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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH — STAFF — WORKING WITH CHILDREN CHECKS 

Statement 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [6.43 pm]: I rise to remind members that I have had a series of 
problems in this Parliament with answers provided by the Minister for Health, his parliamentary secretary, who is 
away on urgent parliamentary business, and the Department of Health, which no doubt is responsible for writing 
the words to assist the Minister for Health to give to his parliamentary secretary to give to this house. 

I have had a series of problems, and I have raised them before. I am now at the point at which I can have no 
confidence whatsoever in any answer that is provided by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health 
about the health portfolio. The latest indiscretion was an answer to a question without notice that I asked on 
7 November—yesterday. I asked a question about working with children check cards that had been applied for by 
two employees of the Child and Adolescent Health Service. The first of my simple questions, according to the 
uncorrected Hansard, was—this is how easy I made it for the parliamentary secretary — 

Were those two applications lodged on 23 March 2017 and 28 March 2017? 

I actually provided the dates to the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health in my question. I asked that 
question because I already knew that the answer was yes, the two applications were provided on that day. The 
answer from the parliamentary secretary was, according to the uncorrected Hansard — 

One application was lodged on 28 March 2017. A record of the application date could not be found for 
the other. 

Why is that remarkable and how is it that the parliamentary secretary is unable to provide the answer but that I am 
already able to know the answer? The answer to that is pretty easy because on Tuesday, 31 October—the previous 
week—I asked the parliamentary secretary about this whole issue, in question without notice 715, for the benefit 
of Hansard, and the answer provided included this — 

On any given day, the HR information system can provide accurate data regarding the status of any 
employee in a position classified as child-related. 

So the previous week, the parliamentary secretary told the house that on any day, the HR system is so fantastic we 
can provide accurate data regarding the status of any employee, but the following week when I actually asked 
about two employees, one of the answers was, sorry, a record of application date could not be found for the other 
person. What is true in the Health world here? Can the parliamentary secretary provide the data, or can she not 
provide the data? 

What makes this worse is that we have only to go back to a question on notice I asked the Parliamentary Secretary 
to the Minister for Health on 29 June this year, and the answer that was provided on 7 September 2017, which 
gave us the answers. The answer, at part (g), was — 

CAHS advise the dates for the two applications lodged were 23 March 2017 and 28 March 2017. 

That is where I got the information from. I asked the question as far back as June, and an answer was given in 
September, when I was told by the parliamentary secretary that the two applications were lodged on 23 March 2017 
and 28 March 2017. When I asked the question yesterday, just to make sure and just to check, whether those 
applications were lodged on those dates, suddenly the answer was that one application was lodged on that date 
and, sorry, the record for the second one could not be found. 

I now have three different, inconsistent answers. On day one we were provided with two dates; on day two we are 
told, “Don’t worry about it; we can provide you information whenever you want on any day with regard to any 
employee”, and then, when I tried to confirm yesterday, “Sorry; the record of application date could not be found.” 
All of the above cannot be true. At least one of those answers has to be false. What confidence can I have in the 
answers provided to the house by Health? 

As if that was not bad enough, in the same answer on 7 November 2017, the answer to part (5) states, in part, 
according to the uncorrected Hansard — 

These applications were renewal of expired working with children checks. 

Any reasonable person who is told that these applications were for the renewal of expired working with children 
checks would observe that “expired” is the past tense. The working with children check card has expired and now 
these two employees have applied to make sure that they have a valid working with children check. That was not 
so, apparently. Today in question time we got an answer from the parliamentary secretary that told us about these 
two famous employees. I do not know whether the answers provided today were right or wrong, but let us assume 
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that today’s answers were correct. Employee A started working in Health on 20 November 2014. Their working 
with children check card was due to expire on 28 June this year. They applied for a renewal in March 2017. The 
card had not expired in March 2017, so employee A still had a valid card. They applied for a renewal and got 
a new card that was valid from 21 June. At no time did this employee have an expired working with children check 
card. But that is not what the parliamentary secretary told us last week. She said — 

These applications were renewal of expired working with children checks. 

In one answer we got information inconsistent with either past answers to Parliament or, indeed, today’s answers. 
My question is: which of these various answers do I take as truth and which of them are just rubbish? It is utterly 
confusing for a member of Parliament who has a responsibility to ask questions and to hold the government to 
account, particularly in the sensitive area of child protection and working with children checks, to ask questions 
and to get responses that I have to assume are correct, but when I check, I find that they are false. 

Yesterday, Madam President, you gave a ruling about an answer that Hon Stephen Dawson had given me that 
effectively told me to put in a freedom of information application. As I understand that ruling—I am 
paraphrasing—you said that when we ask a question, it is up to the minister how they respond and that they are 
responsible for the answer. If I am not happy with the answer—I am paraphrasing again—that is the way the 
cookie crumbles. In all this, at what point are members opposite held to any level of accountability for the answers 
that they give? It is one thing for Hon Stephen Dawson to tell me that I have to put in an FOI application; when 
he said that, it was not untrue. He was just saying that that was where I should go for the further information that 
I was seeking. I would rather that he provide the answer to the house, but in accordance with the ruling, it is 
legitimate for him to say that to me. That is fine; I can accept that. But when it comes to questions about Health, 
we are not told to put in an FOI application or that we can pursue this information somewhere else. We are given 
answers. Surely there has to be a standard of accountability when it comes to these answers. At some point, 
members opposite have to be held to account when they give them. I can demonstrate that in Health they 
consistently provide one answer on one day and a different answer the next day. In all that, at what point is the 
house misled? Is it when the first answer was given or is it when the second answer was given? I do not even know 
because I do not know whether the first answer or the second answer is right. Tomorrow I will ask a question and 
I will probably get a third different variation. 

Madam President, I am not sure what, if anything, you want to do about that but, as I have said to the house, I no 
longer have any confidence whatsoever in the answers provided here about Health. I cannot say the same about 
other portfolios, but in Health we are consistently getting different answers, even when I am trying to confirm 
something that has already been provided to the house. 
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