration
https://www.vic.gov.au/guidelines-appointment-remuneration
https://www.vic.gov.au/guidelines-appointment-remuneration
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/standing-directions-2018-under-financial-management-act-1994
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/standing-directions-2018-under-financial-management-act-1994
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/planning-budgeting-and-financial-reporting-frameworks/corporate-planning-and-performance-reporting-requirements
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/planning-budgeting-and-financial-reporting-frameworks/corporate-planning-and-performance-reporting-requirements
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/planning-budgeting-and-financial-reporting-frameworks/corporate-planning-and-performance-reporting-requirements
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Entity type and structure 
Contact for further 
information 

13. Will the entity provide estimates/actuals information to DTF? If so, how? 
Once an entity has a sector classification determined by the ABS (refer 
to section 2), the policy area should engage with DTF to ensure the 
reporting requirements are considered and determined by to the 
establishment of the entity. 

Refer to DTF Information 
Requests for requirements 
Consolidated Reporting and 
Analysis (DTF) 
Portfolio Analysis relationship 
manager (DTF) 

14. Should the entity be subject to a competitive neutrality assessment (level 
playing field with private sector counterparts) to establish whether certain 
frameworks should be imposed, e.g. tax equivalent regimes, financial 
accommodation levies etc.? This ties into the national equivalent tax 
regime provisions of the State Owned Enterprises Act 1992 where 
declarations can be made under that Act. 

Better Regulation – Competitive 
Neutrality Policy 
Shareholder Advice – Financial 
Accommodation Levy 
Workplace safety and fees and 
charges – Pricing and cost 
recovery Indexation of fees and 
penalties 

Funding  

1. How will the entity be funded? If funding is through the State Budget and 
Appropriation Acts, is the portfolio department sufficiently resourced to be 
able to support the new entity if required? 

If budget funded, consult relevant 
DTF relationship manager (DTF) 

2. Will the entity have a sufficient budget to undertake its functions? Will it 
be financially sustainable? 

 

3. Are there financial management risks in establishing the entity which 
need to be considered and actively managed? 

 

4. Does the entity need to hold funds separate from the Consolidated Fund 
and is the policy rational for this clearly articulated? If so, what is the 
mechanism for doing so – do they need legislated trust funds or are they 
legally separate and capable of holding funds in their own name? 

Financial Frameworks (DTF) 

5. If the entity will receive revenue from sources other than appropriations, 
is this supported by legislation and consistent with the FMA and other 
legislative requirements? 

Financial Frameworks (DTF) 
Revenue Group (DTF) 

6. Does the Resource Management Framework apply to the entity? Financial Frameworks (DTF) 

7. Will the entity require powers to borrow or invest? If so, will these be 
provided in the establishing legislation or under the Borrowing and 
Investment Powers Act 1987? 

Commercial Division (DTF) 

16.5.6 Notable compliance requirements for different entities  
Stakeholders should be aware of the financial management compliance requirements associated with 
entities. Different classifications of entities have different compliance requirements that are intended 
to scale proportionately to the classification of entity.  

For example, if an entity is determined to be a public body, it can be subject to compliance 
requirements mandated by the Standing Directions 2018, FRDs, and the Model Report. The 
requirements can represent a very sizeable impost on an entity and should be known and understood 
prior to any finalisation of decisions.  

For information on the Standing Directions compliance requirements, please see the Compliance 
Attestation Checklist 2024-25: 

Standing Directions 2018 Under The Financial Management Act 1994 | dtf.vic.gov.au 

https://www.vic.gov.au/competitive-neutrality-policy
https://www.vic.gov.au/competitive-neutrality-policy
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/financial-management-government/indexation-fees-and-penalties
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/financial-management-government/indexation-fees-and-penalties
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/standing-directions-2018-under-financial-management-act-1994
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16.6 Consultation on the abolition of an existing entity 

16.6.1 Abolishing an entity 
Section 8B of the FMA requires the Minister who intends to abolish an entity to consult the Minister 
administering section 8B of the FMA (the Minister for Finance) before the entity is abolished.  

For a variety of reasons, government may decide to abolish an entity. Typically, ‘abolition’ of an entity 
covers the following events, each of which has different implications: 

 
When developing a proposal to abolish an entity, departments should consider the following: 

• Is the entity established by or under legislation? If so, does that legislation provide for the abolition 
of the entity, or will amending legislation be required? 

• Is reallocation of the assets and liabilities of the entity covered by existing legislation, or will new 
legislation be required to undertake this? 

• Is a final report of the entity required by legislation? If not, is it desired that there be a final report? 
In either case, who will prepare that final report? 

For guidance on machinery of government changes, DTF has a machinery of government operating 
manual that is a comprehensive source of guidance to departments planning and implementing 
machinery of government changes.. 

16.6.2 Additional considerations mandated by the Premier’s Circular  
The Premier’s Circular No. 2013/2: Creation and Review of Non-Departmental Entities (the Circular) 
outlines the policy for the creation and review of entities.  

As explained above, the Circular mandates Cabinet approval for both the creation and abolition of 
entities. The Cabinet approval requirement covers all the abolition scenarios outlined, noting that no 
Cabinet approval is required purely to change the name of an entity with no substantive changes to 
functions. 

A change in the name of the entity, with or without significant change in its functions or powers 
(e.g. by adding new ones, removing existing ones, or transferring existing ones to another entity)

A merger of the entity with another existing entity to form a new combined entity, possibly with 
some of the functions and powers of either entity being discontinued, altered or transferred to yet 

another existing entity

The cessation of the entity on or after the transfer of its functions and powers to another existing 
entity (or to several other existing entities), possibly with some of those functions and powers 

being discontinued or altered

The cessation of the entity without transfer of significant functions or powers, i.e. the State will no longer 
undertake those functions.

https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/machinery-government-changes-vps-operating-manual
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/machinery-government-changes-vps-operating-manual
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16.6.3 Requirements mandated by section 8B of the Financial Management 
Act 1994 

As noted in previously, section 8B of the FMA requires a Minister who is proposing to abolish an 
existing body, office or trust body to consult with the Minister for Finance (the Minister administering 
section 8B) before the entity is to be abolished.  

Section 8B also requires notice of the establishment or abolition of an entity to be published in the 
Government Gazette. 

The policy rationale underpinning a proposal to abolish an entity, and matters such as discussions 
with stakeholders, are the responsibility of the Minister and department concerned and may involve 
consultation with other departments. However, under section 8B of the FMA specific notification to 
DTF of a proposed abolition is always required to ensure the fact that an entity no longer exists, or 
has been renamed, or has had its functions re-allocated to one or more other entities, is reflected 
properly in budgeting and financial reporting. 

16.6.4 Scenario 1: A change in the name of the entity 
If the name of an entity is being changed without significant change to its functions or powers, and 
therefore with no change to its budget, then providing all legislative requirements relating to the 
change are met all that is required is for the department to notify DTF of the upcoming gazettal of the 
proposed change and the date on which it will become effective. 

If, in addition to the change in name, significant changes to the entity’s functions or powers are 
proposed which will affect the entity’s budget (and possibly the budget of another entity if functions or 
powers are being transferred to or from that other entity), then these budget impacts need to be 
discussed with DTF in the same way as would apply to any other proposals to change the budget of 
an entity. 

Additionally, if the scope of the entity changes as above it is a requirement and obligation to disclose 
this to the ABS and potentially seek a sector classification reassessment of the entity. The 
reassessment will factor in the significance of changes to the entity’s functions and governance 
arrangements. This process is outlined earlier in the attachment. 

The names of departments under the PAA (i.e. portfolio departments) can be changed by a gazetted 
Order in Council under section 10 of the PAA. Guidance on machinery of government (MOG) 
changes can be found in later sections of this attachment. 

An example of a change of name of an entity being made by amending legislation (which also 
included other amendments) is the change from ‘Victorian Inspectorate’ to ‘Integrity Oversight 
Victoria’ made by Part 12 of the Justice Legislation Amendment (Integrity, Defamation and Other 
Matters) Act 2024. In this case, the name of the Act under which the entity is established was also 
changed. 
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16.6.5 Scenario 2: Merging the entity with another existing entity  
If the entity is being merged with another entity to create a new entity (with or without changes to the 
powers or functions of either of the merging entities), then the department must notify DTF of the 
proposed date on which the merger will take effect.  

Additionally, if an entity or entities are to be merged as outlined above, it is a requirement and 
obligation to disclose this to the ABS and potentially seek a sector classification reassessment of the 
entity. The reassessment will factor in the significance of changes to the entity’s functions and 
governance arrangements. This process is outlined earlier in the attachment. 

The budget impacts of the merger will need to be discussed with DTF in the same way as would apply 
to any other proposals to change the budget of an entity or establish a budget for a new entity. 

A merger is normally achieved by or under legislation. It is usual for the legislation to specify that the 
new entity formed from the merger is the successor-in-law (although the wording of the legislation 
might not use that term) of the two 2 or more merging entities.  

A separate final report for each of the merging entities is not usually published, but the first annual 
report of the new entity must include details of the merger and its impacts, both operational and 
financial. If a final report for any of the merging entities is required, the successor-in-law entity will 
undertake this. 

16.6.6 Scenario 3: The cessation of the entity and the transfer of its functions  
and powers to another existing entity  

If the proposal is that the powers and functions of an entity are to be transferred to one or more other 
entities (with or without changes to those powers or functions), with the entity ceasing to exist once 
the transfer comes into effect, then the department must notify DTF of the proposed date on which the 
entity will cease to exist.  

The budget impacts of the abolition of the entity and the transfer of its powers and functions to other 
entities will need to be discussed with DTF in the same way as would apply to any other proposals to 
change the budget of an entity. 

An important consideration is whether a final report for the entity is required or desired. Unless there 
is legislative provision for a final report, in which case the legislation would normally allocate 
responsibility for the preparation of that report, then the report cannot be prepared by the board (if 
there is one) or accountable officer or CFO of the entity, because those people will cease to hold 
those positions when the entity ceases to exist.  

If the abolition of the entity requires amending legislation, then that legislation should allocate 
responsibility for the preparation of the final report, by assigning it to either the entity to which the 
most significant powers and functions have been transferred, or the relevant department for the 
abolished entity.  

The former office holders of the abolished entity may, but are not legally required to, assist in the 
preparation of the report or provide assurances to the new responsible body prior to cessation. 
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16.6.7 Scenario 4: The cessation of the entity without transfer of significant 
functions or powers 

If an entity is being abolished because the purposes and functions for which it was originally created 
are no longer to be undertaken at all, or have been transferred to the Commonwealth or the private 
sector, then there will not be a Victorian government entity which is the entity’s successor-in-law or to 
which significant powers and functions of the entity have been transferred. 

In these circumstances, if existing legislation does not allocate responsibility for preparation of the 
final annual report of the abolished entity then amending legislation should assign that responsibility 
to the relevant department for the abolished entity, or if amending legislation is not required to abolish 
the entity, the Minister concerned should assign the responsibility administratively to that department. 

16.7 Formalising consultation and Section 8B requirements  
For the establishment of an entity, once the initial consultation with DTF has occurred and all 
concerned stakeholders are aware of the governance and financial management requirements, the 
Minister of the proposed entity must write to the Minister for Finance confirming this position.  

For the abolition of an entity, once consultation with DTF has occurred and all concerned 
stakeholders are aware of their responsibilities following the abolition of the entity, the Minister of the 
entity must write to the Minister for Finance confirming the changes to the entity.  

The consultation between the Minister and the Minister for Finance required by section 8B must be 
documented, usually by an exchange of letters between them, so that the outcome of the discussions 
between the Minister’s department and DTF is documented.  

The Minister’s department is responsible for ensuring that a notice of the establishment or abolition if 
the entity is approved by the Minister and published in the Government Gazette. The department 
must also inform the VPSC and Victorian Auditor-General’s Office (VAGO) promptly of the publication 
of the notice. 

In some cases, legislation other than section 8B of the FMA may also require gazettal of a notice of 
the creation or abolition of an entity, such as entities created under the State Owned Enterprises Act 
1992 or departments and administrative offices under the PAA. In such cases, only one gazettal is 
required, but it should refer to both section 8B and the other legislative provision. 

16.8 Advising VAGO on the establishment or abolition of an entity 
As an independent office, VAGO provides assurance to Parliament and the Victorian community 
about how effectively public sector bodies are providing services and using public money. VAGO 
achieves this through an annual program of financial and performance audits of state and local 
government public sector entities. 

With the responsibility of auditing entities under the FMA, VAGO needs to remain updated on the 
establishment or abolition of entities to allow for forward planning of audits by both VAGO and the 
entity. Stakeholders should engage with VAGO when establishing or abolishing an entity. Department 
finance areas will have established relationships with VAGO that can be used. 
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Additionally, when seeking to create an entity, stakeholders should be aware that the time and 
resources needed to audit an entity’s financial statements can vary dependent on the size of the entity 
and the complexity of its operations. Consulting with VAGO can assist with clarifying the audit 
requirements and processes. Importantly, the costs associated with the financial audit process are 
assumed by the audited entity.  

For establishing a new entity that is large enough to create a materially significant impact on the 
Annual Financial Report, once there is significant likelihood the proposal to create this entity will 
proceed, VAGO require early notification of upcoming entities. Ideally, VAGO are provided with early 
notification alongside any relevant available context such as sector, scale, and intent of the entity. 
Early notification allows VAGO to make the necessary preparations and make relevant audit 
arrangements. 

16.9 Handling entities under machinery of government changes 
DTF has a machinery of government operating manual that is a comprehensive source of guidance to 
departments planning and implementing machinery of government (MoG) changes.  

The guidance relates primarily to transfers of responsibilities and people between Victorian 
government departments under the various legislation and ministerial directions. The guidance also 
covers changes in portfolio responsibilities for non-departmental entities. 

Machinery of government changes - VPS operating manual | 
dtf.vic.gov.auhttp://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/machinerygovernmentchangesvpsoperatingmanual 

https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/machinery-government-changes-vps-operating-manual
https://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/machinery-government-changes-vps-operating-manual
http://www.dtf.vic.gov.au/machinerygovernmentchangesvpsoperatingmanual
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16.10 Example letter to the Minister for Finance on entity  

Hon. Danny Pearson MP 
Minister for Finance 

Level 20, 1 Spring Street 
MELBOURNE VIC 3000 

danny.pearson@parliament.vic.gov.au 

 

 

Dear Minister for Finance 

THE PROPOSED [CREATION/ABOLITION] OF [ENTITY] 

I propose to [establish/abolish] [entity x]. [The next sentence applies if an entity is proposed to be 
established] The proposed entity is intended to be a [Public Body/other] under the Financial 
Management Act 1994 (FMA). I am aware and acknowledge that [entity x], as a public 
body/department, will be/is subject to requirements under the Public Administration Act 2004, 
reporting and financial management requirements under the FMA, and audit requirements under 
the Audit Act 1994.  

Section 8B of the FMA requires that as the Minister proposing the [establishment/ abolition] of an 
entity, I consult you as Minister administering that section before that [establishment/abolition] 
occurs. Accordingly, my department has discussed the financial management and governance 
implications of the proposed [establishment/abolition] with the Department of Treasury and Finance 
(DTF). I have been advised that all issues relating to this have been satisfactorily resolved. 

I will therefore proceed with the proposed [establishment/abolition]. [The next sentence applies if 
legislation is required]. As legislation will be required, the establishment/ abolition will only become 
effective after the relevant provision of that legislation comes into operation. I will ensure that on the 
[establishment/abolition] becoming effective, notice will be published in the Government Gazette as 
required by section 8B of the FMA. 

Additionally, I will ensure that the Victorian Auditor-General’s Office and the Victorian Public Sector 
Commission are notified of that gazettal. 

… 

 

 

 

 

mailto:danny.pearson@parliament.vic.gov.au
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