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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Eightieth Report — 
“2018–19 Budget Cycle — Part 2: Annual Report Hearings” — Motion 

Resumed from 16 September on the following motion moved by Hon Alanna Clohesy (Parliamentary Secretary) — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon PIERRE YANG: I move that the question be put for this report. 
The CHAIR: We already have a question that the report be noted and we are resuming debate, so that is the question—
that the motion be agreed. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: That is right. I was given advice on the last occasion by the Clerk that I could move a motion 
to have the question put. 
The CHAIR: Which standing order are you relying on? 
Hon PIERRE YANG: I am trying to look for that, Mr Chair. 
The CHAIR: Okay. Before I receive a motion, there are provisions in our standing orders, in our normal procedures 
and processes and in the conventions of the chamber that we rely upon to perhaps close debate on certain matters 
so that we can go to debate on another. I think the one you are referring to is standing order 54, which provides that 
there is a motion that may be moved in the terms “that the question be now put”. That may be moved by any member 
who has not spoken in a debate, but not to interrupt a member speaking. We have had a lot of members speaking 
in this debate, including on several occasions your good self, Hon Pierre Yang. That is the first fatal flaw in what 
I think you are seeking to do with standing order 54. Members can also acquaint themselves with other provisions of 
standing order 54—beloved, I am sure, of many branch annual general meetings and footy club committee AGMs—
that provide for such a closure motion. It is a motion that is to be put immediately and without debate, and that must 
be carried by an absolute majority, so there are a couple of principles there that are also contemplated elsewhere 
in our standing orders—questions that are put without debate, and questions that require an absolute majority. If 
the vote is carried, obviously the chamber then has a further vote, which is on the question that is before it. Obviously, 
if the motion is resolved in the negative, debate is resumed. 
There are some misconceptions about standing order 54, and I think we have just illustrated one. The reason I have 
taken some little while from the Chair to explain that to members is that I dare say no member has seen standing 
order 54 invoked. I cannot recall it having been invoked in the near-quarter century that I have been here. In fact, it 
did not exist in that form for the whole time; there have been others, but do not get me started reminiscing on those! 
There is a very good reason for not resorting to standing order 54 except in the most extraordinary circumstances. 
It is not because we are fed up with listening to someone going on; unfortunately, once you are in this place, the 
sad and brutal reality is that you may not agree with what people have to say and you may not want to hear them 
say it, but they have to be able to say it. On this occasion, it is perhaps fortuitous that the member is not in a position 
to move that motion, because it might well be seen by others in the chamber as an unhappy matter arising. There 
are other ways we can defer consideration of this particular committee report, and that is to let it go to a vote, and 
deal with it that way. The question is that the report be noted. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This is a report that was tabled on 19 March 2020. Members will know from the Daily Notice 
Paper that temporary order 4 has not been applied in respect of this report. That means that it has had less than 
one hour’s worth of debate. I hope no member has confused this report with one that has been spoken about at length; 
according to the Daily Notice Paper, temporary order 4 has not been applied on any occasion. It will apply in what 
would have been 28 minutes, but will now be 22 minutes. 
I can understand why the honourable member might not want us to consider the annual report hearings in the 
budget cycle, because it has caused quite a bit of embarrassment for the government. I draw to members’ attention 
a particular episode that arose in respect of the Department of Communities. Members will be aware that the 
Department of Communities is a massive mega-department that was put together by the McGowan government in 
an ill-conceived move after the last election that has caused nothing but dysfunction ever since. I draw to members’ 
attention what the Auditor General had to say in the lead-up to the annual report hearings that took place on 
12 November last year. At page 21 of a report titled “Working with Children Checks — Follow-up”, she said — 

In June 2019, 3,834 of the total 6,266 foster carers had a current child placement. Of those, Communities 
advised 46, or 1%, did not have a valid WWC Card or an application in progress. Twenty-five of the 46 had 
failed to renew their WWC Card and the remaining 21 had not lodged an application for a WWC Check. 
This presents a risk to some of the State’s most vulnerable children. 

In the lead-up to the annual report hearings, I wanted to refer to these 21 foster carers who had not lodged a working 
with children check. At the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations hearing on 12 November 2019 
I asked — 

At the moment, is it the case that some foster carers do not have a card? 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 September 2020] 

 p6311c-6315a 
Hon Pierre Yang; Chair; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Darren West 

 [2] 

The director general of the Department of Communities responded — 
There are a small number of foster carers who are not holding a card at the moment, and we are actively 
managing those, making decisions that are in the best interests of the child. 

This is on 12 November last year. The director general conceded that there are some foster carers who do not have an 
active working with children card. Later in that hearing, Hon Sue Ellery, representing the government, had this to say — 

… I just point out that sometimes the circumstances in which children come into care might mean in the 
very short term that they are placed with someone who may not yet have a working with children check 
for reasons that are in the best interests of the child. 

I responded to the honourable Leader of the House by saying — 
That is not unreasonable. Can I ask you—I suspect you will have to take it on notice—to identify the longest 
period of time that a foster carer has had a child in care and has never lodged an application? 

Members will be aware that after the annual report hearings there is a provision that allows for supplementary 
information to be provided, and that information was subsequently provided on an unspecified date by the department. 
The chair of the committee listed my question as C2 — 

Please identify the longest period of time that a foster carer has had a child in care and not had a Working With 
Children Check. 

The answer that came back from the department was, in part — 
For the 2018–19 Annual Report Hearing period, the longest period of time that a foster carer has had a child 
in care and not had a Working with Children check was 75 days.  

The sequence of events is that the Auditor General exposed the fact that 21 foster carers did not have a working with 
children check. During the annual report hearings, I asked the government whether there were any and the government 
said there was a small number. Hon Sue Ellery indicated that that could happen in certain circumstances “in the very 
short term”. I then asked the member to take on notice the question: what is the longest period for that particular 
annual report hearing period? The answer came back that it was 75 days. The question I have is: Does 75 days 
meet the test suggested by Hon Sue Ellery of “in the very short term”? Is 75 days an acceptable period for a foster 
carer to be without a working with children check card in circumstances in which the Auditor General has said 
that 21 such foster carers were operating in the absence of a working with children check? Subsequent to that, I then 
put on notice an additional question — 

(1) I refer to page no. 32 of the Annual Report and page no. 21 of the Western Australian Auditor 
General’s Report “Working With Children Checks—Follow-up”, and I note that as at June 2019, 
160 registered Foster Carers didn’t have a WWCC or an application in process. Even more 
concerning, 46 of those already had a child placed in their care. Notably, 21 of the those that already 
had a child in their care had never lodged an application at all. In light of this, I ask: 

I asked a series of questions and the final one I asked was — 
How long have each of the 21 been registered carers with the department? 

The answer came back — 
The table below outlines the date each of the 21 individuals registered interest to become a carer with the 
Department of Communities and the issue date of their Working with Children Cards. 

If members take the opportunity to examine the table provided by the government, it will become readily apparent that 
the information is false, because two of the 21 carers listed in the table specifically have this notation regarding the dates 
on which the working with children card was issued. It states about carer 16 “Not issued”. It provides a reason — 

(did not proceed to care for children in care, WWC Card not required) 
The same notation is made about carer 17 — 

Not issued (did not proceed to care for children in care, WWC Card not required) 
My question is: Why has the government provided false information to the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations? If the Auditor General has said that 21 foster carers had a child in their care and had never 
lodged an application, and I asked the government to provide information about the 21 and the government now 
says that two of the 21 never had children in their care, something is wrong here. One of the explanations might 
be that the Department of Communities and the government have given false information to the Auditor General 
because, of course, the Auditor General relied on the information provided by the Department of Communities. 
We can see, in respect of this annual report hearing, that one piece of information was provided by the Department 
of Communities to the Auditor General and a different set of information was provided to the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations. My question is: Which information is correct? Which information is to be 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 23 September 2020] 

 p6311c-6315a 
Hon Pierre Yang; Chair; Hon Nick Goiran; Hon Darren West 

 [3] 

believed? Is this some trivial matter or is it something of substance? This is about foster carers without a working 
with children check looking after children. The Auditor General has highlighted that this is a problem to the tune of 
21 foster carers who are looking after children without a working with children check. I asked the government about 
the information and it provided incorrect information to either the standing committee or the Auditor General. 
I ask someone in government to provide clarification of this. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I, too, would like to make a contribution to the eightieth report of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations, “2018–2019 Budget Cycle — Part 2: Annual Report Hearings”. We heard 
some contributions on this report by members earlier. I can remember in opposition that the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations was, as you may recall, Mr Chair, chaired by Hon Ken Travers, who I can tell 
you now in his post-parliamentary career comes and does the work of Wander Out Yonder and helps us with our 
hay crop. Hon Ken Travers was a very — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Very multiskilled. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Yes; he is highly multiskilled. He was an outstanding chair of this committee. He was the 
fine toothcomb holding the Barnett government to account. He could have found plenty in the abysmal financial 
management we saw under that government. However, these days, with a new government, these reports are much 
happier affairs and seek to report on the very sound financial management of the McGowan government. 
I note that it is an unusual committee in that it is a multi-party committee. The chair is WA Labor’s Hon Alanna Clohesy 
from the government; Hon Diane Evers from the Greens; Hon Aaron Stonehouse, the Liberal Democratic in the 
room; Hon Tjorn Sibma, deputy chair, the Liberal; and Hon Colin Tincknell from One Nation. It is a very eclectic 
mix of political organisations and views on this committee. I think it adds to the usefulness of the committee to 
have such a different and deferent range of views around the table. 
As has been indicated, this committee conducted hearings with 10 agencies regarding the 2018–19 annual reports in 
November and December 2019. The theme of the committee that year was the Treasurer’s special purpose accounts, 
which I must confess was not something I knew a lot about, so I took the time to read this report and learn more about 
the special purpose accounts the Treasurer has under his remit. The committee also explored the government’s 
administrative control of the Treasurer’s accounts and concluded that they were comprehensive and fit for purpose. 
That is a very sound finding by the committee regarding these accounts. The committee was also satisfied with the 
conduct of hearings. There were 218 questions of 15 agencies, so a very comprehensive review of the annual reports 
was undertaken by the committee. I congratulate all committee members on such a thorough examination of 
those reports. 
I was interested in the terms of reference of the committee. Obviously, the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations was established under item 3 in schedule 1 of the standing orders. The committee consists of 
five members, whom I have run through. Item 3.3 states — 

The functions of the Committee are to — 
(a) consider and report on — 

(i) the estimates of expenditure laid before the Council each year; 
(ii) any matter relating to the financial administration of the State; and 

(iii) any Bill or other matter relating to the foregoing functions referred by the Council; and 

(b) consult regularly with the Auditor General. 

This committee carries out these very important functions on behalf of the Legislative Council, the Parliament 
and, of course, the people of Western Australia. 

I will move to finding 1 of the committee, which states — 

The … accountability arrangements of the Treasurer’s Special Purpose Accounts are comprehensive and 
fit for purpose. 

Some information regarding those accounts is that the money held in the Treasurer’s special purpose accounts is 
a substantial amount of money. As at 30 June, 2019 some $15.8 billion was held in those 22 special purpose 
accounts listed. It makes for very interesting reading when one runs through what these accounts amount to and what 
they are held for. I was very interested to learn more about how these accounts are used and how much they contain. 
The agency holding accounts have some $13 billion, which is the lion’s share of that amount of $15.8 billion. The 
royalties for regions fund is a very interesting thing. Out in the regions, there are still some people who insist that 
the royalties for regions program has somehow been scaled back or has somehow disappeared altogether, despite 
the fact that the McGowan government is out there weekly announcing royalties for regions projects and spend. 
Some great things have come out of that program. We have an excellent minister in Hon Alannah MacTiernan, 
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who oversees the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, which has the remit to administer 
those funds.  

There is $1 billion sitting in the royalties for regions account. That flies in the face of some of the talk around the 
regions that somehow the account has been scaled back. Indeed, it has not been scaled back. There is $1 billion a year 
being spent in the regions by the McGowan government through the royalties for regions program, which of course 
is overseen by the Royalties for Regions Act 2009, which was supported by WA Labor. I think the royalties for 
regions fund is here to stay. It is being used and it has certainly been much more wisely spent under this government 
than it was under the last government. 

There is still $1.313 billion in the Western Australian Future Fund. Interestingly, the account for the National Redress 
Scheme and civil litigation for survivors of institutional child sexual abuse had $151 million sitting in it. That was 
a very interesting fact for me to learn. It is a very important account for those who have suffered the trauma of 
child sexual abuse in institutions. I was very proud to be a part of the legislation that allowed for changes and that 
opened the door for many people to seek restitution for what had happened to them in institutions. The commonwealth 
payments for specific purposes account had $5 million sitting in it. The Perth Children’s Hospital account had 
$13 million sitting there as part of the Treasurer’s special purpose accounts. As at 30 June 2019, the new Perth Stadium 
account had $12 million. The Fiona Stanley Hospital construction account had been exhausted and no funds were 
sitting in that account as of that date. The Agency 27th pay accounts had $130 million at that time, and the Bankwest 
pension trust had $3 million sitting in the Treasurer’s special purpose account. The departmental receipts in suspense 
account had $22 million. Both the independent schools—general building grants and the independent schools—
recurrent grants schools’ assistance acts accounts had been exhausted. Those accounts had no money in them at 
that time, so no doubt it had all been wisely spent. The Jervoise Bay infrastructure development trust account had 
$11 million. The local authorities trust sharing entitlements account had been exhausted. The mortgage moneys under 
the Transfer of Land Act 1893—it is a rather old act!—account had $100 000 in it. The account for the non-government 
schools—other recurrent grants had been exhausted as well. The Perry Lakes maintenance account had $5 million. 
The public bank account interest earned account had $45 million. The statutory authorities’ investment account 
had $1 million. Both the tariff equalisation fund and the debt reduction accounts had been exhausted. When we 
came to government, we had a very difficult job to do to reduce the spiralling level of debt that we inherited from the 
Barnett Liberal–National government. There is the sum of all the accounts. Under his 22 accounts, the Treasurer 
has $15.838 billion to manage. 

Looking back through the years, the total value of those accounts has risen significantly. It was fascinating to read 
that around $7 billion in 2010 steadily rose each year up to the $15.8 billion in those special purpose accounts at the 
moment. Among his very many activities and day-to-day works, the Treasurer also has to manage these accounts 
along with the Department of Treasury. 

Interestingly, I read in the report that in establishing these accounts, all government revenue is lumped into the 
consolidated account from which appropriations are then made in contrast. Time is going to beat me, Mr Chair, 
but there is some interesting reading there for those who may be interested in how these Treasurer’s special purpose 
accounts are established and administered. This is a very interesting report and I once again reiterate the very 
good, diligent and hard work of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, under the chair, 
Hon Alanna Clohesy, who does an outstanding job managing that committee. The review of expenditure is a very 
important part of government and is something that we take very seriously. 

Consideration Postponed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In the absence of the government providing a response to the issue that I raised about 21 foster 
carers continuing to not have a working with children check, and incorrect information being provided to the standing 
committee or, alternatively, to the Auditor General, I move — 

That debate on this committee report be postponed. 

Question put and passed. 
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