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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Eighty-fifth Report — 
Consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates — Motion 

Resumed from 6 April on the following motion moved by Hon Peter Collier — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: This is not the first time that we have considered this report dealing with the budget 
estimates—not the most recent budget estimates but the one before—but it is so timely that we should be looking 
at it this afternoon. It amuses me no end that recommendation 2 in this report reads — 

For the occasions of non-provision of information due to legal professional privilege, commercial 
sensitivity or agency resourcing, the relevant Minister consider issuing a notice under section 82 of the 
Financial Management Act 2006. 

My great disappointment is that unfortunately Hon Dan Caddy is away on urgent parliamentary business, but 
I suspect that is because he is currently knocking on the door of these ministers to ask where are the section 82 notices. 
I look forward to these ministers issuing their section 82 notices because this is now long outstanding. I draw to 
members’ attention that in not the most recent budget estimates process, but the one before, eight occasions were 
identified by the committee when a minister made the decision not to provide information. I hasten to add that the 
non-provision of information by the minister may well be reasonable. On eight occasions this occurred. It is evident 
from the report that the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations has already concluded that in 
its view at least two of those occasions were reasonable. I say that because members will see that pages 11 and 12 
set out the eight occasions. Occasions 4 and 5 were questions to the Premier. The agency was the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet. The first issue was passengers accompanying ministers on the ministerial aircraft and the 
second was passengers accompanying ministers on chartered aircraft. The basis for the non-provision of information 
to the committee was that the police officers’ names were redacted for privacy and security reasons. Members can 
see that the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations takes no issue with that. It simply draws 
to the attention of the house that out of the eight occasions, two of them dealt with the redaction of names.  
I doubt very much whether any member will quibble about that and expect the minister to issue a section 82 notice. 
However, the committee has expressly drawn attention to the other six occasions, two of which relate to the 
Attorney General—occasion number 2 and occasion number 3. The agency is the State Solicitor’s Office. The 
first is the involvement in the dispute between the President of the Legislative Council and the Corruption and 
Crime Commission and the second is advice provided to government in the dispute between the President of the 
Legislative Council and the Corruption and Crime Commission. In both instances the Attorney General refused to 
provide information to the parliamentary committee entrusted with the responsibility of interrogating the budget. 
On two occasions the Attorney General refused to provide information to the committee, citing legal professional 
privilege. He is entitled to refuse to provide information to the committee. He is entitled to cite legal professional 
privilege, but he has an obligation to issue a section 82 notice. Has this happened? Will there be a member of the 
Legislative Council representing the government who will inform the Committee of the Whole House whether the 
ministers have indeed considered issuing a section 82 notice for these six occasions? As I say, two of them relate 
to the Attorney General, one relates to the Minister for Housing, another two relate to the Treasurer and one other 
relates to the Minister for Emergency Services. Have any of those ministers considered issuing a section 82 notice 
as recommended by the committee? We do not know. Will there be a response from government? I doubt it. 
The formal response from government to this report was that this recommendation was supported. It then goes on 
to provide a brief explanation saying that ministers will follow the requirements of section 82 of the Financial 
Management Act 2006. Evidently not, because to the best of my knowledge there have not been six section 82 
notices issued since this report was provided. This report was tabled in November 2021. This takes me neatly to 
the debate we were having just moments ago when the full chamber, not in Committee of the Whole House, was 
busy discussing the motion of Hon Dr Steve Thomas and we referred at length to the annual report of the Office of 
the Auditor General. I think page 69, not to be confused with page 59, is the favourite page for Hon Dan Caddy. He 
and other members will note that in the reporting period, three ministerial notifications were received. Even if we 
were to charitably say that all three of those ministerial notifications received by the Office of the Auditor General 
related to these matters in the budget estimates—I add a footnote here and say that I doubt it—that still means 
there are another three outstanding because there should be six section 82 notices issued, not three. I suspect there 
is a reasonable probability that the three that were issued are nothing to do with these matters. I think that what 
has happened here is that if the McGowan government is true to form, a response has been issued to this report saying, 
“Yes, we support it; ministers will comply with section 82,” and then no-one has done anything further. It has been 
buried ever since. They would hope that the eighty-fifth report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations would never again see the light of day. They would hope that members of the opposition forget about 
this matter. I am here to tell them that I will not forget about this matter. I will continue to raise it until a member of 
government confirms that it has complied with its obligations that it agreed to under recommendation 2.  
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It is one thing for a committee of Parliament to make a recommendation; it is another thing for the government to decide 
whether it will accept it. The government said it would support it, so where are the section 82 notices? As I said, 
maybe one of the members who is away on urgent parliamentary business is hunting and gathering those section 82 
notices and will produce them later this afternoon. I doubt it very much. I hope that someone will take this issue 
seriously. It is a matter of Western Australian law. It is not just a thing that the government can decide whether it will 
comply with if it wants. Section 82 of the Financial Management Act forms part of the statute book in Western Australia 
and the people who need to comply with it are ministers of the Crown. It is evidently the case that this is not happening 
as identified by not only the opposition on multiple occasions, but also the Office of the Auditor General. 
I also encourage members to re-familiarise themselves with this report because the hardworking Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations conveniently sets out for members a summary of the agency hearings, 
commencing on page 17 and going all the way to page 28. A substantial number of hearings were undertaken in 
the budget estimates process. If I get another opportunity today, I would like to interrogate some of the matters that 
pertain to the child protection portfolio, the Department of Health, the Department of Transport, the Department 
of Education and the Department of Justice. In the few seconds I have remaining I note that one of the issues that 
was raised was the legal costs associated with the Crawford v Quayle case. Since then it has been revealed that 
nearly $500 000 of taxpayers’ money has been spent on that matter. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: I rise today to continue my contribution to the consideration of the eighty-fifth report of 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, Consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates. 
My learned friend Hon Nick Goiran is right. This is not the first time we have talked about this report. This report 
was discussed and debated on 23 March 2022. On that occasion, I concluded my remarks with reference to the 
100 000 Western Australians who, in the final day of the Liberal–National government in 2017, unfortunately 
were out of employment and had to pay a heavy price for the reckless and disastrous management of the finances 
and economy of this state by the then Liberal–National government. 
Today, we heard from opposition members on a motion that was moved by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. That motion 
has been recycled on several occasions. That motion about this government’s performance is becoming increasingly 
unpalatable. It is a regurgitation of the same old accusations, allegations, and unfounded and undue criticism of the 
management of this state by this very stable, excellent and outstanding government that stands at the peak of government 
performance in the commonwealth of Australia. The federal Albanese Labor government might be able to match the 
record of the McGowan Labor government in Western Australia. That remains to be seen, and I wish it all the very best. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order! Members, perhaps we can stop the side conversations and return to Hon Pierre Yang, 
who has the call. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: Let us look at the committee report. I note in particular paragraph 3.4 of the report, 
which states — 

The 2021-22 Budget is structured around four Government goals. These are: 
• Strong and sustainable finances: Responsible, achievable, affordable service delivery. 
• WA Jobs Plan: Local manufacturing and production, creating WA jobs and training for the jobs of 

the future. 
• Safe, strong and fair communities: Developing healthy and resilient communities. 
• Growing our communities: Protecting our environment with thriving suburbs and regions. 
All agencies, except those that relate to Parliament, contribute to at least one goal and some contribute to 
more than one. For example, the Commissioner of Main Roads contributes to three goals. 

I refer also to paragraph 3.11 of the report, which is about agencies and their performance reporting framework. It 
states in part — 

The Department of Justice has a new desired outcome, service, key effectiveness indicator and key 
efficiency indicator owing to the integration of the Equal Opportunity Commission into the Department. 
The Department of Justice has one less key effectiveness indicator and efficiency indicator due to the 
State Solicitor’s Office becoming a sub-department. 

Last, but not least, I refer to this point, because it is very pertinent to the debate that we had earlier this afternoon. 
Paragraph 3.14 states — 

… some agencies only show their asset investment program. In this Budget, the number of agencies that 
showed their asset investment program dropped from 32 — 

I emphasise that — 
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in the 2020–21 Budget Statements to 16 in the 2021–22 Budget Statements. Government Trading Enterprises 
now usefully disclose similar levels of financial and non-financial information as other agencies. 

The committee that is entrusted by the Parliament of Western Australia to examine and scrutinise the financial 
operations of the executive government of Western Australia has commented on that improvement and made 
finding 1, which states — 

The Committee’s capacity to scrutinise agencies improved with the expanded level of information in the 
Budget Statements for government trading enterprises. 

It is important that we look at that very important finding by a very important committee of this Parliament, chaired 
by Hon Peter Collier. That finding shows that there are some flaws in the rationale behind the motion moved by 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas that we debated earlier. I am pleased that the chamber voted against that motion. 
When talking about finances and the state’s economy, opposition members always say, “You guys were just lucky, 
because of the high commodity prices.” Let us not forget that you guys had the same thing, but what did you do? You 
squandered it. You burnt it. You all spent money like drunken sailors. You did not know that you needed to save 
for a rainy day. When the rainy day came, the brown stuff hit the fan and you guys had no idea about how to deal 
with it. You lost government, and a new government came in, and it started saving, and it put a cap on government 
service expenses so that the state could get back on its feet. Lo and behold, we then had the once-in-a-century 
pandemic, and thanks to this government’s prudent and responsible management, we were in a better place to respond 
to the health emergencies that we had to deal with. We were also able to make sure that the backbone of the 
Western Australian economy could continue despite the difficulties that the pandemic posed for this government 
and all governments around the world. When we look at it, many states and countries are resource rich. However, 
Western Australia is the envy of the world. This is no coincidence. It is because of this government’s management 
of the economy. Name one country that is rich in resources that is doing better than Western Australia. We cannot 
do that. That is because Western Australia is truly unique. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I appreciate the opportunity to speak on the eighty-fifth report of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations. The report relates to the 2021–22 budget process, which was my first budget 
process in this place. It was certainly a useful experience. I want to congratulate the committee. The members of 
the committee play a very important role. The report relates to the motion that was before this house previously, 
as mentioned by Hon Nick Goiran. By its very nature, the committee will not be fettered by government spin and 
the need to cover over all the issues that it does not want out in the public domain. The committee can take a very 
strong position on matters around the performance of the government. It is a very important committee and a very 
important report. I am looking forward to the next report, which we will no doubt debate in due course, and its 
evolution. We are seeing a theme coming through in these reports around the issue of the provision of information 
and also, most importantly, around the list of issues that come up time and again during questioning. I provide 
advice to government. I know the government does not necessarily take my advice, but I advise the government 
to scrutinise the very solid table, listed at the back of this report, headed “Summary of Agency Hearings”, and the 
issues raised. When we identify the themes in the issues raised, we can start to look at the government’s performance 
from one year to the next and see what transpires. 
I would like to focus on a particular issue, starting with the provision of information, and then lead into something 
that is very important and personal to me. Hon Peter Collier mentioned the situation in the Department of 
Communities. We have a very similar situation in the Department of Education. By way of background, I want to 
look at the substance of the issue and how it affects outcomes on the ground. On page 11 of the report is a table 
under the heading “Provision of information”. Item 1 in table 4, “Occasions of non-provision of information” relates 
to the Minister for Housing, the Department of Communities and property condition reports for Government Regional 
Officers’ Housing. This is a very big issue that comes up on a regular basis in my part of the world in the Kimberley. 
It relates to how people perceive the attractiveness of working in those vital sectors, including education, in 
regional towns. The government should take note and look at this issue. It should look at the condition of those 
houses and be more transparent about what the situation really is on the ground. 
I move to appendix 2, which contains a little menu of things. When we look at these two reports in a holistic way, 
the second of which we will get to in due course, we can start to pick up some of the key issues. For example, there 
were issues relating to the Aboriginal in-home support service and youth crime in Fitzroy Crossing. Given my 
experience in raising matters such as this, at times I have felt some frustration, although at times some information 
has been provided. People do watch; they are interested in these issues, because the delivery of education and the 
quality of education in our communities, in particular, are connected. They are connected across a whole range of 
things. They are connected, for example, in the Western Australia Police Force hearing, which related to crime 
statistics, and the interactions between the police force and the Department of Communities. These issues are set 
out on page 23 of the report. Senior police have expressed their dissatisfaction around their ability to interact with 
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the Department of Communities and to have outcomes that are collaborative and result in better community amenity 
and better outcomes for young people in particular in those communities. 
I turn to the Kimberley juvenile justice strategy. I commend the government for allocating $15 million to the 
residential facility that I believe is underway. I am very closely watching the timing and delivery of that facility 
and the commitments that have been made to what we might call the on-country residential justice centre. That is 
part of the juvenile justice strategy. 
The menu of the committee’s report is very important. Sometimes the government takes note of reports and then 
we see some funding allocated in the next budget. That is the job of the opposition. 
Further down page 23, we see the dot point “Police vacancies in the regions”, while under the Department of 
Education, we see “Services for students needing extra support”. These are very important things. On page 24, we 
see the issue we raised—“Aboriginal girls’ engagement program”. These are all very important things. The most 
important issue relating to education that I raised as a new member during that part of the budget estimates committee 
deliberations was the issue of school attendance. In November 2021, we were getting a particular story around school 
attendance. The minister had to completely backtrack and apologise for the disgraceful account of data that was 
going on and the botched truancy plans that were delivered by the Department of Education. This is really important. 
We see a pattern here. We see the importance of transparency and the standing committee’s role to begin to ask 
questions. The track record of this government is to cover over and not provide that information properly. In fact, 
the government went to great lengths to cover that information. It took a particularly brutal approach to an officer 
who was frustrated about the lack of information and the spin that was being put out in the media, in Halls Creek 
in the east Kimberley in particular. Very limited information was provided to another tier of government. What did 
the government do? The government took that officer to court. What happened? That court case ended up being 
thrown out. What is happening today? That officer has still not been reinstated to their role. It is a disgrace. That 
officer started work in May 2021. That officer’s workplace and home were raided by a number of police—I cannot 
recall the exact number—and they were then suspended. They then had to go through the terrible ordeal of waiting 
for the case to be heard in the Magistrates Court. To this date—it is now October—that officer has still not been 
reinstated. I thank the committee for the work that it does. 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: I think I might just bring the tone down a little in the house following the previous 
member’s excitement—or agitation? I am not quite sure. 
Hon Neil Thomson interjected. 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: Nevertheless, honourable member, let us bring the tone down and we will talk a little 
bit more common sense in the house. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members! 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: Committee reports are not usually this exciting. It appears today is my lucky day, with 
two firsts for committee reports this afternoon. It is the first time that I am going to be speaking on the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations’ eighty-fifth report, Consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates. 
I will just quickly refer to some of the comments made by Hon Neil Thomson regarding the provision of information 
on pages 11 and 12, I believe he said. I want to outline to him the basis for the non-provision. I am not quite sure 
that he has had an opportunity to look at those quite valid reasons on page 12, and also finding number 2 on page 12. 
It says — 

The Committee’s consideration of the 2021–22 estimates of expenditure was not adversely affected by 
Ministers’ decisions not to provide certain information. 

I will leave it at that. 
The eighty-fifth report completes the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations’ review of the 
importance of the expenditure contained in the 2021 appropriation bills detailed in the 2021–22 budget papers. I am 
pleased to see that the committee is satisfied that its consideration of the 2021–22 estimates positively contributed 
to the scrutiny of government and its operations. It focused primarily on areas such as the 2021 appropriation 
bills and the performance management framework. As stated in the report, the committee studied the budget quite 
broadly, with a thorough examination of 15 agencies. It also included a slightly less detailed examination of 
a further 12 agencies. 
As outlined, the committee considers the process provided as an appropriate level of scrutiny of this period’s 
estimates. I want to note that during the inquiry, the committee undertook four main developments, which are listed 
in the executive summary. Those four main developments are that the committee — 

a. identified 23 differences between the 2020 and 2021 Appropriation Bills 
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b. highlighted changes to agencies’ performance report framework (and identified 56 occasions 
where key effectiveness targets changed since the 2020–21 Budget) 

c. examined the Government’s decision to apply funds from the higher than expected operating 
surplus in 2020–21 to broad initiatives 

d. sought information on the number of spending changes in the Budget that will be subject to 
a sunset clause or some form of program evaluation. 

The report also outlined in its executive summary a total of three findings and two recommendations. I know that 
Hon Neil Thomson missed one of those. I have noted to him to have a look on page 12, as mentioned earlier. 
They are — 

FINDING 1 
The Committee’s capacity to scrutinise agencies improved with the expanded level of information in the 
Budget Statements for government trading enterprises. 

I will not mention finding 2 again, because I have already previously. 

FINDING 3 
The Committee’s consideration of the 2021–22 estimates of expenditure was not adversely affected by 
the omission of the provision for the Social Housing Investment Fund in the table in Appendix 7 of the 
Economic and Fiscal Outlook. 

I am not sure whether members have already listed the two recommendations, I apologise if they already have. 
I will repeat recommendation 1 — 

The Department of Treasury ensure that the term ‘forward estimates’ is consistently applied in the budget 
papers to improve readability. 

Recommendation 2 states — 
For the occasions of non-provision of information due to legal professional privilege, commercial 
sensitivity or agency resourcing, the relevant Minister consider issuing a notice under section 82 of the 
Financial Management Act 2006. 

I am not sure why Hon Nick Goiran is smiling, but I think he might find recommendation 2 quite interesting. 
Hon Nick Goiran: I did mention that earlier and I was wondering whether someone in government might let us 
know whether the six section 82 notices have been delivered or not? 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: I am sure at some point they will be, honourable member. Before I get distracted now 
by Hon Nick Goiran—I think we have had enough entertainment from the previous member on the other side for 
today’s committee reports. I also note that the summary of the agency hearings are listed in this eighty-fifth report, 
from pages 17 to 28. I was going to go into one of the hearings, but I might just leave that for another time. I am 
sure I am going to speak on this report again. 
On page 3 of the report, it lists the agencies examined in detail at paragraph 3.5. The agencies listed include the 
Commissioner of Main Roads, Department of Communities, Department of Education, Department of Justice, 
Department of Transport and the Department of Treasury. The list goes on. Collectively, these agencies had 51 desired 
outcomes, 89 services, 200 key effectiveness indicators, 148 key efficiency indicators and seven other key 
performance indicators.  
I want to thank the members of this committee, as they have been thanked by previous speakers. Looking at the 
list of members, I note that they are all from this house: Hon Peter Collier, Hon Jackie Jarvis, Hon Dr Brad Pettitt, 
Hon Samantha Rowe and Hon Nick Goiran. I look forward to discussing this eighty-fifth report at a future time, 
as I am sure I will be given an opportunity to do so. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: Thank you very much for a second opportunity to continue my remarks in relation to the 
eighty-fifth report. I understand that there are only two minutes left for today. I shall do my very best to make use 
of the remaining two minutes and make a very meaningful contribution. 
Like Hon Neil Thomson, I am looking forward to the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations’ 
new report on the 2022–23 budget estimates. 
Hon Peter Collier: We have not done next year’s report yet. This is the report for 2021–22. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: I am saying that we will consider it in due course—when it has been drafted, prepared and 
tabled in Parliament. I certainly look forward to that. 
Hon Nick Goiran: It actually has been tabled. 
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Hon Peter Collier: I tabled it. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: I apologise; Hon Peter Collier tabled it. I, too, shall not be distracted. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I was looking forward to the debate. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: Absolutely; always! Any debate on the government’s record on financial management is 
a good debate. We can all be very proud of the record of this government, compared with the record of the other 
lot! We all know that. In the remaining 17 seconds, I do not intend to repeat what I have said, but it is on the record 
that the other lot had wrecked the finances of the state and the economy. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Drunken sailors. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: They were drunken sailors. 
Consideration of report adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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