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Relevant Code standards:  

 
> Accuracy: The ABC Code states the ABC will make reasonable efforts to ensure that material facts are accurate 

and presented in context. 
 

> Impartiality: The ABC Code states the ABC will gather and present news and information with due impartiality. 

> Fair and honest dealing: The ABC Code states participants in ABC content will normally be informed of the 
general nature of their participation. Where allegations are made about a person or organisation, the ABC will 
make reasonable efforts in the circumstances to provide a fair opportunity to respond. 

Matters not to be investigated. 
 

Accuracy  
 
When determining the accuracy of a material factual statement under the ABC Code, the ACMA will consider relevant 
contextual factors including the type, subject, and nature of the content, the likely audience expectations of the 
content and the circumstances in which the content was made and presented. The requirement for accuracy does not 
apply to expressions of opinion. An opinion, being a value judgement or conclusion, cannot be found to be accurate 
or inaccurate in the way facts can. 
 

Issue 1 – omission of materially relevant information relating to the Project and the findings of an Australian National 
Audit Office (ANAO) Report (the Report)   

> The complainant made allegations that the program: 

• failed to refer to positive reactions to the Project, for example, three national awards recognising the 
Project’s excellence and sustainability. The complainaint stated that they provided these details to the 
program during the investigation period; 

• only referred to one of the four of the overarching ‘largely effective’ conclusions of the Report; 

• did not mention the scale of the Report or the Project; 

• deliberately misled viewers by not providing adequate information about the Report; and 

• did not convey an accurate and unbiased view of the Report, for example, the program did not mention 
that the Report made five recommendations to the AWM to improve policies, record keeping, probity, 
conflict of interest and contract management and that all five recommendations were accepted and 
actioned by the AWM. 

> The complaint alleges that the omission of the above information rendered the program inaccurate and 
misleading.  

> The ordinary reasonable viewer would not have known that the information was inaccurate, for example, the 
program did not state that the AWM did not receive three awards, rather they omitted to include them in the 
program. For these reasons, the ACMA considers the broader allegations regarding the omission of necessary 
contextual information relating to Project and Report would more appropriately be considered under the 
impartiality provisions of the ABC Code (see below at Issue 8). 

Issue 2 – The narrative of the program heavily favoured known critics of the AWM, in particular, a former historian at 
the AWM, Professor Peter Stanley, who inaccurately stated, ‘It’s planning to depict frontier conflict in the so-called 
Pre-1914 gallery, and that’s one per cent of the Memorial’s floor space.’ 

> In contrast to statement from Professor Stanley, the complainant stated: 
 

‘the Pre-1914 Gallery is currently planned to be approximately 3% of the total new gallery floor space; the division of this space between 
conflicts (including Frontier Wars) has not yet been determined. Professor Peter Stanley’s statement was conveyed as fact and with 
authority’. 
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> The ordinary reasonable viewer would have understood that Professor Stanley was conveying that there was a 
very small allocation for frontier conflicts displays in the AWM’s floorspace rather than a literal figure to be relied 
upon. Further, it is unclear whether Professor Stanley’s statement would be viewed as a material fact in the 
context of the broadcast. It may also be argued that he was also expressing an opinion rather than a material fact, 
given he was commenting on the small amount of space allocated to the frontier conflict.  

 
> The ACMA is of the view that it is more appropriate to consider this issue in the broader context of the allegations 

regarding the program unduly favouring perspectives critical of the Project under the impartiality provisions of the 
ABC Code (see below at Issue 9). 

Issue 3 – General submission about the program undermining AWM representatives: 

> In the case of Mr Matt Anderson (AWM Director) the host questions the statements of Mr Anderson and/or 
introduces doubt for the viewer about the veracity of Mr Anderson’s statements. For example, in respect of the 
Detailed Business Case, the host asked Mr Anderson: 
 

‘what about a hundred percent confidence? Wouldn’t that have been better?  

> The complainant also alleges that the host’s comments undermine Mr Anderson and support the allegations made 
by critics of the Project, like Mr David Shoebridge, Senator, Australian Greens, who at the start of the program 
(time stamp 01:41) stated that:  

 ‘No one should be entitled to allocate half-a-billion dollars of public money to a project without a business case.’ 

> The complainant submits that: 
 

‘By way of context, the confidence levels in costs for detailed business cases are a technical industry term, probably unknown to most 
viewers. "A hundred percent confidence" sounds ideal but is not realistic and certainly not industry standard.’ 
 

> The complainant alleges that the host’s comments undermine Mr Anderson and support the allegations made by 
critics of the Project who were interviewed about the AWM’s processes for the allocation of public money. 
 

> While the complainant’s general submission that the program undermined and misrepresented AWM 
representatives like Mr Anderson were framed in terms of impartiality under the ABC’s editorial standards, the 
ACMA considers that this specific reference to Mr Anderson and the reference to ‘hundred percent confidence’ 
can be more appropriately considered under accuracy.  

> The ACMA considers that ordinary reasonable viewers would have understood that the host was being 
provocative and challenging Mr Anderson and would have known that the host was trying to make a point that the 
Project could have been handled better. 

> The ACMA notes that the above general allegations regarding the undermining of AMW representatives are more 
appropriately considered under the impartiality provisions (see below at Issue 9).  

Impartiality  

The ACMA notes that impartiality does not require that every perspective receives equal time, nor that every facet of 
every argument is presented. Assessing the impartiality due in given circumstances, requires consideration in context 
of all relevant factors including the type, subject and nature of the content; the likely audience expectations of the 
content, and the degree to which the content is contentious. 

Issue 4 – Images and commentary are used in the program to demonstrate the size of the Project in a critical manner. 

> The fact that a judgemental tone is adopted at times or that a particular image may be shown in a negative light is 
not, of itself, conclusive evidence of partiality. 
 

> The program included perspectives both for and against the AWM, with a large number of current and former 
AWM representatives interviewed.  
 

> While some of the interviewees’ opinions were critical of the AWM, there were other opinions and perspectives 
from current representatives of the AWM presented throughout the program. 
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> The ACMA notes that the ABC is not precluded from making a critical examination of an issue in a current affairs 
program such as Four Corners and the presentation and style of the program appeared consistent with other Four 
Corners episodes. For these reasons, the ACMA will not investigate this aspect of the complaint.  

Fair and honest dealing  

Issue 5  - AWM representatives were not adequately informed about their participation in terms of the allegations 
raised during the program. 

> The information provided by the ABC to the AWM appears to be sufficient to inform them of the general nature of 
their participation as required by the ABC Code and the ACMA will not investigate this aspect of the complaint. 

Issue 6 - AWM representatives particularly the AWM’s Executive Program Director, Mr Wayne Hitches (Mr Hitches) 
and Mr Anderson were not provided with a fair opportunity to respond to allegations made about them. 

> While Mr Hitches was not interviewed on the program, questions were put to him prior to the episode being aired. 
The ABC Ombudsman Report states that on 8 November 2024, the ABC sent the AWM questions that they asked 
to be sent to Mr Hitches. The ABC received Mr Hitches response on 21 November 2024 and the ABC also asked 
a follow up question but no response was provided by Mr Hitches or the AWM.  
 

> The complainant alleges that the program: 
 
‘elected to pick very small sections of Mr Hitches responses, which gave a misleading impression to the ABC audience.’  
 

> The complainant also alleges that the program misrepresented or omitted crucial pieces of information in their 
reporting of Mr Hitches’ involvement in the Project. For example, the program insinuated that Mr Hitches had 
debriefed Lendlease in a manner that assisted them in securing a contract and also implied that Mr Hitches ‘did 
not answer’ why he had not filled in a conflict of interest declaration. The complainant further asserts that these 
omissions misrepresented Mr Hitches’ involvement in the Project and should have been explained in more detail. 
 

> The ABC Ombudsman Report states: 

In the episode, Mr Hitches' 21 November 2024 response was described in this way: 

Reporter: In a statement to Four Corners, Mr Hitches did not answer our question as to why he did not fill in the declaration but said 
his former role at Lendlease was known by the War Memorial executive and by the then- Minister. 

Because the episode included this description of his response to the "conflict of interest issue", we do not accept the complaints' 
contention that the episode asserted that Mr Hitches had not provided one. 

In light of the above, we consider that, even without being invited to participate in an interview, Mr Hitches received a fair opportunity to 
respond to the allegation made against him in the episode. 

For these reasons, the Ombudsman has not found any breach of the Editorial Standards on fair and honest dealing in light of this 
concern.  
 
We note that, in recognition of this concern, Four Corners has uploaded Mr Hitches' whole 21 November 2024 response to the Four 
Corners webpage of the ABC website, in close proximity to the digital version of the episode, so that it can "speak for itself'. We welcome 
this action. 

> Although not all facets of Mr Hitches’ submissions may have been included, his answers were included in the 
broadcast to the extent that it was clear that he disputed the allegations made. As referred to above, the ABC has 
taken steps to address the issues raised by including a link to Mr Hitches statement in the episode description on 
the iView website (which still remains on the iView website).  
 

> The ACMA considers the ABC made reasonable efforts as required by the ABC Code, to provide Mr Hitches with 
a fair opportunity to respond to allegations raised in the broadcast, and will not investigate this aspect of the 
complaint.  
 

> In relation to the segment on the Report findings where Mr Geoffrey Watson (Mr Watson), Director of The Centre 
for Public Integrity, offers an opinion on whether Mr Anderson read the Report, the ACMA takes the view that the 
allegations related to accuracy, insofar as the ordinary reasonable viewer would have considered the meaning of 
the statement: 
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‘He mustn’t have read the report or the same report as I read. The report that I read had problems from the start to the finish.’  

> The ACMA considers that the ordinary reasonable viewer would have understood that Mr Watson did not literally 
mean Mr Anderson did not read the Report but rather Mr Watson significantly disagreed with Mr Anderson’s 
statement. The ACMA will not investigate this aspect of the complaint. It should be noted that Mr Anderson was 
not offered an opportunity to respond to the above comments made by Mr Watson. However, this allegation was 
considered under accuracy, rather than fair and honest dealing provisions of the Code. 

> Further, Mr Anderson was interviewed by the host and was given an opportunity to respond to questions and 
criticisms about the Project. The ACMA considers the ABC made reasonable efforts as required by the ABC 
Code, to provide Mr Anderson with a fair opportunity to respond to allegations raised in the broadcast, and will not 
investigate this aspect of the complaint.  
 

> However, the ACMA will consider the more general allegations that representatives of the AWM were not treated 
fairly during the program under the impartiality provisions, namely, unduly favouring perspectives that were critical 
of the Project (see Issue 9).  

 
> Finally, the ACMA considers the broader allegations regarding the omission of necessary contextual information 

relating to Mr Hitches would more appropriately be considered under the impartiality provisions of the ABC Code 
(see below at Issue 8). 

Matters to be investigated. 

Accuracy 

Issue 7- the program presented misleading and distorted representations by manipulating the audio during the bugle 
sounding of the Last Post Ceremony 

> The complainant alleges that the program: 

‘presented misleading and distorted representations about the AWM, including by manipulating the audio during the bugle sounding of the 
Last Post Ceremony [starting at 7:48 in the program and finishing at 9.05]. The solemn bugle call was edited into scenes depicting 
construction and accompanied by construction noise, creating a false impression that construction works were ongoing during Last Post 
Ceremony.’ 

> The ABC Ombudsman Report concluded that the ordinary reasonable viewer would have understood that the 
footage of the Last Post Ceremony was not a continuous segment. 

> However, given the gravity of the allegations raised by the complainant and the significant public interest and 
concern, this matter warrants further investigation to determine what the ordinary reasonable viewer would have 
concluded when they watched the footage. 

Impartiality 

> As outlined above at Issue 1, the ACMA will consider the following allegations as they relate to impartiality, rather 
than accuracy: 

Issue 8 – Omission of materially relevant information relating to the Project despite it being publicly available and/or 
provided to the producer and/or occurring during the investigation period of the filiming and newsgathering. For 
example: 

> On 3 February 2025, during the official opening ceremony of the AWM’s new main entrance,  Prime Minister 
Albanese, commented that the extension was ‘magnifcent’ and ‘an addition that is both true to the spirit of the 
Memorial, and an enhancement of it’. 
 

> AWM’s management of the Project received two major awards in 2024 (and another in 2023): 
 

(i) The Asia-Pacific Project Controls Expo 2024 award for Transformation Project of the Year; 
 

(ii) 2024 Department of Finance Commonwealth Procurement and Contract Management Awards for 
Excellence ‘Gold Award’ for Encouraging Environmental Sustainability through Procurement; and  
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(iii) 2023 Department of Finance Commonwealth Procurement and Contract Management Gold Award for 
Generating Broader Benefits to the Australian Economy through Procurement with the Memorial’s 
Veterans Employment and Opportunity Plan. 
 

> More information about the findings of the Report and its overall findings should have been covered in the 
program, including the segment in the program (time stamp 21:33) that only referred to one of four of the 
overarching ‘largely effective’ conclusions of the Report. Further, the ABC Ombudsman’s report also did not refer 
to the other ‘largely effective’ overarching conclusions omitted by the program. 
 

> The scale of the Report was not mentioned in the program. For example, the Report involved the review of 221 
contracts for project management, design, engineering, construction and speciality advice. 

 
> The summary of the Report intentionally misled viewers by not presenting adequate information about the Report. 

 
> The program does not mention that the Report made five recommendations to the AWM to improve policies, 

record keeping, probity, conflicts of interest and contract management and that all five were accepted and 
actioned. 
 

> The host’s discussion with Mr Anderson about the Project’s approval process was mispresented and there may 
have been an omission of information. For example, the complainant alleges that Mr Anderson provided 
information about the Report that would have cleared up the confusion surrounding the different stages of the 
Project approval process.  

 
> The references to Mr Hitches on the program asserted that he did not answer why he did not fill in a conflict of 

interest declaration and also implied that he was involved in the debriefing of Lendlease, who were subsequently 
awarded a contract. (see details in Issue 6 above) 

 
Issue 9 –  The program unduly favoured perspectives critical of the Project, for example: 
 
> The complainant alleges that the program heavily favoured known critics of the AWM, for example, Professor 

Stanley (former historian at the AWM and author of the book Beyond the Broken Years, including criticism of the 
AWM that included various factual inaccuracies) and he repeated an inaccurate statement in the program (see 
above at Issue 2). 
 

> The ratio of people interviewed for the program was heavily weighted towards those critical of the Project, for 
example, the complainant alleges that eleven of the fifteen people interviewed were opposed to the Project. 

 
> The complainant further alleges that there was bias in the selection of the people interviewed for the program and 

it was not a good cross section of the community’s views, for example, there were no supporters of the Project 
interviewed on the program who were not employees of the AWM. 
 

> There was a distinct difference in the treatment of supporters of the Project compared with critics of the Project, 
for example, the interviews with Professor Stanley, Mr Hitches and Mr Anderson. 

Issue 10: The interview style of the host and how the interviews were conducted were not impartial: 

> The complainant alleges that the host regularly undermined or challenged AWM interviewees’ views, while 
supporting, emphasising or leaving the Project’s detractors views unchallenged. For example, when interviewing 
Mr Kim Beazley, about conflicts of interest, the host continued to question Mr Beazley after it was established that 
the Report found that there were deficiencies in record keeping and documenting the management of conflicts of 
interest. The host continued to imply to the viewers that there were also conflicts of interest and that Mr Beazley 
was avoiding the question. 
 

> The editing of the different interviewees and the time they were given to speak or make their point was not 
balanced. For example, Mr Anderson’s interview with the host was more disjointed and combative than other 
critics of the Project.  

 
 

 

 











