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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Seventy-sixth Report — 
“2018–19 Budget Cycle — Part 1: Estimates hearings and related matters” — Motion 

Resumed from 17 October on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I definitely want to contribute to consideration of the seventy-sixth report of the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. I thank the members who arranged and agreed to the 
postponement of debate on this report when it was last before the house on Wednesday, 17 October, when I was 
away on urgent parliamentary business. 
I want to make a few remarks about this report by the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations 
for the reason that it is part 1 of its reporting on this year’s budget cycle. I have said previously that these types of 
reports by this committee are helpful, and I encourage the committee to continue with them. This is a report, with 
appendices, of some 30 pages. I am particularly exercised by the report because there is a table on page 4 under 
the heading, “Provision of information to the Committee”. In this report, the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations sets out the process of how it has undertaken the budget estimates hearings in this 
calendar year. Under the heading, “Provision of information to the Committee”, it sets out in table 1 the instances 
of non-provision of information. In fact, I am surprised that the table is so small given the government that we are 
dealing with, whose members seem to be experts in the non-provision of information to Parliament and 
committees. Nevertheless, I thank the hardworking Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations 
under the capable leadership of Hon Alanna Clohesy for setting out in detail the instances of non-provision of 
information by the McGowan government to the committee. Of the various instances that information has been 
blocked and not provided by the McGowan government, one instance involves none other than the Minister for 
Child Protection; Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence. The agency concerned, as the hardworking 
committee kindly tells us, is the Department of Communities—no surprise there. What is the issue that the minister 
has blocked Parliament from receiving information on? It is about the minister being briefed on the west Pilbara 
plan. In table 1 of the report, which outlines the instances of non-provision of information, the Minister for 
Child Protection has been exposed by this committee as a person who has not provided information to Parliament. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy and her committee thought it was very important that all of us were aware that the Minister for 
Child Protection has blocked the provision of information to Parliament. Under the table is a footnote—it is good, 
this committee; it even had a few little footnotes where required. Footnote 17, for members who have not yet had 
the opportunity to read it, states — 

Answer to question prior to hearing no. 1g)iii)B) asked by Hon Nick Goiran MLC and answered by the 
Minister for Child Protection; Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence for the Department of 
Communities, 5 June 2018, p 4. 

The table on page 4 of the committee’s report lists the minister, the agency, the issue—remember, the issue is the 
minister being briefed on the west Pilbara plan—and then in the final column it sets out the basis for the non-provision 
of information. It is another very helpful table. In this particular instance, the basis for the non-provision of 
information is “Too resource intensive to provide material”. I have a little background with this particular question 
and the answer, which is unsurprising given that I was the person who asked the question. I thought it might be 
helpful for members if I obtained the precise wording of the question and answer. As members will know from 
footnote 17, it is a question prior to hearing—(1)(g)(iii). As it happens, members, I could read out question (1)(g)(iii), 
but, as is typical of this minister and this government, it has provided the answers to a range of questions as 
one block item. Therefore, I will read to members what was asked in question (1)(g), part of which was (1)(g)(iii). 
Members will remember that this is a question to which the government has answered that it is—let me get this 
right according to Hon Alanna Clohesy and her committee —“too resource intensive to provide material”. That is 
not a criticism of the committee. It is simply reporting what the government says. The government says that it is 
too resource intensive to provide material. What is it that takes up so many resources to answer this particular 
question? The question states — 

Which Ministers have been briefed on the Plan: 

One could imagine that that would take an enormous amount of resources to find out which cabinet ministers were 
briefed on the west Pilbara plan! My goodness, how many resources that would take; it would be overwhelming 
for the McGowan government I am sure! The question goes on to ask — 

(i) On what dates did those briefings takes place; 

If finding the answer is resource intensive then, far out, these guys must get briefed almost every second day! 
I would presume that a minister might have been briefed on one, two or maybe three occasions, but the answer 
suggested that so many briefings had taken place that the government could not possibly provide the resources to 
answer this question even though it is going to have a gold standard of transparency. I then asked — 
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(ii) Who was present when each Minister was briefed; … 

No, it could not tell me that. Lastly I asked — 

(iii) Were any documents created for those briefings; 

(A) If yes, what was the date of each of those documents; and 

(B) Will you table those documents? If yes, when? If not, why not; 

The answer was in one job lot, as is typical of this government. It states — 

Ministers and the Premier were briefed in preparation for the Cabinet decision. This detailed information 
would require considerable time, which would divert staff away from their normal duties and it is not 
considered to be a reasonable use of government resources to provide this information. 

The government was able to identify that some cabinet ministers were briefed. It was even able to identify that the 
Premier was briefed, but it calls this “such detailed information”. What is this detailed information that I was seeking? 
It was the date the ministers received the briefings, who was present at those briefings and if any documents had 
been created. It is such detailed information and it would have been overwhelming for the McGowan government 
to provide that, so instead it has considered it not to be a reasonable use of government resources to provide this 
information. That is one example of the non-provision of information that has been identified by the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations under the leadership of Hon Alanna Clohesy. I thank 
her and her committee for specifically drawing this instance of non-provision of information to our attention. No 
doubt, in due course we will see one of the members opposite rise to their feet to explain to us how this is yet 
another demonstration of the McGowan government adhering to a gold standard of transparency. I look forward 
to that happening when members return from urgent parliamentary business, or perhaps some of them are busy 
writing their speech notes right now to prepare such a lofty defence that explains why it was too resource intensive 
to provide that material to the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: The question is that the committee report be noted. I call on the honourable member to 
continue. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chair. I would like to continue with consideration of the 
seventy-sixth report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, which looks into the budget 
cycle for this year. Part 1 of its reports was tabled in September this year. The committee sets out another example 
later on in this report on page 25. Appendix 1 sets out a summary of the various agency hearings, including 
hearings on 20 June 2018 with the Department of Transport, the Public Transport Authority, the Commissioner of 
Main Roads, the Western Australia Police Force, the Department of Treasury, the Parliamentary Services 
Department, the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions, the Department of Justice, the 
Department of Communities—disability services; and the Department of Communities—child protection. The 
report then lists some other departments that were also interrogated during the estimates period. 

At pages 24 and 25 of the report, in appendix 1, the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations 
provides a list of the topics that were covered on 20 June 2018 during the public hearing with the Department of 
Communities on child protection matters. I was present at that hearing and can attest that the dot points listed by 
the committee are true and correct. The first dot point on page 25 states — 

• Two residential ‘Breathing Space’ projects for the Peel and south metropolitan regions funded in the 
domestic violence space 

That is all it says, and that is fair enough. We cannot expect the committee to go into great detail on these matters. 
It has simply listed the themes that it pursued on 20 June this year. I thought I would refresh my memory, and, no 
doubt, that of other members, about what took place on that day. Why did the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations feel the need to list this as a theme that was covered? I cannot remember whether the 
member who started the questioning was Hon Colin de Grussa or Hon Colin Tincknell. 

Hon Darren West: It was a Colin! 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It was one of those two Colins. One of those two Colins was pursuing this particular matter, 
which is of importance to Hon Darren West, because we are talking about a breathing space project on domestic 
violence. As the honourable member would be aware, the purpose of a breathing space is to provide a place to 
which a male perpetrator of domestic violence can go to cool off. These breathing spaces are not only very 
important but have been the subject of some promises and commitments by the McGowan government. 
During the course of the hearing on 20 June 2018, I asked some questions of the minister. For the benefit of 
Hansard, I am referring to page 8 of the transcript of Wednesday, 20 June 2018, session five. I said — 
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Just on that, I presume, though, that the answers given by the witnesses still need to be correct because 
we have just been told in response to Hon Colin Tincknell — 

There we go! He was the one who was doing the heavy lifting on that day. I continue — 
that the decision has been made to have one Breathing Space in the Peel region and the second location 
has not been determined. Yet, in answers given to me in questions prior to the hearing, I was told that 
there are two regions—this is in answer to question 2(c)—one is the Peel region and the other one is the 
south metropolitan region. 

I then looked at the answers that were provided to questions that I had asked on this issue prior to the hearing. In 
question 2, I asked — 

I refer to the $2.5M funding in the 2018/19 Budget for “FDV Refuges”, and I ask: 
(a) How many refuges will be established with this funding; 

The answer from the Minister for Child Protection was — 
Two. 

I then asked — 
(b) Which stakeholders have been consulted about the location of these refuges; 

The answer was — 
Locations were chosen after analysis of Domestic Violence Incident Reports recorded by WA Police, gap 
analysis of existing domestic violence services, consideration of population growth, and consideration of 
whether the regions have the necessary supporting infrastructure to support operation of a Refuge such 
as proximity to necessary support services and infrastructure such as police, courts, schools, public transport. 

I then asked — 
(c) Has a short-list of locations been prepared; 

The answer was — 
Yes, Peel region and South Metropolitan region. Precise locations have not yet been determined. 

The question continues — 
(i) If yes, will you table a copy of the short-list and if so, when; 

The answer was — 
Answered above. 

Well, not really. In any case, it is interesting that prior to the estimates hearing, I asked a question on notice, which 
went to the department and the minister, and the minister responded by saying, “Yes, we are working on those 
two refuges. One will be in the Peel region and the other will be in the south metropolitan region.” However, at 
the hearing—which funnily enough took place in this chamber, which was being used by the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations on 20 June 2018—after my question had been asked, Hon Colin Tincknell 
asked a question about these particular breathing spaces and their location, and he was told that the decision has 
been made to have one breathing space in the Peel region, and the second location has not been determined. 
It is pretty exasperating when the government and its ministers and the departmental advisers say one thing prior 
to the hearing and say another thing at the hearing. What are we supposed to believe? Are we supposed to believe 
the written word of the minister, which has been signed by the minister? Are we supposed to believe the written 
documents of the department? Are we supposed to believe the verbal evidence that is given at the hearing by 
witnesses, who are under an obligation not to mislead the committee and to provide true and accurate information 
to the best of their ability? Are we to believe the written documentation and written answers, or the verbal 
evidence? Once again—not for the first time—there is a gross discrepancy in the information that has been 
provided by the McGowan government. Once again, funnily enough, a pattern is emerging from the same minister 
and same department. One moment they say one thing, and the next moment they say another thing, and meanwhile 
everybody is misled. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Nick Goiran. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The Committee of the Whole House is considering report 76 of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations. That is a very helpful report that has been tabled by this committee, which 
is operating under the leadership of Hon Alanna Clohesy. I thank the committee for tabling this report in 
September 2018, because it contains multiple pieces of interesting information. 

The third example that I want to bring to members’ attention this afternoon is that another issue that is listed under 
the dot points that were covered during the public hearing with the Department of Communities on 20 June this 
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year on child protection matters is the west Pilbara plan. It is important that members do not confuse that with the 
reference by this committee earlier in its report to the west Pilbara plan. Members may recall that earlier this 
afternoon I drew their attention to a reference by the committee on page 4 of the report about the non-provision of 
information by the Minister for Child Protection around the issue of ministers being briefed on the west Pilbara 
plan. This is a separate reference because that first reference was about questions that had been taken prior to the 
hearing. Prior to the hearing, we had an opportunity to ask some questions. The department would provide an 
answer, signed off by the minister, and that was the one we discussed earlier, when the minister said that the 
detailed information would require considerable time, which would divert staff from their normal duties, and it is 
not considered to be a reasonable use of government resources to provide information. That related to which 
ministers had been briefed on the west Pilbara plan. That was far too labour intensive for the Labor government to 
provide, so the committee was blocked from being able to obtain that information.  

At page 25 of the report, the committee refers to “the West Pilbara plan” once again. That is all it mentions—just 
those four words in a dot point. Members may be interested to know that that was a reference to a peculiar 
exchange that took place between me and the Leader of the House. Let us remember that the Leader of the House 
in this place represents the Minister for Child Protection. At this particular public hearing, the Minister for 
Education, in her capacity as the representative of the Minister for Child Protection, was answering questions on 
child protection matters. I use the words “answering questions” very loosely because what transpired on that day 
was a most shameful episode. We had the most senior Labor minister in this place—the Leader of the House—
representing a minister from the other place, who was unwilling to ask the director general who was sitting in the 
chair next to her information that could have been provided to the committee. She was unwilling to do that. What 
was this information that was so manifest, that was so great and that was of such magnitude that it would not be 
possible for her to turn her chair 45 degrees to the right to speak to the person sitting in the chair next to her? What 
was this information that was so great that it would be impossible for her to swivel her chair 45 degrees and utter 
those words into the ear of the director general of the department that is being interrogated about the state of the 
budget? What were those things that were so shocking? Members might be interested to know that Hon Sue Ellery 
thought that it would not be possible to swivel her chair 45 degrees. 

I was asking about a briefing that had taken place between the director general of the department and the minister. 
The minister that I am talking about is the Minister for Child Protection. Before the committee, we had one of only 
two people who would be able to provide information to the committee. We cannot ask the Minister for 
Child Protection because she is not a member of this place, so she sends a representative here instead. We could 
ask the director general, who is able to appear before the committee and is able to speak. Directors general are 
quite capable of speaking and uttering words to committees and having those words recorded by the hardworking 
Hansard operators and recording them in the transcript of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations. This happens all the time. What took place on this day, in effect—this is a figure of speech just in case 
anybody might be too quick to take offence—is that the Leader of the House took out her cellotape, put it over the 
mouth of the director general and made sure that under no circumstances would any words be uttered from his 
mouth that day. This is the most senior bureaucrat in that department—the director general. He is the guy who gets 
paid the big bucks to make sure that the Department of Communities is looking after at-risk children in 
Western Australia. 

I was asking questions about the west Pilbara plan and whether the minister had ever asked the director general 
for an assurance that all the victims who had been identified in Operation Fledermaus were safe and whether he 
knew where they are. We were asking for an assurance that this had taken place. We cannot ask the Minister for 
Child Protection because she cannot appear before the committee. There is no point asking that particular minister 
anything on notice or in writing because all we do is get back rot. The only way we are going to identify the truth 
is to ask the other person who can appear before the committee, and that is the director general. But no, that was 
not possible. Hon Sue Ellery thought it would be a very good idea to take that question on notice. That is indeed 
what occurred on that day. If that is not obstruction of a committee, there is no such thing as obstruction of 
a committee. Let us dispense with the pretence that a committee can be obstructed. We may as well throw that out. 
To not have the director general answer a question when he is physically present in the room at the insistence of 
the most senior member of the Labor government as a minimum is a disgrace, but in my view it is the most 
grotesque of methods and techniques to obstruct a committee from obtaining information. 

As it so happened, these questions were taken on notice. Remember, Hon Sue Ellery did not want to swivel her 
chair and ask the director general. She thought it was important enough to take the question on notice, so of course 
the question was taken on notice. No doubt the hardworking estimates committee followed up with the minister 
and the information that was provided in due course is known as supplementary questions and answers. One of 
those questions was — 

Has the Director General briefed any other Minister on the West Pilbara plan? 
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That was a question that we could not possibly ask the director general. I do not know who else we would ask 
other than that person. Why would that question be taken on notice when he was in the room? We also asked 
whether the director general had briefed any other minister on the west Pilbara plan. No, they cannot ask him; they 
took the question on notice. The answer that came back was — 

The Director General has briefed the Premier on the West Pilbara plan. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Hon Nick Goiran. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The answer that came back, after Hon Sue Ellery said she could not swivel her chair 
45 degrees and ask the gentleman beside her who else he had briefed, was that she was going to take it on notice. 
The answer that came back stated — 

The Director General has briefed the Premier on the West Pilbara plan. Other Ministers were briefed on 
the plan as part of the Cabinet process. 

That is the answer that came back. It was not complicated at all. The director general could have provided that 
information on that day. Had he provided that information on that day, I would have asked further questions but 
we were blocked from being able to do that because of the obstructive technique used by the most senior Labor 
member of the McGowan government in this place. Another question was taken on notice. It reads — 

At the briefing at which the Director General attended with the Minister for Child Protection, did the 
Minister seek an assurance that none of the 184 victims of child sex offences in Roebourne are residing 
with a person charged or convicted with one or more child sex offences? 

Again, Hon Sue Ellery was unable to swivel her chair the 45 degrees to ask the director general, who would be the 
only person who would be able to answer that question—he was the only one in the hearing. But, no, she could 
not ask that. This public hearing and shocking set of events was being overseen by the hardworking Chair of the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. Remember, Hon Sue Ellery said, in effect, “No, I am 
not going to swivel the chair. I am not going to do that; I am going to take the question on notice”, so what was 
the response to the committee? This is it — 

Since the Department of Communities came into existence on 1 July 2017, the Director General and senior 
officers from the Department of Communities have regularly briefed the Minister for Child Protection on: 

• Operation Fledermaus; 
• the immediate response to Operation Fledermaus; and 
• the longer term strategies in the West Pilbara trauma response plan to address the underlying 

causes of child sex abuse and help the community rebuild. 
Prior to 1 July 2017, the former Director General and senior officers from the Department for 
Child Protection and Family Support briefed the Minister for Child Protection on Operational Fledermaus. 
Prior to 11 March 2017, the former Director General and senior officers briefed the former Minister for 
Child Protection, Hon Andrea Mitchell MLA, on Operation Fledermaus. 

Three large paragraphs were provided by the department in response to that question, and none of them told us 
any information that we actually needed or asked for. That is the quality of the response we get if something is 
taken on notice. Normally, the purpose of having a question taken on notice is so that something cogent, 
comprehensive and useful will be provided. Instead, this is what this government dishes up. It says, “Look, give 
us a bit more time so that we can absolutely give you a pile of rubbish back, rather than  just giving you a little bit 
of rubbish at the public hearing. We want to make sure we give you maximum rubbish, rather than a little bit of 
rubbish.” Three paragraphs of immaterial information were provided. But, do not worry, this government gets 
better; if three is not enough, it gives six paragraphs. The final three paragraphs say — 

The Minister for Child Protection has also discussed Operation Fledermaus and the West Pilbara trauma 
response plan in Roebourne on several occasions in the past 12 months with Aboriginal elders, child 
protection workers, police, the local shire and service delivery agencies. 

That was the fourth paragraph. At that point we still do not know whether at the briefing the minister attended with 
the director general she sought the assurance. Four paragraphs, and no information. The fifth paragraph reads — 

Based on these visits and briefings, the Minister for Child Protection is confident that Department of 
Communities staff that are providing child protection services in the Pilbara are doing everything in their 
power to ensure that victims are safe and supported. 

The last paragraph reads — 
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The Department of Communities advises that based on the current information, that there are no  
registered or charged adult offenders living or having regular contact with children associated with 
Operation Fledermaus. 

Why not say that? Over the course of the last 12 months, the government has taken six paragraphs to tell us that 
on the information it has there are no registered or charged adult offenders living with or having regular contact 
with children associated with Operation Fledermaus. There was an interim period, of course—remember, these 
hearings took place on 20 June 2018—and on 20 June 2018 this blockage happened with the committee. The 
committee was not provided any information by Hon Sue Ellery—the most experienced member opposite—and 
in the preceding period a dispute broke out in the public domain between me and the Minister for Child Protection. 
There were exchanges of opinion pieces and media interviews and the like, and it was only after all that that 
eventually the government came clean and said, “Well, actually on the basis of the information we have so far 
received, the Department of Communities advises that based on the current information there are no registered or 
charged adult offenders living or having regular contact with children associated with Operation Fledermaus.” It 
takes all that time for that to occur, and this is the government that said there would be a gold standard of transparency. 
But after all that, that response is still utterly unsatisfactory. The question was whether the minister sought an 
assurance that none of the 184 victims of child sex offences were residing with such a person. As we have 
subsequently found in far more recent times, there is a massive discrepancy within the McGowan government as 
to how many victims there actually are. The former Commissioner of Police said there were 184 victims; in more 
recent times the Minister for Police has said 50 victims. So, is it 50 or 184? When the Minister for Child Protection 
says that based on the information that Communities has, the government is satisfied that none of these children 
are living with somebody inappropriate, how many children are we talking about? Is the minister talking about the 
184 or the 50? What has happened to the other 134? They have somehow disappeared. We still do not have 
responses from the McGowan government on this. When I asked about this in question time this week, I got 
a response that basically said, “Well, look, it all depends on how you define victim.” No, it does not. 
Consideration of report adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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