
ESTIMATES AND FINANCIAL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE  
 

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS 
 
 
Department for Child Protection and Family Support 
 
Hon Alanna Clohesy MLC asked: 
 

1) What was the 2014/15 budget and actual expenditure for Safe at Home program?  
 
Answer: In 2014/15 the Safe at Home Program had: 

• budget of $1,616,412; and 
• expenditure of $1,657, 409. 

 
In 2014/15 the Safe at Home Perpetrator Response Service had: 

• budget of $465,395; and 
• Expenditure of $468,404. 

 
The Safe at Home Perpetrator Response Service has a separate budget to the Safe at Home 
program. 

 
Note: the variation between budget and expenditure is primarily a result of monies 
received from the Commonwealth Government through the National Partnership 
Agreement on Pay Equity for eligible not-for-profit community sector services for 
2013/14 and 2014/15. 

 
2) Please provide a list of services, by district, that received funding for Safe at Home 

program in 2014/15. 
 
Answer: 
 
Organisation Service Name and Region 

City of Stirling Safe At Home Initiative - North East Metropolitan 

Patricia Giles Centre Inc Safe At Home Initiative - North West Metropolitan 

Ruah Community Services Safe At Home Initiative - South East Metropolitan 

Share & Care Community 
Services Group Inc 

Safe At Home Initiative - Wheatbelt 

South West Refuge Inc Safe At Home Initiative - South West Region 

The Lucy Saw Centre 
Association Inc 

Safe At Home Initiative - South West Metropolitan 

Communicare Safe at Home Perpetrator Response Service – Metropolitan 
wide 

 
  



3– 4) How many women received support from the Safe at Home program in 2014/15? 
 
Answer: In 2014/15, there were 703 people assisted by Safe at Home services.  Of these 
an estimated 72% were females aged 18 years and older. 
 

5) What was the 2015/16 budget for Safe at Home program? 
 
Answer: In 2015/16, the budget for the Safe at Home Program was $1,763,894 and the 
Safe at Home Perpetrator Service had a budget of $471,624. 
 
In addition, the Ellenbrook Family and Domestic Violence Accommodation and Support 
Service commenced providing a Safe at Home service in December 2015 through its 
contemporary service delivery model.  It is not possible to determine a specific amount 
allocated to the Safe at Home component of the total funding for this service. 
 

6) Please provide a list of services, by district, that received funding for Safe at Home 
program in 2015/16. 
 
Answer: 
 
Organisation Service Name and Region 

City of Stirling Safe At Home Initiative - North East Metropolitan 

Patricia Giles Centre Inc Safe At Home Initiative - North West Metropolitan 

Family and Domestic Violence Accommodation and 
Support Service – Ellenbrook Region* 

Ruah Community Services Safe At Home Initiative - South East Metropolitan 

Share & Care Community 
Services Group Inc 

Safe At Home Initiative - Wheatbelt 

South West Refuge Inc Safe At Home Initiative - South West Region 

The Lucy Saw Centre 
Association Inc 

Safe At Home Initiative - South West Metropolitan 

Communicare Safe at Home Perpetrator Response Service – Metropolitan 
wide 

* Safe at Home is only a component of the total service delivery model. 
 

7) What is the budget for the Safe at Home program for 2016/17 and the forward estimates? 
 
Answer: In 2016-17, the budget for the Safe at Home Program is $1,852,601 and the Safe 
at Home Perpetrator Service has a budget of $475,111. 
 
The Safe at Home program is currently funded through the National Partnership 
Agreement on Homelessness, with the current agreement to expire on 30 June 2017. 
Continuation of funding beyond June 2017 is subject to a new Commonwealth-State 
agreement. 

  



8) Please provide a demographic breakdown of persons who accessed refuge services in 
2014/15 (including age and cultural identity). 
 
Answer: In 2014/15, family and domestic violence specialist homelessness services 
(refuges) funded by the Department for Child Protection and Family Support reported 
they assisted approximately 7,200 people.  Of these: 

 
Gender 77% female 
 23% male 
  

Age 51% females aged 18 years and older 
 2% females aged 15-17 years 
 23% females aged 14 years and younger 
 1% males 18 years and older 
 21% males aged 14 years and younger 
 1% age not provided 
  

Indigenous status 59% identified as Indigenous 
 33% identified as non Indigenous 
 8% did not provide an Indigenous status 
  

Country of birth 83% born in Australia 
 2% born in Oceania and Antarctica 
 2% in South East Asia 
 1 % United Kingdom  and Ireland 
 1% North Africa and the Middle East 
 1% Southern and Central Asia 
 1% Sub-Saharan Africa 
 9% country of birth not provided 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ESTIMATES AND FINANCIAL OPERATIONS COMMITTEE  
 

ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS 
 
 
Department for Child Protection and Family Support 
 
Hon Martin Pritchard MLC asked: 
 

1) The 2015/16 budget projected funding of $250,295 million for Care Arrangements for 
Children in the CEO’s care and only $242,025 million was expended, a saving of 
$8.267 million.   How was this saving achieved? 

 
Answer: The $8.245 million decrease between the 2015-16 Budget and the 2015-16 
Estimated Actual is predominately a result of the following: 

• a shift in the latest labour time allocation survey, with district staff identifying a 
reduction in time spent on activities related to providing care arrangements for 
children in the CEO’s care and an increase in time spent on support services for 
children in the CEO’s care; 

• the introduction of improved procurement processes and enhanced placement 
assessment processes for fee-for-service placements as well as providing focused 
extensive support and intervention for children on the cusp of requiring fee-for-
service placements has reduced the amount of funding required for fee-for-services 
placements in the 2015-16 Estimated Actual compared to the 2015-16 Budget; and 

• an adjustment to the Non-Government Human Services Sector indexation rate 
during 2015-16. 

 
2) 3.0 million for the costs associated with providing individualised care arrangements for 
children and young people who have highly complex needs and challenging behaviours 
and who cannot be catered in other care arrangements. 

 
a) Was all of the additional $3million funding spent this year? 

 
Answer: The correct figure is 31 million. Yes it has been spent.  

 
b) And if not why not? 

 
Answer: Not Applicable. 

 
c) Why has the need for exceptionally complex needs care arrangements reduced so 

dramatically? 
 
Answer: For children identified as having complex and challenging needs, the 
Department has focused on extensive support and intervention in an effort to keep 
children from requiring exceptionally complex care arrangements. 
 

d) Why has the number of children receiving exceptionally complex needs care 
arrangements dropped in 15/16 when additional funding was allocated in last year’s 
budget for this type of care? 



 
Answer: The Department has placed considerable effort in meeting the complex and 
challenging needs of these children.  This has resulted in a number of children exiting 
the program. 

 
3) Why has funding of Transitional High Needs Program placements dropped? 
 
Answer: The Department has not required the number of Transitional High Needs 
Placements during 2015/16.  As a consequence the amount of funding expended in this 
program has reduced. 
 

4) Why has the number of placements in the Specialised Fostering Program dropped in 
15/16? 

 
Answer:  The aim of the Specialised Fostering program is to work with children to reduce 
their support needs so that they can transition into a general foster care program.  The 
Department has been successful in achieving this objective in the 2015/16 financial year. 

 
5) In regard to the funding cuts to the Responsible Parenting Program I ask: 
 
a) Has the Signs of Safety framework attributed to a greater increase in the need for 

families to access the Responsible Parenting Program? 
 
Answer: There was an increase in the numbers of cases opened to the Responsible 
Parenting Services.  This increase has plateaued in the past three years.  It is possible 
that a family who have participated in a Signs of Safety process will identify that they 
will participate in Responsible Parenting services as part of their safety plan, but that 
was not identified in the review of the framework. 
 

b) Have any reviews of the Responsible Parenting Program taken place? 
 
Answer: Price Waterhouse Coopers did an evaluation of the Royalties for Regions 
Responsible Parenting in 2014.  
 

c) What were the findings of any Review? 
 
Answer: The services are valuable and will be retained in the Department.  There are 
some recommended changes to ensure the workers are supported and skilled to 
provide the service to the client base across the State. 
 

d) Can a copy of the review be tabled? 
 
Answer: Please see attached. 
 

e) How many children in each year of the program’s operations have ended up in the care 
of the CEO after family involvement in the Responsible Parenting program? 
 
Answer: The following table shows the number of children who entered care by financial year 
that RPS has been recorded as an activity on the Department’s client information system. 
 



 
Financial year 
entered care Number of children 

2011-12 35 
2012-13 51 
2013-14 57 
2014-15 74 
2015-16 66 

Total 283 

 
 
 
 
 

____________________________________ 
MINISTER FOR CHILD PROTECTION  

 

 
































