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Contextual influences

There were four contextual influences which significantly impacted the survey results this year.

Change of Government

The change of Government
following the 2022 election
occurred in the months leading up
to this survey. This was the first
change of Government since IPEA
commenced operations and began
conducting annual satisfaction
surveys.

The change of Government led to
a significant turnover in IPEA’s
client base and therefore a much
larger variation in knowledge of
IPEA functions and services than
would have been the case in
previous survey periods.
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Less experienced
respondents

A high proportion of respondents
were in their first two years of
employment, with many having
been in their current role for less
than three months due to the
change of Government.

This proportion was significantly
higher in 2022 compared to the
previous year. These respondents
had less experience with IPEA’s
services and functions.

Launch of PEMS* by the
Department of Finance

PEMS was released by the
Department of Finance on 1 July
2022, resulting in significant
changes to the way respondents
lodged claims.

This was the first-time that
parliamentarians and their staff
used an online system for claiming
and reviewing travel.

The launch of PEMS has changed
IPEA’s operational environment
and has had a significant impact
on respondents’ experiences, as
evidenced in feedback throughout
this report.

*Parliamentary Expenses Management System

IPEA reporting ceased,
functionality delayed

From 1 July 2022 all monthly and
guarterly expenditure reporting by
IPEA ceased with the release of
PEMS by the Department of
Finance.

The functionality required for IPEA
to produce expenditure reports was
delayed and not released when the
system launched. Expenditure
reporting is expected for release in
the second half of 2023 at the
earliest.

This places limitations on comparing
‘satisfaction with reports’ with
previous years’ results.
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Background and Objectives

Following the Prime Minister's announcement of changes to Parliamentarians’ work expenses on 13 January 2017, the Independent Parliamentary Expenses Authority (IPEA) was
established as an independent statutory authority. As outlined in its first Corporate Plan, IPEA’s core objective is to advise, audit and report on parliamentarians’ work expenses in a
professional and independent manner, providing clear advice to parliamentarians and their staff, and providing clear oversight of expenses and allowances provided through auditing and
reporting functions. Ultimately, the role of IPEA is to enable parliamentarians and their staff to undertake their work effectively, whilst ensuring tax-payer money is spent efficiently,
effectively and ethically.

The 2022-2023 Portfolio Budget Statements outline clear performance criteria for IPEA. In order to ensure that these targets are met, and that parliamentarians and their staff’s
expectations and needs are being met, IPEA has conducted an annual survey since 2018 to evaluate satisfaction with the services they are providing, how they are being received, and
what, if any, areas of service provision should be a focus for improvement.

IPEA re-commissioned Kantar Public to conduct the 2022 client satisfaction survey to provide a robust measure of overall satisfaction with the information and services provided by IPEA
to parliamentarians and their staff, and to track progress against previous years’ results.
More specifically the objectives of the 2022 survey were to:
* Understand the ease of accessing IPEA and identify the level of satisfaction with advice received.
« Establish how effective IPEA is perceived to be in administrating and processing travel expenses, allowances and related expenses.
+ Determine the effectiveness of communication and information channels used.
+ Evaluate the level of satisfaction with IPEA processes, reports and administrative services.
« Seek opinions on service delivery, performance, customer service and relationship management.
+ Identify and prioritise service improvement opportunities.
» Highlight potential service issues to develop and implement appropriate response actions.
« Compare levels of satisfaction year on year and evaluate if satisfaction concerns identified in previous years have been addressed.

This research also included a series of qualitative interviews with Parliamentarians and staff to further explore experiences and perceptions of IPEA. The following report outlines the
findings from this research in response to the above objectives.
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Quantitative methodology and notes for interpretation

Quantitative methodology Notes for interpretation

* A 10 minute online survey was sent via email to all Parliamentarians and * The sample for each question shown in the base description at the bottom of
Parliamentary staff. The survey was mobile friendly to facilitate response the page represents the number of respondents who answered that specific
rate. guestion. To ensure the maximum sample for each question, respondents did

not have to fully complete the survey for their response to be included. Due to

. The 2022 questionnaire replicated the 2021, 2020, 2019 and 2018 attrition through the survey, the base size is lower fo_r ql_Jestions that were
questionnaires to allow comparability year on year. asked at the end of the survey than those at the beginning.

. Th ber of leted d fieldwork dat ol ) » Base sizes may also change based on whether or not they are filtered to ask
€ number of completed surveys and fieldwork dates were as follows: only specific respondents who gave certain responses to previous questions.
» Verbatim, included in italics throughout this report, show the exact language
used by respondents to survey questions. Hard brackets [ ] denote where

2022 2021 2020 2019 2018 adjustments have been added to verbatim for grammatical continuity and
context.
Total 132 98 97 115 269
- Senator 4 2 4 3 6  Verbatim should be interpreted as perceptions only, and may not accurately
- Member of HR 1 4 6 2 14 describe service divisions and responsibilities attributable to IPEA. Verbatim
— Personal Staff 43 21 26 37 79 may illustrate some confusion regarding the correct agency responsible for

various service aspects: these should be interpreted as opportunities for IPEA
- Electorate Staff 84 71 61 73 170 to focus further education and awareness-building efforts. Footnotes are

8 Nov — 30 Aug — A 21 Octe 13 Jun — included on pages where these instances occur.

Fieldwork dates 12 Dec 6 Oct 28 Aug 6 Nov 6 Jul

* Please note that individual % scores may not add to 100% due to
rounding.
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Qualitative methodology and notes for interpretation

*  To supplement the online survey findings a series of 20 qualitative interviews

were conducted. Participants were sourced through the online survey.

* Interviews were approximately 30 minutes and provided the opportunity to
explore in greater detail participants experiences, expectations and

perceptions of IPEA.

*  The number of completed interviews and fieldwork dates were as follows:

Total 20
- Electorate staff 9
- Personal staff 9
- Senators 1
- Advisors &
Fieldwork dates 3200J;enb22002233-

20

20 Oct -
5 Nov

20

14

31 Aug -
18 Sept

» This report includes summary findings across the qualitative stage of the
research:

Qualitative research is conducted for depth rather than breadth and, as
such, should be considered thematically and cannot be considered to
be representative of all views of the target audience.

For qualitative research, we include verbatim quotes to reflect findings
where relevant. Verbatim from qualitative interviews, included
throughout this report in italics, show the exact language used by
respondents to survey questions. Hard brackets [ ] denote where
adjustments have been added to verbatim for grammatical continuity
and context.

Qualitative verbatim is subject to the same disclaimer described for
gquantitative verbatim (see previous page): verbatim reflect perceptions
held, and may not accurately describe services and responsibilities
attributable to IPEA.

» Where qualitative insights are included, the icon below has been included in
the top right of the slide to identify this:
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Overall satisfaction with IPEA

In 2022, just under two in three respondents (61%) were satisfied with IPEA. When compared to 2021, overall satisfaction with IPEA has
significantly decreased (61% compared with 82%) and dissatisfaction has significantly increased (30% from 9% in 2021).

Overall satisfaction with IPEA (%)

NETT NETT
Dissatisfied Satisfied
(0-4) (6-10)
i 304 6LV
2021 [l 9 82
2020 [HENH 15 77
2019 [IRZ 15 78
2018 24 65
m Not at all satisfied (0-2) Not satisfied (3-4) Neither (5) m= Satisfied (6-7) mVery satisfied (8-10)
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source: C1. Overall, how satisfied have you been with the experience of dealing with IPEA? | Previously B1 in 2018. AV Statistical.ly Significant_ly different to 2021 at
Base: 2018 n=225 | 2019 n=110 | 2020 n=93 | 2021 n=93 | 2022 n=129. 95% confidence (previous waves 10

significant differences are indicated in grey)



Satisfaction with specific aspects of the IPEA experience

While two in three respondents were satisfied with specific aspects of IPEA’s service, performance across each of these aspects all declined
significantly this year. There were significant increases in those who were dissatisfied with around one in four respondents significantly dissatisfied
with the quality of services delivered (26%) and timeliness of responses (27%).

_ _ _ _ 2020 2021 2022
Overall satisfaction with IPEA attributes (%) NETT NETT NETT
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
(6-10) (6-10) (6-10)
2022
Quiality of advice received 2021 77 83 64 V
2020 i 14
2022 i IAN
Quality of services 2021 EEEEE 66 |
. 78 83 62
delivered 2020 60| v
2022
WU 62 |
Timeliness of response 2021 o 76 83 62 'V
2020
2022
Ease of understanding the 2021
: . . 7 2 2
information provided 2020 0 8 62w
2022 A
Consistency of information 2021 TZIEEEYS) v
received 2020 i 14 & 8 61
m Not applicable m Don't know m Not satisfied (0-4)
Neither (5) Satisfied (6-7) m Very Satisfied (8-10)
Source. C2. Again, thinking about your experience with IPEA over the past 12 months, how satisfied have you been with Statistically significantly
l(AN TAR P U B L I C the following aspects? | Previously B2 in 2018. AV different to previous period at 11

Base: 2020 n=93 | 2021 n=93 | 2022 n=129. 95% confidence



Satisfaction with specific aspects of the IPEA experience

In previous years, satisfaction with these experience attributes has generally seen positive gradual growth year on year, however, in 2022 there
was a significant decline across all experience attributes with the levels of satisfaction recorded this year similar to 2018.

Satisfaction with specific aspects of experience — trended

100
90 Quality of services delivered
8383 83
— Quality of advice received
78
80
75 —
78 —Timeliness of response
70 69
86 69 70 64 Ease of understanding the
63 62 62 62 information provided
60 60
61 — Consistency of information
received
50
40
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source. C2. Again, thinking about your experience with IPEA over the past 12 months, how satisfied have you been with
the following aspects? | Previously B2 in 2018.

Base: 2018 n=206 | 2019 n=110 | 2020 n=93 | 2021 n=93 | 2022 n=129.



Satisfaction with experience of IPEA staff
IPEA staff were once again perceived to be polite, respectful and professional by over four in five respondents, however these positive perceptions
have slightly declined since 2021. There was also a directional decline in respondents who felt staff were responsive (77%), and significant

declines in the proportion who felt staff were helpful (72%) and understood their needs (72%).

. . . 2020 2021 2022
Overall satisfaction with IPEA staff (%) NETT NETT NETT
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
(6-10) (6-10) (6-10)
Thev were polite and 2022 .
res yectful P 2021 iEA 87 91 85
P 2020
2022 6 |
They were professional 2021 EN 85 94 85
2020
2022 EYWANE 54\ |
They were responsive 2021 74 86 77
2020 65 |
2022 i 12 A v |
They were helpful 2021 A 76 88 2V
2020
2022 VAN A
They understood my 0ol e n 77 89 R 4
needs e - —
2020 A 12 .60 |
m Not applicable ® Don't know m Not satisfied (0-4)
Neither (5) Satisfied (6-7) m Very satisfied (8-10)
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source. C3. And, for each of the following, please indicate how satisfied have you been with the IPEA staff you have AV jﬁiﬁ?ﬁ?&:ﬁ:ﬁgiod A 13

had contact with. | Previously B3 in 2018.
Base: 2020 n=93 | 2021 n=93 | 2022 n=129.

95% confidence



Reasons for satisfaction with IPEA (verbatim)

Those satisfied with IPEA expressed appreciation for IPEA staff who were thought to be helpful and provide good advice. However satisfied
customers also raised pain-points to do with timeliness of responses and claims processing, as well as problems with PEMS.

61%

are satisfied with
IPEA in 2022

Reasons for satisfaction with IPEA

“All travel related queries and claims have
been processed or addressed very timely -
but the current travel allowance is no longer
enough to survive a week in Canberra.”

“Reliable quality information and advice -
the only frustration is that the helpline isn't
open until COB AWST.”

“Helpful staff, always available to assist with
my travel claims issues that are normally
PEMS related. Good follow ups to emails
and meetings provided where needed for
clarification.”

“IPEA always provide a comprehensive
answer to any questions | have emailed about,
whether...claims can be made for travel etc.
However, the turn around time can
sometimes be a little frustrating...”

“Staff are knowledgeable and helpful. They
are always able to answer questions and | am
always able to trust the information provided.
(My only concern is the new PEMS reporting
which I think is outside IPEA staff control).”

“The staff are very helpful, [I] had just got
used to PEMS and it got switched over to big
PEMS. | preferred the old reporting system - to
be honest it was how | consistently tracked
expenses and now | am running behind
without my MMRs to consult even with
submitting claims.”

“On the whole, dealing with IPEA is very
good, but the PEMS system is a huge
problem. It is too difficult to use, and there is
always a problem with the travel claim unless it
is very basic. As it is so time consuming, itis
easier to go back to using paper forms. | would
like to use PEMS but my time is valuable, and |
am tired of wasting it on PEMS.”

“Good to have advice; however phone call
wait time can be [an] extended wait. Long
delays with staff receiving travel
reimbursement.”

“IPEA is generally very helpful via help desk
or website, however time frames in
responding/payments have been longer
than usual in recent months.”

“Email queries could be answered quicker, or
at least come back to us and advise matter is
complicated and they are working on it, staff
are quite good to speak with on the phone.”

ICANTAR PUBLIC

grammatical continuity and context.

Source: C1. Overall, how satisfied have you been with the experience of dealing with IPEA? | Cla. Why do you say that? Base: 2022 C1 NET satisfied (6-10) n=79.
Note: Verbatim responses are the exact language used by the participant in response to the question asked. Hard brackets denote where verbatim is adjusted for 14



Reasons for dissatisfaction with IPEA (verbatim)

Reasons for dissatisfaction with IPEA included references to PEMS not being user friendly, the time taken to process claims, confusing processes,
and contradictory advice. Respondents also articulated negative implications on their ability to function effectively in their professional roles.

30%

are dissatisfied
with IPEA in
2022

Reasons for dissatisfaction with IPEA

“Il find [PEMS] to be clunky and inefficient. It
is also a terrible way to manage budgets
effectively. We are continually having to
contact IPEA because things have been
incorrectly put against our Office budget or
Electorate Support Budget. An online system
should make life easier not more onerous”

“Because | flew one day before my start day at
the direction of my Minister and it took two
months to get reimbursed for my flights and
my TA still hasn't been paid in full 3 months
later. They just keep saying their systems*
can't do it yet, I'm pretty sure they're now in
breach of the Fair Work Act and the EA at
this point.”

“Website* is complicated and impractical;
the approval process means | have to pay
large sums upfront and wait for long periods
of time to be renumerated. This is stressful
and impacts my quality of life and mental
health. It is also time consuming and takes
away from my ability to [complete] the key
components of my job.”

“Timeliness of the process. Systems* where
claims take months to resolve; online
system’s overly complex and IT issues. Also
inability to claim whilst mid-travel when on long
term assignment. Travel Allowance not at all
reasonable nor relevant to the locations that
staff are forced to stay. Regional staff also
experience discrimination regarding the use
of hire cars as limited regular passenger
transport services are available and [it is]
unreasonable to take personal vehicles for
extended periods.”

“The travel claims process is clunky and slow.
Claims aren’t processed quickly enough
and in some circumstances | have been
charged multiple times incorrectly. Having
to engage IPEA as regularly as my staff have
to [and] follow up on claims and incorrect travel
charges takes away from our daily office
business. It’s just not helpful.”

“Clunky and unaccountable bureaucracy with
zero interest in customer service or making
the lives of staff and members easier.”

“The [PEMS] forms to fill in for travel expense
[are] counter intuitive and painful. Not sure
it could be made any more complicated if
someone actually tried to.”

ICANTAR PUBLIC

Source: C1. Overall, how satisfied have you been with the experience of dealing with IPEA? | Cla. Why do you say that? Base: 2022 C1 NET dissatisfied (0-4) n=39.

grammatical continuity and context.

*The system/website/forms implied is PEMS

Note: Verbatim responses are the exact language used by the participant in response to the question asked. Hard brackets denote where verbatim is adjusted for
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4.1
Service Area: Satisfaction with advice about travel



Contact in relation to Parliamentary Business Resources Framework

Around one in two respondents (51%) contacted IPEA in relation to the Parliamentary Business Resources (PBR) framework in 2022, a significant
increase on the proportion who did this in 2021 (31%). There was also a significant increase in the proportion who were unsure if they had
contacted IPEA about the PBR framework, with this increase primarily driven by respondents who had interacted with IPEA for less than 12
months.

Contacted IPEA in relation to Parliamentary Business Resources framework (%)

39% ‘don’t’ know’ (2022) by

extent of interactions with IPEA: 2022 A v 51 A
<12 months 44%
>12months 3% 2021
ot

Don't know No EYes

Source: D1. You mentioned you have contacted IPEA in relation to Advice about travel expenses. Was this advice in relation to the isticallv signifi |
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Parliamentary Business Resources framework? | Previously C1 in 2018; B5. How long have you currently been interacting or AV S.tatlstlca y S'gn_' icant y_ 18
otherwise involved with IPEA for? Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about travel expenses 2018 n=153; 2019 n=68; different to previous period at

2020 n=59; 2021 n=65, 2022 n=96, 2022 (<12 months interaction with IPEA n=48; >12 months interaction with IPEA n=48). 95% confidence



Satisfaction with advice about travel

Over three in four respondents (78%) were satisfied with advice about travel in 2022. When compared to 2021, satisfaction with advice about
travel has significantly declined (78% compared with 94%), driven by a significant decrease in highly satisfied customers (53% compared with
82%).

Satisfaction with advice about travel (%) NETT Satisfied
(6-10)
2022 15 53 N/ /87

2021 82 A 94

2020 15 63 80

i o

=z 74

mDon't know mNot satisfied (0-4) Neither (5) Satisfied (6-7) m Satisfied (8-10)

l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source: D2. And how satisfied have you been with the advice about travel expenses provided? | Previously C2 in AV St?z)ltlstlcal.ly S|gn|f|cant_ly different to 2021 at
2018. Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about travel expenses 2018 n=153; 2019 n=68; 2020 95% confidence (previous waves

n=59; 2021 n=65; 2022 n=96. significant differences are indicated in grey)

19



Satisfaction with specific aspects of travel advice

While approximately three in four respondents had positive perceptions of each of the specific aspects of travel advice, positive perceptions
across each of these aspects have declined significantly in 2022. This was primarily driven by significant decreases in the proportion of
respondents who held strong levels of agreement (i.e. provided a score of 8-10 out of 10).

Agreement with statements: advice about travel (%)

Travel advice was provided
in a timely manner

Travel advice was
trustworthy

Travel advice was clear

Travel advice answered my
guestion

2022
2021
2020

2022
2021
2020

2022
2021
2020

2022
2021
2020

s |
66|
-
A | 15 A
66|
m Not applicable m Don't know m Disagree (0-4)
Neither (5) Agree (6-7) m Strongly agree (8-10)

2020 2021 2022
NETT Agree NETT Agree NETT Agree
(6-10) (6-10) (6-10)

80 94 78V
83 91 77V
80 91 76 ¥
83 89 73V
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Source. D3. And how much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? | Previously C3 in 2018
Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about travel expenses 2020 n=59; 2021 n=65; 2022 n=96.

AV

Statistically significantly different to 2021 at
95% confidence (previous waves 20
significant differences are indicated in grey)



4.2
Service Area: Satisfaction with travel claims



Satisfaction with travel claims
Around two in three respondents (62%) were satisfied with travel claims this year. Satisfaction with travel claims declined significantly this year

(62% from 87% in 2021). This was driven by a significant decrease in the proportion of highly satisfied respondents (49%) and a significant
increase in the proportion of dissatisfied respondents (30%).

Satisfaction with travel claims (%)

NETT Satisfied

(6-10)
2022 ! 30 A a9 \/ 62V
2021 S 87
2020 (R I 83
2019 77
2015 PR 73

mDon't know mNot satisfied (0-4) Neither (5) Satisfied (6-7) ®Very satisfied (8-10)

Source: D4. You mentioned you have dealt with IPEA in relation to travel claims. How satisfied have you been with the service . s
l(AN TAR P U B L I C provided by IPEA in relation to travel claims? | Previously C4 in 2018. AV j.t;tlsuiiny S|gn_|f|cantly_ dat 22
Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about travel claims 2018 n=185; 2019 n=103; 2020 n=84 ; 2021 n=87; 2022 n=125. Irerent 1o previous period a

95% confidence



Satisfaction with specific aspects of travel claims

While there was a directional decline in travel claims being processed accurately, there were significant decreases in performance related to the
ease of finding forms, ease of completion, ease of submission and timely processing. The greatest declines in performance were related to ease of
completion and ease of submission where less than one in two respondents provided a positive score. For the first time both aspects have a
significantly higher proportion of respondents with negative views — suggesting this needs to be a focus for improvement.

2020 2021 2022
Agreement with statements: travel claims (%) NETT Agree  NETT Agree  NETT Agree
(6-10) (6-10) (6-10)
. 2022 TG
Travel claims were 2021 91 85 75
processed accurately 2020
. 2022
Travel claim forms were 2021 79 83 61V
easy to find 2020
Travel claims were 2022
processed in a timely T 10 I I 31 83 61w
manner 2020 TR
. 2022 i 50 A\ 31\/
Travel claim were easy to 5021 e 80 89 46w
complete 2020 FIEEEG
T | claim f 2022 P 42 /\ A 34N/
ravel Claim rorms were
: 2021 IS
easy to submit 2020 TSR 83 84 »Y
m Not applicable E Don't know m Disagree (0-4)
Neither (5) Agree (6-7) m Strongly agree (8-10)
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source. D5. And how much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? Av j.t;tiStiii”y sign_ificantly_ d at 23
Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about travel claims 2020 n=84; 2021 n=87; 2022 n=125. herent to previous period a

95% confidence



Satisfaction with submitting travel claims — Email or post

Over three in four respondents (76%) were satisfied with submitting claims via email or post. Satisfaction has however directionally declined since
2021 (76% compared with 92%), largely driven by a significant increase in dissatisfaction (18% compared with 3% in 2021).

Satisfaction submitting via email or post (%)

2022

2021

2020

2019

m Not at all satisfied (0-2)

65

8

7

3

Not satisfied (3-4) Neither (5) Satisfied (6-7)

N
w
(o2}

m Very satisfied (8-10)

NETT NETT
Dissatisfied Satisfied
(0-4) (6-10)
18 A 76
3 92
8 92
6 81
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Source. D7a. How satisfied were you with submitting your travel claim by email or post?
Base: Respondents who have used email/post 2019 n=62; 2020 n=59; 2021 n=38; 2022 n=51.

Statistically significantly
A different to previous period at
95% confidence

24



Methods of submitting travel claims — Email or post

Over three in four respondents were also satisfied with the specific aspects of submitting claims via email or post. Consistent with overall
satisfaction for this submission method, there has also been directional declines in satisfaction with each service aspect since 2022.

: : : o : : : 2020 2021 2022
Agreement with statements in relation to submitting travel claims via email or post (%) NETT NETT NETT

Agree Agree Agree
(6-10) (6-10) (6-10)

2022
Travel claim forms were easy to 2021 92 87 78
submit 2020
2019 AN
2022
: : 79 |
Travel claims were easy to fillout 2021 T 86 87 78
2020
2019
_ 2022
Travel claim forms were easy 0 2021 93 87 76
access 2020 IR 69
2019
Ll 2022
Travel claim were easy to 2021
understand 2020 68 92 89 [E
2019 AN

m Disagree (0-4) Neither agree nor disagree (5) Agree (6-7)  mStrongly agree (8-10)

l(AN TAR P U B L I C D7b. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about submitting travel claims by email or post?
Base: Respondents who have used email/post 2019 n=62; 2020 n=59; 2021 n=38; 2022 n=51.



Satisfaction with submitting travel claims — PEMS

In 2022, around two in four respondents (42%) were satisfied with submitting travel claims via PEMS, and just over half were dissatisfied (52%).
These are both significant differences when compared to the 2021 results, where around three in four respondents (78%) were satisfied and only
15% were dissatisfied — suggesting this needs to be a focus for improvement moving forward.

Satisfaction submitting via PEMS (%) NETT NETT
Dissatisfied Satisfied

(0-4) (6-10)
2022 34 A 24 \/ 52 A 42 Vv

2021 13 78

2020 14 82

o
'_\
ol
~
N

=

m Not at all satisfied (0-2) Not satisfied (3-4) Neither (5) Satisfied (6-7) m Very satisfied (8-10)
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source. D8a. How satisfied were you with the method of submitting your travel claim through PEMS? AV S.tatistically Sign.ificantly. 5
Base: Respondents who have used PEMS 2019 n=72; 2020 n=49; 2021 n=68; 2022 n=103. different to previous period at 6

95% confidence



Methods of submitting travel claims — PEMS

In line with the overall satisfaction score for submitting travel claims via PEMS, satisfaction across all aspects of the PEMS experience also declined
significantly in 2022. The largest significant declines were related to the ease of completion and ease of submission, with more than half of all
respondents dissatisfied with these aspects (64% and 57% respectively) in 2022.

2020 2021 2022
Agreement with statements in relation to PEMS (%) NETT NETT NETT
Agree Agree Agree

(6-10) (6-10) (6-10)

2022 31
) 2021
PEMS was easy to find 2020 75 8 53V
2019
2022
2021
PEMS was easy to access 2020 71 76 50V
2019
2022 21 \/
PEMS travel claims were easy to 2021 73 79 38V
submit 2020
2019
2022
PEMS travel claims were easy to 2021 73 74 32V
20 | 53 |
complete 2020 20 53
2019
m Disagree (0-4) Neither agree nor disagree (5) Agree (6-7)  mStrongly agree (8-10)
l(AN TAR P U B L I C D8b. How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about submitting travel claims through PEMS? AV S.tatistically Sign.ificantly. 27
Base: Respondents who have used PEMS 2019 n=72; 2020 n=49; 2021 n=68; 2022 n=102-106. different to previous period at

95% confidence



4.3
Service Area: Satisfaction with reports

Note to reader:

From 1 July 2022 all monthly and quarterly expenditure reporting by IPEA ceased with the release of PEMS by the Department of
Finance.

The functionality required for IPEA to produce expenditure reports was delayed and not released when the system launched.
Expenditure reporting is expected for release in the second half of 2023 at the earliest.

This places limitations on comparing ‘satisfaction with reports’ with previous years’ results.



Satisfaction with reports

Just over half of all respondents (53%) were satisfied with the reports provided by IPEA in 2022. However, satisfaction has significantly declined
when compared to 2021 (87%). This has been primarily driven by a significant decrease in the proportion who were very satisfied (25% compared
with 73% in 2021) and a significant increase in the proportion who were dissatisfied (23% compared with 5% in 2021).

Satisfaction with reports* (%) NETT Satisfied

(6-10)

25V .

-

2020 CENE I T 79

2019 [ 77

2010 R 76

mDon't know  ®Not satisfied (0-4) Neither (5) Satisfied (6-7) mVery satisfied (8-10)
Source: D9. You mentioned you have contacted IPEA in relation to reports. How satisfied have you been with the reports provided by IPEA? Statistically significantly
l(AN TAR P U B L I C *Previously was ‘management and expenditure reports’. AV different to previous period at 29

Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about management and expenditure reports 2018 n=91; 2019 n=51; 2020 n=53; 2021 n=60;
2022 n=53.

95% confidence



Satisfaction with specific aspects of reports
Around three in five respondents were satisfied with each of the specific aspects of reporting. However, when compared to previous years there

were significant declines in performance and the lowest levels of satisfaction recorded. This was largely driven by significant decreases in the
proportion of respondents who had high satisfaction (i.e. a score of 8, 9 or 10 out of 10) and significant increases in the proportion who were
dissatisfied.

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Agreement with statements: reports* (%) NETT NETT NETT NETT NETT
Agree Agree Agree Agree Agree
(6-10) (6-10) (6-10) (6-10) (6-10)

2022
' 77|
Repqrts were provided 2021 77 g7 93 91 92 68 W
in a timely manner 2020
2022 A 26 \/
Reports were useful 2021 86 91 94 87 60 ¥
2020 66|
R ¢ i 2022
e g 2021 75 01 86 87 57w
2020
2022 9 /\ 25 2\
Reports were accurate 2021 63 86 86 88 57V
2020 60 |
m Not applicable m Don't know m Disagree (0-4)
Neither (5) Agree (6-7) m Strongly agree (8-10)

Source. D10. And how much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? *Previously was ‘management and expenditure Statistically significantly
reports’. A : _
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about management and expenditure reports: 2018 n=90, 2019 n=51, 2020 n=53, AV iferentto previous period at

2021 n=60; 2022 n=53. 95% confidence



4.4
Service Area: Post payment checks



Satisfaction with post payment checks (validation of travel expenses)

Satisfaction with post payment checks continued to directionally decline in 2022, with over one in two respondents (59%) satisfied. This was
largely driven by a directional decrease in the proportion of respondents who were very satisfied (i.e. gave a score of 8, 9 or 10 out of 10) and a
directional increase in the proportion who were dissatisfied.

Satisfaction with post payment checks (validation of travel expenses) (%) NETT Satisfied
(6-10)

2022 8 39 59

2021 62 76

2020 11 67 82

2019

w I

w
'—\
©

63 77

2018 [ 18 55 67

® Don't know m Not satisfied (0-4) Neither (5)
Satisfied (6-7) m Very satisfied (8-10)

Source: D11. You mentioned you had contact with IPEA in relation to post payment checks (validation of travel expenses). How satisfied

l(AN TAR P U B L I C have you been with IPEA’s post payment checking procedure? | Previously C8 in 2019.

Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about post payment checks 2018 n=76; 2019 n=35; 2020 n=27; 2021 n=34; 2022 n=49.
*Low base <30, caution is advised when interpreting results. Results are not significant on account of reduced base size.



Satisfaction with specific aspects of post payment checks

Satisfaction was also relatively stable across each of the aspects of experience with post payment checks. The exception to this was satisfaction
with post payment correspondence containing the correct information which has directionally declined in 2022.

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
NETT NETT NETT NETT NETT
Agree Agree Agree Agree Agree
(6-10) (6-10) (6-10) (6-10) (6-10)

Agreement with statements: post payment checks (validation of travel expenses) (%)

2022 .53 |
Post payment correspondence
o P 2021 NG 85 89 74 76 73
P 2020 11 4 7
2022 PN
Post payment correspondence
was pol?’ie and res e(F:)tfuI 2021 R ———————————— 83 8 76 3
P P 2020
Post payment (validation of travel 2022 ZERZSEEEG)
expenses) correspondence was 2021 638 92 78 76 71
easy to understand 2020
Post payment correspondence 2022 A 14
contained correct information 2021 638 0 83 78 76 65
2020 11 14 4
m Not applicable m Don't know m Disagree (0-4)
Neither (5) Agree (6-7) m Strongly agree (8-10)
l(AN TAR P B L I C Source. D12. And how much do you agree or disagree with the following statements? | Previously C9 in 2018.
U Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about post payment checks 2018 n=76; 2019 n=35; 2020 n=27; 2021 n=34; 2022 n=49.

*Low base <30, caution is advised when interpreting results. Results are not significant on account of reduced base size.



Satisfaction with specific aspects of post payment matters

Just over two in three respondents (67%) were satisfied with the resolution of post payment matters in 2022. This was however a slight directional
decline in performance when compared to 2021.

Satisfaction with the resolution of the post payment matters raised (%) NETT Satisfied
(6-10)
2022 FINIE 49 67

2021 56 76

2020 15 56 71

2019 20 49 69

w
w
(o]
S
S

2018 I 14 57 71
m Not applicable m Don't know m Not satisfied (0-4)
Neither (5) Satisfied (6-7) m Very satisfied (8-10)
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source: D13. And how satisfied were you with the resolution of the post payment matters raised? | Previously C10 in 2018. 34
Base: Respondents who have dealt with advice about post payment checks 2018 n=76; 2019 n=35; 2020 n=27, 2021 n=34; 2022 n=49.

*Low base <30, caution is advised when interpreting results. Results are not significant on account of reduced base size.
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Advocacy

One in two respondents (51%) were likely to speak favourable about IPEA in 2022. This was a significant decline when compared to 2021 and
was largely driven by a significant increase in the proportion of respondents who were very unlikely to speak favourably (33% compared with 11%
in 2021).

Discuss IPEA favourably (%) NET(g_Iigely
2022 33 A 33 51 v

2021 KM 11 44 66

2020 15 51 69

2019 [ 18 43 59

I

2018 KR 21 37 49
m Not applicable ® Don't know m Unlikely (0-4)
Neither (5) Likely (6-7) m Very likely (8-10)
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source: E3. How likely is it that you would talk favourably about IPEA to colleagues? | Previously D3 in 2018. AV S.tatistically Sign.ificantly.
Base: All Respondents 2018 n=212; 2019 n=115; 2020 n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132. different to previous period at 36

95% confidence



Agreement that IPEA puts clients first

While one in two respondents (50%) agreed that IPEA puts its clients first, there were around one in four (24%) who disagreed that IPEA does this
— and this was a significant increase when compared to the proportion who felt this way in 2021 (6%). Similar to previous years there was still a
high degree of neutrality/uncertainty about this statement with just under one in five (18%) selecting ‘neither’ and a further 5% who selected ‘don’t
know'.

IPEA puts clients first (%) NETT Agree
(6-10)

2022 KR 24 /\ 37 50

2021 47 59

2020 P 13 10 37 54

2019 17 1 33 43

!

2018 EANEP) 13 37 50

m Not applicable m Don't know m Disagree (0-4)
Neither (5) Agree (6-7) B Strongly agree (8-10)
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source: E1. To what extent do you agree or disagree that IPEA puts its clients first? | Previously D1 in 2018. AV S.tatistically Sign.ificantly. 37
Base: All Respondents 2018 n=219; 2019 n=115; 2020 n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132. different to previous period at

95% confidence



Agreement with statements about IPEA’s customer/value proposition (Top 5)

In 2022, IPEA was primarily perceived to be an agency that supports a culture of transparency and accountability in the provision and use of
parliamentary work expenses, is easy to communicate with and increases transparency in the use of parliamentary work expenses. There was however
directional declines in perceptions across three of the statements, and significant declines in perceptions across the remaining five statements.

2020 2021 2022
Aspects of IPEA’s customer/value proposition (% in ranked order of agreement) NETT Agree  NETT Agree  NETT Agree
(6-10) (6-10) (6-10)
ili 42 |
Supports a culture of accountability 2022 EETEEEPYA 22
and transparency in the provision and 2021 72 73 62
2022 PZFIEEYAVAN
i i 60 |
Is easy to communicate with 2021 PNEE 78 80 59 ¥
2020
_ 2022
Incrgases transparency In the use of 2021 60 | 71 73 58 W
parliamentary work expenses 2020 TN
2022 7 17 2\ 38 \/
Listens to clients 2021 EENEE 68 69 58
2020 NIV
Provides support to parliamentarians 2022 ZEEHIEEYZANI A
in the exercise of their parliamentary 2021 73 72 55 ¥
functions 2020 NN
m Mot applicable = Don't know m Dizagree (0-4)
Meither (3) Agree (6-T) m Strongly agree (8-10)
Source. E2. And to what extent do you agree or disagree that IPEA ... | Previously E3 in 2018. Statistically significantly
l(AN TAR P U B L I C Base: All Respondents 2018 n=219; 2019 n=115; 2020 n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132. AV different to previous period at 38

95% confidence



Agreement with statements about IPEA’'s customer/value proposition (continued)

Consistent with previous years, it is interesting to note that there are still a number of respondents reporting ‘neither’ or ‘don’t know’ for seven of

the eight statements (ranging from 22% to 44%). This suggests some respondents are perhaps still unclear as to the purpose and mission of IPEA

and further communication about this may be effective in addressing this moving forward.

Aspects of IPEA’s customer/value proposition (% in ranked order of agreement)

. . . 2022 M 23 2
Provides effective education about 2021 m _{_
the travel expenses framework 2020 EE 0

2022 ZlE) AN
Adds value 2021
2020
2022 N 16 A\ N/ 36 |
Delivers on its commitments 2021 48 ]
2020 N
2022 19 17 A
Is future focussed 2021 | 19 5
2020 O 21 9
m Mot applicable = Don't know m Disagree (0-4)
Meither (3) Agree (6-T) m Strongly agree (8-10)

2020
NETT Agree
(6-10)

63

60

62

40

2021 2022
NETT Agree  NETT Agree
(6-10) (6-10)
67 54 V
70 52V
67 46 V

42 39

l(AN TAR P U B L I C Source. E2. And to what extent do you agree or disagree that IPEA ... | Previously E3 in 2018.
Base: All Respondents 2018 n=219; 2019 n=115; 2020 n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132.

Statistically significantly
AV different to previous period at
95% confidence

39
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Website visitation and ratings

Less than half (45%) had visited IPEA’'s website in 2022, consistent with 2021 levels. Of those who did, just over one in two (53%) were satisfied
with their experience (53%) which was significantly lower when compared to satisfaction in 2021 (79%). There have also been significant declines
in perceptions across each of the website attributes with around one in two respondents satisfied with each of these attributes (ranging from 45%
to 57%).

Satisfaction with IPEA website —
2022 (%)

IPEA Website attributes (%)

NETT Adree (6-10)
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
. Nett .
45% : Satisfaction| | 2022
! 53 ¥ |1 Thecontentis - e ——
: : informative 2021 - — 70 64 8 ” 57 v
I I 2020 R
1 1
11 1 1
Visted g e nvicadon s 2922
IPEA'sS : | Slenavigation!s = 5451 g 74 70 74 79 50 ¥
.  user friendly 2020 =
website in |
2022 ! ! 2022 EEEER
X I The content is up-
' ' : 56 |
| | to-date and timely ggié :z 61 58 & & ar'v
- 54 |
' = Very satisfied (8-10) '
! Satisfied (6-7) ! 2022 W3
! Neutral (5) I 1like the website A =] 43 54 61 71 45
. = Not Satisfied (0-4) i design 2021 v
X = Don't know | 2020 P
1 1
: : ®mDon't know m Disagree (0-4) Neither (5)
1 1
: : Agree (6-7) m Strongly agree (8-10)
Source. B4. Which, if any, of the following services have you accessed, or contacted IPEA in relation to, in the past
12 months? | Base: All Respondents n=132. Statistically significantly
l(AN TAR P U B L I C F1. You mentioned earlier that you have visited the IPEA website, how satisfied are you with the website? F2. How Av different to previous period at 41
strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the IPEA website? | Base: Respondents who 95% confidence

have visited IPEA website 2018 n=163; 2019 n=50; 2020 n=46; 2021 n=48; 2022 n=60.



Education/Information sessions attendance and ratings

Although the proportion of customers attending education/information sessions is moderate (30%), those who do attend still rate the experience
very highly (85% satisfaction compared with 95% in 2021). The specific aspects of the information sessions also rate very highly with customers,
and consistent with previous years. IPEA should strongly consider strategies to increase attendance of these sessions.

Satisfaction with info session —
2022* (%)

IPEA information session attributes (%)
NETT Agree (6-10)

30%

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

1 1
| |
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
: Nett ! 2022 70
I Satisfaction | ! 70 |
: g5 |1 ltwas Weo||| 2021 86 85 92 95 88
Accessed ! 1 presente 2020 69 |
1 1
. 1 1
.ed ucatio n/ | Thesupporting 2022 &8
I n fo rm atl O n : / : materia| was 2021 73 85 92 90 88
: in % | useful 2020 e
sessions in |
2022 I I 2022 ER 68
| ltwasuseful 2021 80 90 92 8 88
I I 2020
: = Very satisfied (8-10) |
i Eatifﬁﬁo(lé)(”) i The scheduling 2022 *
eutra
: = Not Satisfied (0-4) | was convenient ;8;3 - 73 85 100 95 85
i . I 62 |
1 = Don't know . 62
1 1
E E m Don't know m Disagree (0-4) Neither (5)
! ! Agree (6-7) m Strongly agree (8-10) CAUTION LOW BASE SIZE

CAUTION LOW BASE SIZE

Source. B4. Which, if any, of the following services have you accessed, or contacted IPEA in relation to, in the past 12 months? | Base: All Respondents n=132.
F7: You mentioned earlier that you have attended an IPEA education/information session. How satisfied are you with IPEA’s education/information session?

l(AN TAR P U B L I C F8. How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements about IPEA’s information session? | Base: Respondents who have attended and IPEA
information session 2018 n=70; 2019 n=20; 2020 n=13; 2021=n=21; 2022 n=40 *CAUTION LOW BASE SIZES. Results are not significant on account of reduced
base size.



Engagement with IPEA-ed

Customer engagement with IPEA-ed remained low in 2022 (6%) and comparable to 2021 (8%). The primary reasons for not using IPEA-ed were
also consistent with previous years: low awareness (43%), followed by a lack of relevance to their role (16%), and being time-poor (16%).

Reasons for not using IPEA-ed (%)

I 43
I 52

I've never heard about it 57
6% ’
0 B 16
I's not relevant to my role _10 17
7
Accessed 16
. | don’t have the time to use it E— 1%4
IPEA-ed in 2022 16
0h i M 6
vs. 8% in 2021 | don’t know how to use it ™ 2‘
vS. 4% in 2020 3
I| 12 m 2022
| don’t know where to find it 5 , = 2021
— 17 2020
Other MR 14 2019

Source. B4. Which, if any, of the following services have you accessed, or contacted IPEA in relation to, in the past 12 months? | Base: All respondents 2019 n=115; 2020

n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132 F6.
I.(AN TAR P U B L I C F6. You mentioned earlier that you have not used IPEA-ed before, why haven’t you used IPEA-ed? | Base: Respondents who have not used IPEA-ed 2019 n=106; 2020 43

n=93; 2021 n=90; 2022 n=124. Codes below 1% not displayed.



Information sharing preferences

Email continued to be overwhelmingly the most popular channel for sharing information about IPEA (87% first preference). In terms of second and
third most preferable channels, the IPEA website and newsletters/factsheets were equally preferable in 2022 (48%, both). Compared to 2021,

newsletters were significantly less preferable (48% compared with 63% in 2021).

Future information sharing method preference, 2022 (%)

7 out of 9 (5%) of
‘other’ responses

87 m First preference Second/ Third preference
were “phone call”
48 48V 45
17 16
10 9 7
5 2 2 2 2 2
_ I I — —
Emalil Website Newsletter / Education/ One-on-one Text Live Chat Other Social media
Factsheet Information meeting
session
2021
1st preference 92 2 1 - 2 2 1 -
2nd’3nd preference 7 47 63 41 11 11 13 3

ICANTAR PUBLIC

Base: All Respondents 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132.
Note: 2021 reported first preference and second preference only.

Source. F9: What is your personal preference for receiving information from IPEA? Please select your top 3 preferences.

Statistically significantly
different to previous period at 44
95% confidence



o kuhhku".!ﬁl’ kx

| 2 " &lud
R - v Wl e v Y kv el el v B o e




Sample profile

The 2022 sample profile regarding employment role was comparable to previous years with the majority of respondents being electorate staff,
followed by personal staff. There was also a comparable spread of responses across location.

Employment role (%) 2022 2021 2020 2019 2018 Base location (%) 2022 2021 2020 2019
Senator 3 2 4 3 2 ACT 14 14 12 17
Member of HR 1 4 6 2 5 NSW 20 29 31 22
Personal staff 33 21 27 32 29 WA 12 10 10 9
Electorate staff 64 /1 63 63 63 SA 8 9 8 8
QLD 15 12 15 12
VIC 20 15 18 16
NT 4 2 1 3
TAS 7 8 4 15

Source: Al. Which of the following describes your role? | Ala. Where is your work base located?

l( AN TAR P U B L I C Base: All respondents 2018 n=269, 2019 n=115; 2020 n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132.



Sample profile

The 2022 sample profile differed in terms of length of employment of respondents: possibly linked to the Federal election and change of
Government that occurred during 2022. As a result there were significantly more respondents who had spent less than 2 years in their current role/
employment at the time of surveying (61% compared with 34% in 2021). Despite this, roughly half the 2022 sample had up to 12 months
experience interacting with IPEA (48%), and the remaining half (52%) had over 12 months of interactions.

Length of Length of involvement
employment (%) AV VAU S with IPEA (%)* 2022 g
0-2 years 61A 34 36 43 Less than 3 months 11 48%
<12 months
| interactions with
3-4 years 12 17 26 24 3-6 months 27 IPEA
5-6 years 8 15 11 12 7-12 months 1 -
v
7+ years 19 32 27 20 1-2 years 16 52%
<12 months
) | interactions with
3-4 years 20 e
5 or more years 16

Source: A2. How long have you been a Senator/Member of the House of Representatives/personal staff/electoral staff? Statistically significant]
l(AN TAR P U B L I C B5 How long have you currently been interacting or otherwise involved with IPEA for? | *Note B5 added to survey in 2022. Av diff ysig . y. d 47
Base: All respondents 2018 n=269, 2019 n=115; 2020 n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132. Ifferent to previous period at

95% confidence



Awareness and knowledge of IPEA

For the first time in 2022, the main source of awareness of IPEA was from colleagues, with almost half (47%) first hearing about IPEA this way.
The second most common awareness source was then Ministerial and Parliamentary Services, with around one in three (36%) hearing about
IPEA in this way and a significant decline when compared to the proportion in 2021. Knowledge of IPEA slightly declined in 2022 — which suggests
there is an opportunity to improve knowledge of IPEA and its functions, with 17% reporting they know nothing and a further 14% unsure.

First heard about IPEA from... Knowledge of IPEA (%)
2021 2022
. . I
Colleague (a fellow Parliamentarian or 2022
38% 47%
staff member)
2021
Ministerial & Parliamentary Services 49% 36%w 2020
2010 [EEH
Information session 9% 9%
2018 -
o) 0,
Other 3% 5% mDon't know  mKnow nothing (0-4) Neither (5) mKnow a great deal (6-10)
Website 1% 2%

Source: B1. Where did you first hear about IPEA? | B2. And, how much would you say you know about IPEA and its

l( NT R P B L I C functions? Statistically Significantly 8
A A U Base 2018 n = 255. Base: All respondents 2018 n = 262; 2019 n=115; 2020 n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132. AN ggf;rent ;%pre"'ous period at
0 contiaence



Awareness and knowledge of IPEA

The vast majority of respondents (96%) viewed IPEA’'s main functions as providing advice on travel related work expenses and processing travel
claims. Awareness that IPEA issues TPNs grew significantly to 78% in 2022 (from 55% in 2021), perhaps linked to the considerable proportion of

respondents (61%) who started in roles which require interactions with IPEA related to travel in the last two years. Travel claims (95%) and advice

about travel (73%) remain the top customer service touchpoints as they reach the greatest proportion of customers. Accessing reports declined

significantly since 2021 (40% compared with 61% in 2021).

Awareness of IPEA functions (%)

Provides advice on travel related work expenses

Processes travel claims

Reports on Parliamentarian and staff expenditure

Arranges Cabcharge cards

Issues Travel Profile Numbers

Conducts audit and assurance activities

]
I 535 m 2022
s 39 m 2021

60 2020
I G ] m 2019

IPEA services accessed (%)

Travel claims
Advice about travel
IPEA website
Reports

Post payment checks

IPEA Education/ Information
Sessions

IPEA-ed

Not contacted IPEA in past 12
months

82
5%166 73
67
I 459
A 61
a4 55
% 38/
%5
e—— )| 30 2022
[ |
—1‘3]_7
m 2021
- G
:43 2020
m 2019
=D
-§ 2018
=1

20

ICANTAR PUBLIC

Source: B3. Which of the following IPEA functions and services are you aware of? B4. Which, if any, of the following services have you
accessed, or contacted IPEA in relation to, in the past 12 months? | Previously A2 in 2018.
Base: All respondents 2018 n = 262; 2019 n=115; 2020 n=97; 2021 n=98; 2022 n=132.

Statistically significantly
AV different to previous period at
95% confidence
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