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DEPARTMENT FOR CHILD PROTECTION AND FAMILY SUPPORT — BUDGET 

Motion 

Resumed from 12 March on the following motion moved by Hon Sally Talbot— 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for failing to quarantine essential front-line services 
from budget cuts, in particular the Department for Child Protection and Family Support. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Child Protection) [2.03 pm]: I will continue 
the comments I was making the last time we were debating this motion. My introductory remarks in that short 
time were about how this motion could have been worded differently. It is a shame that the word “condemns” is 
in the motion, but I understand that Hon Sally Talbot gave notice of the motion a long time ago and would 
therefore have been looking at that stage for anything to place on the notice paper. I also made it clear that if we 
had wanted to, we could have amended this motion to congratulate the government on the basis of my 
information. The Department for Child Protection and Family Support is a very different organisation from that 
of five and a half years ago, which department was described by Prudence Ford in the Ford report as 
overwhelmed, confused and defensive. 

I indicated before that Hon Sue Ellery made a positive contribution in outlining her position on the 
Commissioner of Police and her understanding of the department and the sensitivities, difficulties and 
complexities associated with that role. However, I need to again indicate that from my point of view and on the 
information I have so far, with few exceptions, the mover of the motion demonstrated a fairly shallow approach 
to and understanding of the work of the department; it was very poorly researched. I think that eventually the 
opposition will feel a bit embarrassed about the reason for bringing forward this motion at this stage—but that is 
fine. 

The idea of trying to politicise an issue like this was brought out in the interview with John McGlue on the Drive 
program the other day when he was interviewing Margaret Quirk in her role as chair of one of the committees. 
Referring to the recent death of a young baby, he basically asked her why she was trying to politicise something 
like this when there is already have a major crime investigation taking place, a coroner’s inquiry to take place 
and the Ombudsman’s review taking place around the deaths of children in care. The idea that a parliamentary 
committee would spend a few moments on the issue, then run to the media and try to demonstrate some 
inadequacy in the way the director general responded to the questions was an example of the lack of real 
information on the issue that the opposition was seeking. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Will you take an interjection? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, I will not. 

Also, the absolute lack of information about this — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon HELEN MORTON: Mr President, I thought I would provide people with some real information—real 
information that is based on factual information, not based on a two-and-a-half-year-old report in The Sunday 
Times, which is the article Hon Stephen Dawson relied on for his research; not based on the information in the 
Fremantle Herald, which was supplied by a union official just before the election 12 months ago. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Two things I do not allow is continuous interjections and members trying to talk over 
other members. Let us conduct the debate according to the standing orders and general practice. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you very much, Mr President. And, of course, the real information is not based 
on the budget report of the Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA to which so 
many people spoke. I will recap some of that information. 

Since 2008–09 the budget of the Department for Child Protection and Family Support has increased by 73 per 
cent to $588.4 million. The 2013–14 budget allocated an additional $98.1 million over five years, with an 
allocation of $21 million in 2013–14 to address the anticipated increases in demand for child protection and 
family support. The department’s full-time equivalent staff number has increased overall by 7.6 per cent since 
the Barnett government came to power. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: But not caseworkers! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will get there. 
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It includes an increase of 117 full-time equivalents—that is, 18.6 per cent—in new caseworker positions. In the 
children-in-care section only, 2 655 children were in care in 2007–08, and in 2014 there are 4 126.  

That is a 52 per cent increase in the number of children in care. In that same time frame, the funding specifically 
for children in care increased by 160 per cent from $174 million to $283 million. That is outstanding work. I say 
again that the majority of the heavy lifting of that work I owe to Hon Robyn McSweeney; she increased resource 
levels and the number of full-time equivalent positions in this important area. 

Additionally, the state government has provided critical support to the work of the Department for Child 
Protection and Family Support over the past five years through funding the community sector. It has almost 
tripled the funding to community sector organisations for intensive family support services with a $6 million 
increase over that period. The government provided over $40 million in additional funding for out-of-home-care 
placements for children in community sector organisations. The current capacity for out of home care is about 
789 placements, which is an increase of 75 per cent. The government has supported the department’s reform and 
expansion of residential care facilities with an injection of $48 million in capital funding to acquire and maintain 
additional facilities as well as improve existing facilities, including 40 family group homes throughout the state. 
In all, the department’s funding to community sector organisations has grown by a whopping 117 per cent over 
the past five years. We have all talked about child protection workers to some degree. The department’s “The 
Signs of Safety Child Protection Practice Framework” is used by child protection workers to engage with 
vulnerable children, young people and their families. Twenty-five per cent of children were able to leave care 
within six months of entering care as a result of the department working with families to address child safety and 
wellbeing concerns through that framework. I find it quite incredible that this is what the opposition wants to 
condemn. 

The department’s workload management strategy assists in the management and prioritisation of cases so that 
timely responses are provided to children and their families. The issue of case loads has been raised by a number 
of members, but under this strategy average case loads for staff have remained constant, ranging from 12.2 to 
12.4 cases per worker since June 2009. This is well within the case load limit imposed by the Industrial Relations 
Commission of 15 cases per worker with an allowance to go up to 18 cases in exceptional circumstances. A 
number of members opposite had that wrong. I make it very clear that average case loads for staff have remained 
constant, ranging from 12.2 to 12.4 cases per worker since June 2009. More importantly, the monitored cases, 
which are not allocated to a worker but are actively monitored by a team leader, have been under 10 per cent 
since June 2013 for the first time in the past five years. I am demonstrating to the house that no cuts have been 
made to front-line services. This is a service that is growing and developing and meeting demand. The 
department is continuing to identify ways of reducing expenditure and generating efficiencies to achieve the 
savings measures without impacting on front-line service delivery. This is what the opposition wishes to 
condemn—a national and international leader in child protection and family support that provides a service with 
a massive resource increase and is achieving amazing outcomes. 

I want to talk about some of the specific issues raised by individual members. I want to emphasise the issue 
around case worker full-time equivalent positions a bit more. It was raised by Hon Sally Talbot and Hon Sue 
Ellery. While the overall number of department full-time equivalent positions has been capped in line with 
government policy over the past three years, resources have nonetheless been provided to the department 
annually to meet demands. The department has used these resources to make available appropriate case worker 
resources within the cap total FTE; services are also provided through the community sector. 

I comment again on the suggestion that somehow or other the number of cases per child protection worker 
cannot go above 15; that is not correct. The industrial relations agreement caps place allocation at 15 and 18 in 
certain circumstances. Hon Sally Talbot referred to the Canning Times newspaper in her research about that and 
Hon Sue Ellery also suggested that that is inadequate. In August 2013, 20 staff members in Cannington and 12 in 
Armadale carried more than 15 cases, but this is still within the limit set in the industrial relations agreement. As 
detailed in the agreement there are certain circumstances in which the upper limit can be increased to 18 cases. 
This data is now dated and current data indicates the average case loads of Cannington are 13.45 cases per 
worker and in Armadale 14.7 cases per worker. We have to admit that the organisation is managing well within 
its means. 

For the purposes of this workload management strategy, an upper limit of 15 cases will apply to each case 
worker, but in certain circumstances the upper limit can increase to 18 cases per case worker. The instances in 
which a case worker has been allocated 18 cases or more, as referred to in Hansard, relate to a report done for 
7 February 2014. The department undertook an analysis of those staff who are holding more than 15 cases and 
104 staff fell into that category. 

Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: Hon Stephen Dawson is trying to refer to it as though this is not understood and 
analysed and reported on by the department, but it is. Most of the cases involve large sibling groups. Some are 
because the workers are much more experienced and clients are stable, enabling them to carry more than 
15 cases. Again, that is evidence of good management. The number of workers with between 15 and 18 cases 
has been stable over recent years and the average case load, as I indicated before, is about 12.5 cases per worker, 
which has been stable for a number of years. Of course, the monitored cases are under 10 per cent for the first 
time in the last two years. 

I want to talk a bit about how the organisation goes about supporting child protection workers. Both Hon Sally 
Talbot and Hon Sue Ellery referred to this issue and suggested that there was not enough back-of-house support 
for child protection workers; they get overloaded and they are trying to manage paperwork and do not provide 
enough intervention. That is absolute rubbish. Again, it is the policy of the department to ensure that child 
protection workers are provided with the opportunity for formal supervision with their line managers on at least a 
monthly basis. Informal support also occurs between colleagues and team members. Group supervision within 
team settings is also undertaken. Departmental psychologists provide formal and informal support to child 
protection workers for their case work. All department staff members have access to employee assistance 
programs. All the above are strategies that have been put in place to support child protection workers and 
provide opportunities for them to discuss workload, reflect on their case load and learn how to manage stress. 

I think Hon Sally Talbot raised the issue about the delegated case management pilot that is taking place. The 
department values the contribution of the community sector and the agencies with whom we are working. We 
have great faith and trust in those community sector agencies providing those services in partnership with the 
government. The delegated case management pilot is an area within which the department is working far more 
closely with the community. This is about working more closely with the community sector to deliver high-
quality child protection services that best meet the needs of the community. Overall, this pilot is progressing 
extremely well. 
Issues were also raised about the differences between the CREATE Foundation survey and the Viewpoint 
survey. I think Hon Sally Talbot raised this issue and from my point of view she does not have a good 
understanding of the differences between the CREATE survey and the Viewpoint survey. Let us put it really 
clearly: the CREATE report card, which was previously used, was always based on small self-selected samples, 
which are considered to be skewed and unrepresentative. For example, in the 2011 survey 12 per cent nationally 
and 20 per cent in WA were surveyed. Participation rates achieved through Viewpoint were significantly higher 
than those achieved through the CREATE Foundation. 

The 2013 CREATE report card achieved an average of only nine per cent participation across the rest of 
Australia. In comparison, 33 per cent, or 921 children, completed a Viewpoint survey in 2012–13. The results 
were further skewed because the CREATE survey did not use language that young people in care in Western 
Australia are familiar with. For example, the CREATE survey asked young people if they had a leaving care 
plan. However, in Western Australia a leaving care plan occurs through modification to the overall care plan 
rather than through the creation of a separate document. Rather than relying on the CREATE survey, the 
department has introduced Viewpoint to enable the voices of children in care to be heard and to improve services 
provided for them. Viewpoint is an international, comprehensive, interactive computer-assisted self-interviewing 
tool that has been robustly evaluated as an effective methodology for engaging with and eliciting information 
from vulnerable and hard-to-reach children and young people in care. It enables all young people from the age of 
five years and upwards to express their views in a non-threatening, self-paced environment. It is also used to 
meet the Department for Child Protection and Family Support’s reporting obligations against the national 
standards for out-of-home care. 

I mention to Hon Sally Talbot that when I first heard about the differences between CREATE and Viewpoint, I 
did ask the people at the Department for Child Protection and Family Support how we know that the work being 
undertaken by Viewpoint is independent from the people who work within the department and therefore was an 
objective view of the children’s views. Basically, the information that I received and felt comfortable with is that 
Viewpoint is organised and managed by an agency outside of the department. The information goes straight to 
that agency. The agency can provide information back to the Department for Child Protection and Family 
Support about any areas of concern that they have, but the report information that is provided by that agency is 
provided independently back to the Department for Child Protection and Family Support, and it is that 
information that the Department for Child Protection and Family Support will move on to the national survey 
area. It is important for us to recognise that there is a better way of doing this, and Viewpoint is now being taken 
up by other Australian states as well. The department is also introducing smart tablets with wi-fi capability to 
increase accessibility for children and young people in all districts. 

I am trying to remember who made the comment but a comment was made about the agency being siloed and 
not being able to work across other agencies. Again, I say that that is about as far from the truth as one is able to 
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get with this particular organisation. The agency certainly works across organisations, and cabinet endorsed the 
rapid response framework which sets out the commitment that the government has made for the provision of 
priority services to children and young people who have been in the care of the chief executive officer of the 
department. It has actually been quite a pleasure negotiating those outcomes, which I will talk about shortly, Hon 
Sally Talbot. It has been a pleasure working with my ministerial colleagues and then taking a report to cabinet on 
the achievements of working across agencies in this area. The implementation of the rapid response framework 
has already resulted in a number of significant initiatives aimed at improving outcomes for children in care. The 
agencies involved include the Department of Education, the Department of Health, the Department of Housing 
and the Department of Sport and Recreation. 

Examples of this initiative include: the waiver of fees by state training providers for young people aged up to 
25 years who are or have been in care; access to priority housing waitlists for young people from 17 years of age 
to prevent them exiting care into homelessness; health care plans for children in care to determine each child’s 
health needs including any specialised requirements with timely referral to services; document education plans 
supporting each child in care’s desired educational achievements; improved access to education assistance for 
children in care awaiting formal diagnosis of mental illnesses; and recreation camps, outdoor educational and 
sporting activities for children and young people in care. This is what can be achieved when one works with their 
ministerial colleagues and across agencies. 

Of course, there is much more. There is the work that is undertaken in conjunction with the WA Police through 
key forums such as the local at-risk and child safety groups, regional managers’ forums, the Aboriginal Affairs 
Coordinating Committee and the Child Safety Directors’ Group. As well, WA Police, the Department of 
Corrective Services, Youth Justice and local schools meet in all 17 districts within the department regularly to 
focus their collective efforts on the families of young people who are prolific offenders. In regional hotspots, 
joint WA Police and department street patrols are conducted to return young people to a responsible adult. I went 
out with a patrol when I was in Kununurra and saw the great collaboration between the Department of Corrective 
Services, the police and Department for Child Protection and Family Support in working together. Of course, the 
department is required to follow up on children and families for potential income management, liquor restricted 
premises and coordinated case management after that sort of an outcome. 

I now comment on the level of family support because this issue was also raised. I think that was the essence of 
the Commissioner of Police’s opinion piece—that we are not putting enough effort into providing intensive 
family support. However, I must say that the state government has almost tripled funding to community sector 
organisations for intensive family support services with a $6 million increase over the last five years. In all, the 
department’s funding to community sector organisations, in particular parent support, has grown, as I previously 
said, by 117 per cent over the last five years. The state government has provided a total of $34.366 million over 
five financial years from royalties for regions for the expansion of responsible parenting services—the Parent 
Support and Best Beginnings programs—in regional areas. This supported the establishment of 75 additional 
full-time equivalent positions in regional areas for these services. In 2012–13 there were 1 242 open parent 
support service cases compared with 905 open cases in 2011–12. That work has been achieved through an 
injection of funds from royalties for regions. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I do not believe this; I am half asleep. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I am sure the member does not believe anything very much because she does not 
want to know the truth. 
Hon Peter Collier: She cannot handle the truth. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I know the truth all right. Professor Stokes told me the truth. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: A total of 620 Responsible Parenting Agreements were entered into in 2012–13—that 
is a significant increase from 128 agreements in 2011–12. 
Hon Sue Ellery: The minister opposed them! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, the member is wrong. We did not oppose parenting agreements; it was the 
parenting orders that we opposed and we still do. Of the clients who completed the program, 84 per cent reported 
some positive change as a result of receiving a service in 2012–13. This is another example of work that is 
progressing in this area. 

Regarding residential care, the state government supported the department’s reform and expansion of residential 
care facilities with an injection of $48 million in capital funding to acquire and maintain additional facilities as 
well as improve existing facilities including 40 family group homes throughout the state. The Department for 
Child Protection and Family Support has robust services and procedures in place for the safety and wellbeing of 
children in residential care. These include a total overhaul and reform of all the services into a three-tier system 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 19 March 2014] 

 p1453c-1467a 
Hon Helen Morton; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Liz Behjat; President; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Peter Katsambanis 

 [5] 

of family group homes with live-in carers and staff support provided by community sector agencies; residential 
group homes which are staffed; and secure care, which has occurred since the Ford report in 2007.  

Importantly, unlike Victoria, the department directly provides, as well as contracts out, residential care services, 
which means that the department itself knows the nature of residential care, remains close to service providers 
and manages the overall three-tier system of residential care services. For those members who are not aware, 
residential care facilities are four-bedroom homes in the city and aim to be six-bedroom homes in the country 
and, as such, are homes rather than institutions in which close individual supervision of all children can be 
provided. There is an effective standards monitoring regime across all those houses, and the child or young 
person’s caseworker meets with them on a regular basis. Of course, the Advocate for Children in Care is a key 
position that provides a safety net for a child or young person who feels unsafe to raise concerns or seek 
assistance. 

On the issue of foster care recruitment, I remember that both Hon Sue Ellery and Hon Stephen Dawson raised 
the issue of foster care and the number of foster carers and asked what the government is doing about it. Since 
June 2008, the number of relative carers has almost tripled, with 1 403 approved relative carers as at 30 June 
2013 compared with 549 as at 30 June 2008. Again, this is the service that members opposite want to condemn. 
It is unbelievable. Since June 2008, the number of approved general carers has almost doubled, rising from 796 
carers as at 30 June 2008 to 1 211 as at 30 June 2013. The recent foster carer recruitment campaign resulted in 
the recruitment of 183 general carers between 1 September 2012 and 28 February 2014. The state government 
has provided over $40 million in additional funding for out-of-home-care placements for children in community 
sector organisations. As I mentioned before, that means that the current capacity of around 789 placements is an 
increase of 75 per cent in that time frame. 

I think Hon Stephen Dawson argued that the system has gone backwards. I find it hard to believe, based on the 
factual figures that I have given members, that anybody who has knowledge of this organisation would in any 
way suggest that the system has gone backwards. I do not know what Hon Stephen Dawson might have been 
referring to, but in response to that I mention that the annual rate of children entering care slowed to five per cent 
in 2012–13 compared with 13 per cent in 2007–08 when the Signs of Safety child protection framework was 
introduced. The Signs of Safety framework strives to achieve better outcomes by working with vulnerable 
families. I have talked at length about this and I think I am making it absolutely clear that nothing is going 
backwards; it is all full steam ahead. By addressing child safety concerns and building sufficient child safety 
within the family environment, the aim is to keep more children at home with their families when it is safe to do 
so. Twenty-five per cent of children were able to leave care within six months of entering care as a result of the 
department working with their families to address child safety and wellbeing concerns using the framework. 
Over 100 different organisations in 12 different countries have engaged with the Signs of Safety practice 
framework, a home-grown product developed in Western Australia. Over 100 organisations in 12 different 
countries are now engaged with the Signs of Safety framework to some extent, from training staff through to full 
organisation-wide implementation. The use of the Signs of Safety framework is now prominently being used in 
the United States of America, Canada, England, Scotland, Wales, Sweden, Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Japan and Australia. If ever there was a good news story to tell, this is it, but still members 
opposite want to condemn the Barnett government. As well as Western Australia where the approach was 
developed, Tasmania has proceeded with a substantial implementation and the approach has been recommended 
in Queensland. 

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

The PRESIDENT: I noticed that about six or seven private conversations were going on, with people trying to 
compete for the attention of the house, but the minister has the call. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you, Mr President. I appreciate the opportunity to continue this conversation 
because it is a very important piece of information that I want to get across to people. 

Since 2007, there has been a massive increase of 170 per cent in the level of funding specifically for services 
related to children in care, rather than the whole of the department. There was an increase of $283 million in 
funding in that time frame up to 2013–14. 

I do not know whether people are fully aware of the breadth of work undertaken by the Department for Child 
Protection and Family Support, but I want to mention a couple of other areas because Hon Stephen Dawson 
raised the issue of the hardship utility grant scheme. Again, I suggest that he needs to get factual information if 
he wants to make information available to people. HUGS was established in 2008 to assist people in financial 
hardship to pay for their utility accounts, maintain connection to essential services and avoid eviction. From the 
inception of HUGS until 28 February 2014, 78 249 HUGS grants totalling $27.87 million were provided to 
families and individuals experiencing hardship. Since 2008–09, the total funding allocation for HUGS has 
increased by $7.5 million annually. There has been a substantial increase in funding provided to HUGS. 
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I anticipate that if Hon Adele Farina speaks on this motion, she will talk about the child-centred family support 
team in Bunbury. Hon Stephen Dawson also raised that issue. The department continues to provide child-centred 
family support for families in the south west. Child-centred family support describes a range of activities that the 
department performs as part of its work under the Children and Community Services Act. There has been no 
diminution in service delivery; it is purely a rearrangement in how and where those people operate. In Bunbury, 
child-centred family support is provided from within the teams in the district. The service has not been reduced 
and there has been no change in the number of active cases. It is not a requirement for each district to have a 
dedicated child-centred family support team and, indeed, only five of the 17 districts have a dedicated child-
centred family support team. 

I want to sum up a little by saying that everything that I have had to do with the Department for Child Protection 
and Family Support since I have been the minister has been positive. There is no doubt that there have been 
times when the organisation has needed to review and analyse some of the work that it has done, and it has done 
that openly and with tenacity. I would like to indicate that the chief executive officer, Terry Murphy, has shown 
great leadership in the six and half years that he has been in the role. I am very sorry that he is leaving; he will 
leave at the end of March. He has had a terrific impact on the organisation in the time that he has been there. He 
has had a very central, hands-on role in bringing about the changes that I have spoken about today. He is very 
solid and measured and very enabling of other staff. He is retiring from the department, but I am thankful that he 
will stay involved with child protection in the form of consultancy work associated with the Signs of Safety 
practice around the world. I am also very pleased that he will take up the role as the new chair of the Western 
Australian Network of Alcohol and other Drug Agencies. In lots of ways, I will have ongoing involvement with 
him, and I am very happy about that.  

He is a man of great integrity. He searched out and introduced the Signs of Safety program, which is now used in 
many countries and states. As I say, he will continue to work on that in one form or another. The child protection 
services in many countries will be great benefactors of his work in that respect. He built the credibility of the 
child protection agency within Western Australia not only from an international and national perspective, but 
also within state government agencies. The Department for Child Protection and Family Support is now sought 
after for its leadership in a number of ways that involve the interaction of multiple agencies. However, there is 
still a need to educate the public about the work undertaken. I took quite a bit of interest when the Commissioner 
of Police made his comments recently on talkback radio. The community deserves to be better educated about 
the government’s great work and commitment in this area. The Signs of Safety gathering later this year 
in September will be, hopefully, an avenue in which that can take place. 

With those words, the opposition has not brought any issues to bear here that suggest to anyone that the Barnett 
government should be condemned for failing to quarantine essential front-line services. Rather, we should be 
congratulating this government on its commitment and dedication to this most sensitive area of public 
administration and, in particular, for ensuring it is well resourced and that its essential front-line service has been 
quarantined from budget cuts. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [2.43 pm]: I have been here for a long time now. In fact, 
in case people have not noticed, I have been here for so long that I am the grandmother of the house. I will 
support the motion. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Do you reckon you’re past your use-by date? You’re all right. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. The point is that I have been here so long that I have heard a lot of 
speeches, and I have to say that that is about the worst speech I have ever heard in my 16 and a half years in this 
place, read word for word by a minister who is clearly not across the issue and does not understand the brief. She 
read it word for word in a most unconvincing tone. She could not even convince us with her tone. How pathetic 
is that? The minister has stood in this place and she has told us — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! As the father of the house, I am still trying to digest what it means if Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich is the grandmother of the house! 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Now, Mr President, I am a taken woman! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I want this debate to continue in its current form, which is according to general 
practice in this house. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you, Mr President. When I held the shadow mental health portfolio for a 
couple of years, time and again the minister stood and provided information to this place and tried to convince 
me of what a great and fantastic job she was doing in mental health. She had all this money she would spend on 
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a suicide strategy that would save lives all over the place. Anyone who wanted mental health care—young 
people and not-so-young people—had access to mental health services. It did not matter whether they were in 
the city or the country. Day after day I stood in this place and said, “Minister, things are going on out there; you 
need to address them. Aboriginal kids are dying in Aboriginal communities. There are severe mental health 
problems and severe depression.” 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! You cannot all make your speeches at the same time. The Minister for Mental Health 
has just had the opportunity to command the floor; now it is somebody else’s turn. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I stood in this place and I used Fremantle Hospital as an example of how young 
people and not-so-young people were being denied access to treatment and were being turned away. A young 
man hung himself opposite the school because he had been turned away. Ruby Nicholls-Diver was turned away 
also. I will not go into these cases again, but a young teenage girl who had a life ahead of her died by taking her 
own life. Time and again this minister stood in this place and told me what a great job she was doing in mental 
health, what a great mental health minister she was, how things were running perfectly and how much extra 
money her government had put into mental health. 

Point of Order 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Mr President, although it is interesting to have the honourable member on her feet giving 
her take on mental health services in this state, I ask that you draw her attention to the motion on notice, which is 
about child protection and family support. The minister in her response was responding as the Minister for Child 
Protection, not as the Minister for Mental Health. 

The PRESIDENT: From her comments about those matters, I was looking forward to the member on her feet 
drawing the analogies to the motion. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I was just about to, Mr President. For clarification, the motion states — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government for failing to quarantine essential front-line services 
from budget cuts, in particular the Department for Child Protection and Family Support. 

It is not exclusive. Having said that, the real point I want to make is that after all these assurances about what a 
great job the minister was doing, we ended up with the Stokes report, and that demonstrated to everyone what an 
absolute mess mental health services were in. 

I will make the next point, which is that we have just heard what a great job she is doing as the child protection 
minister and how much she is enjoying the department. I am saying to the minister that her job is not to enjoy the 
department but to exercise ministerial responsibility, make some hard decisions and make sure people who need 
services have access to those services, be they in child protection or anywhere else. What she tells this house and 
what we hear is going on with child protection services on the ground are two separate things. We are not 
hearing that it is great out there. The minister opened her remarks by having a go at, I think, Hon Margaret 
Quirk, who apparently was interviewed on the radio and was asked by the journalist why she was trying to 
politicise something like this—that is, the death of the baby who was killed by its 15-year-old father. 

Hon Helen Morton: You have to use the word “allegedly”. You have to be careful. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am in Parliament and I am trying my best. It is alleged that — 

Hon Helen Morton: After 16 years here you should know that. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The 15-year-old boy allegedly killed the child. However, having said that, the 
real points I want to make are these: the point the minister made was that Hon Margaret Quirk should not have 
been trying to politicise the issue—I guess that was the point she was making. I do not think anyone was trying 
to politicise it. I think people are very interested in getting to the heart of what they see as ministerial 
responsibility and accountability because it is not good enough for the minister to stand in this place and wipe 
her hands of the issue and have no answers for anyone. When her department presented to a committee of the 
Parliament that reports to the Parliament and through the Parliament to the people of this state, her most senior 
bureaucrat, the most important person in the organisation charged with the responsibility of looking after child 
welfare, could not give the most fundamental and simple of answers.  

I will read an article written by Rhianna King from The West Australian of 18 March 2014, titled “Dept backs its 
staff in baby death”. The article states — 

The Department for Child Protection says a preliminary review into the case of a baby who died after 
he was allegedly assaulted by his teenage father has found no evidence of negligence by its staff.  
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But the department has come under fire from the Opposition after it was unable to provide details of its 
contact with the teenage boy to a parliamentary hearing yesterday.  

Hon Helen Morton: Do you want to know what that was? He did not have at his fingertips the number of 
times — 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Look, minister, do not get excited. The minister is clearly under stress—calm 
down. 

Hon Helen Morton: Not at all; you just have to be a bit more factual, if you could try.  

Point of Order 

Hon KATE DOUST: Mr President, you have repeatedly noted that the minister has been interjecting, and you 
have asked that the member be heard in silence. The minister obviously is not paying attention to what you have 
asked, and I think it is time you remind her that she has had her go.  

The PRESIDENT: Thank you for that advice. I will take it on board. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister’s head of department was — 

… unable to provide details of its contact with the teenage boy to a parliamentary hearing yesterday. 

The month-old baby died just over a week after receiving critical head injuries in Bunbury Hospital on 
February 15. The boy’s father, a 15-year-old ward of the state, is facing a charge of aggravated grievous 
bodily harm. 

This is a 15-year-old boy who is under the care of the state. The question that springs to my mind, minister, is: 
what help, intervention or assistance did this boy get from the minister’s department in the lead-up to this 
particular alleged event? I do not know — 

Hon Helen Morton: Do you want me to tell you? You asked me a question; do you want me to answer it?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: — if the minister can find some time, she might be able to get up. But the 
minister had a lot of opportunity; she was on her feet — 

Hon Helen Morton: Yes, but you didn’t ask that question. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr President, the minister was on her feet for a good 40 minutes or so today—
she even sought an extension—and she did not have the grace to advise the house of this information. Now, 
through interjection, she wants me to give her the opportunity to provide answers. I am not going to. 

Hon Helen Morton: Okay. That is fine; you don’t want to know.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! It is not question time, I remind members. Let us proceed without the interjections, 
but the member on her feet is obviously referring to a particular example; you will need to draw the relevance of 
your comments to the actual motion before the house.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Clearly, this is the heart of it. I am sorry if we are under any misunderstanding, 
but clearly there are not enough services because of the budgetary challenges facing the Barnett government. Not 
enough people are on the ground providing the services, and when there are not enough services and enough 
people providing them because the funding has been squandered on things like the $600 million solar panel 
bungle, invariably there is a human cost and consequence. That is what I am trying to say.  

I am referring to an article from The West Australian of Tuesday, 18 March titled “Dept backs its staff in baby 
death”. I was not even really going to go this way, but the minister made comments about this in her opening 
remarks in relation to the opposition trying to politicise the death of a baby. The point I want to make is that 
there needs to be some very serious questions answered about this matter. The 15-year-old boy was a ward of the 
state, and it is beholden on the minister to take the opportunity—perhaps she might come in tomorrow with a 
statement on this particular matter—to inform this house of the assistance the 15-year-old father had received. 
The article continues — 

At a public agency review hearing yesterday, DCP director-general Terry Murphy and executive 
director of country services Emma White were questioned about the department’s involvement with the 
boy. 
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Mr Murphy said though the teenager was a “seriously disturbed young man” who had a history of 
problems, there was nothing in his behaviour that could have predicted the baby’s death. 

“On the contrary, he was caring for the baby … the indicators were in the opposite direction,” he told 
the hearing.  

Before the birth of the baby, the boy had been living with his pregnant 16-year-old partner and her 
family in Bunbury.  

Mr Murphy was unable to provide details of how often the boy’s caseworker was in touch with him 
during that time. He said the department regularly attempted to make contact with the boy, but was not 
always successful because he was “very difficult to care for”.  

Are we being led to believe that if somebody is a ward of the state and is difficult to care for, they cannot be 
contacted and that is the way things are left—they are left to their own devices? Certainly I would think—the 
average mum and dad or Western Australian would too—that when reporting to a parliamentary committee, the 
head of the department responsible for child protection and family support, knowing that this incident had 
happened only a few days earlier, would have been armed with the information to go to that committee and 
provide the relevant answers to the questions that were being asked by committee members and the chair of that 
committee in particular, Margaret Quirk, MLA. I expected that to be the case, but clearly it was not.  

It is not good enough, given the circumstances—a 15-year-old ward of the state, and there having been 
difficulties in the relationship between the parents of this newborn baby—that a minister and her head of 
department have so little information. The minister provided no information to this place, which is very, very 
poor; and the director general of her department was unable to provide a committee with the information it 
sought. There is such a thing as ministerial accountability. Clearly, the minister does not believe in the concept 
of ministerial accountability, and I have to say that that just typifies the way this minister behaves. At the end of 
the day, the minister has a duty of care and the director general has a duty of care to the clients. He also has a 
duty of care, if you like, to the Parliament and its committee system. It is pretty poor to see what has happened 
here. 

I know the Barnett government likes to believe the finances are not in a mess. I know it likes to think it is 
splashing money around and there is a high level of service delivery. The Minister for Education, for example, is 
telling us how much extra money has gone into education, but we know that a lot of money is being pulled out of 
education. The Minister for Child Protection has also told us that there has been an increase in funding. 

Hon Helen Morton: Do you believe it?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, I do not believe it, because the minister used to tell me so many things 
about how great mental health was, then I read the Stokes report and there was not one thing he could be positive 
about. He said it was an absolute mess. 
Hon Helen Morton: That is rubbish—you are rubbish.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister has not even started looking at those recommendations—she 
knows she has not.  

In the time that I have left I will quickly mention some of the significant issues and trends outlined by the 
minister’s agency. Firstly, in her documentation she rightly acknowledges that a growing number of children and 
young people with complex needs and challenging behaviours are at risk to themselves and/or others in the 
community and require individualised care arrangements. These specialised placements represent a significant 
cost pressure on the department. There is no doubt that these specialised placements, as usual, would be limited 
in number and that not everyone who wants one can get one—and we know that given the minister’s history. 
There is a lot of unmet demand out there. We can be sure that all the people who want and need services in this 
area, whether in the area of child protection, family support and communities, who are looking to fund certain 
programs, will not get those services because there is not enough money; the government has squandered it. 
There is not enough money.  

Child protection notifications—that is, notifications about abuse and neglect—have increased more than 
80 per cent, from 10 067 in 2008–09, when the Labor Party left government, to 18 327 in 2012–13. That is 
almost double, but I bet the budget has not almost doubled. Family and domestic violence, mental health issues 
and parental drug and alcohol abuse continue to be key drivers of demand of child protection and family support 
services. Approximately 45 000 incidents of family and domestic violence were reported in 2012–13.  

Hon Helen Morton: What are you reading from? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister’s annual report.  

Hon Sally Talbot: She didn’t recognise it as being her own report.  
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister did not even recognise her own report! That is how out of touch 
the minister is. The reports also states that over 80 per cent of cases involved children. I am referring to the 
Annual Report 2012–13 Department for Child Protection and Family Support, minister. I am referring to 
“Significant Issues and Trends”, on page 39. 

Hon Helen Morton: I wondered why you were being so accurate for a change. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister would not recognise the significant issues in her portfolio, because 
she does do not get out of her office. She would not understand those significant issues. Over 80 per cent of these 
cases—that is, 45 000 incidents of family and domestic violence reported in 2012—involved children.  

Another big area of concern is homelessness—and there are problems here, minister. The minister’s family 
support is not putting too many people in homes. From what I see, the government is really good at kicking 
people out of homes. Firstly, it is good at not building homes, because the housing stock has diminished in 
relation to an increase in the population, so there is a backward trend and not an upward and forward trend—that 
is, a regressive trend. Houses are not being built because the minister does not believe that the government 
should be doing that. That is an ideological difference between the Labor Party and the government, so no one 
should be surprised that there are people begging in the streets of Perth. Those people have nowhere to live; they 
do not have a job. The government’s “three strikes and you’re out” policy in public housing has been an absolute 
disaster and has resulted in the most vulnerable people sleeping in cars. I have seen people arrive at car parks at 
the beachfront to bed up for the night in their cars and who are gone by six o’clock the next morning.  

Hon Helen Morton: Are they the grey nomads? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: We would like to think that they are grey nomads. What is wrong with the 
minister? Is she not on this planet? Press releases have been put out by people on our side about people who have 
to sleep in their cars. Often it is not only adults who sleep in cars, but also two or three kids who the next day are 
supposed to be tidied up in their uniforms and present to school to do a full day’s work at school. The minister 
truly has to get out of her ivory tower and recognise the very serious problems in her portfolio.  

The minister’s annual report has also identified homelessness under “Significant Issues and Trends”, and 
states — 

Homelessness remains a significant issue for Western Australia, and the State has signed a one year 
transitional National Partnership Agreement on Homelessness … recent independent reports have found 
that the Department’s implementation of the … programs has made a positive difference for the 
majority of people who use them. 

The real issue is that there are not enough of them and not that many people who use them. There is just not 
enough of anything and the number of people who rely on the department’s services for child protection and 
family support grows and grows. The minister might have added more to her budget in net terms. 

Hon Helen Morton: Absolutely.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: But, minister, at the end of the day, even the minister’s report states that 
demand has almost doubled.  

I will also comment on child protection policy and go back to the motion, which does not preclude me from 
mentioning other agencies. Child protection should be an area of very high priority for the government. At 
page 123 of the annual report, under “Outcomes of child safety and wellbeing assessments”, is table 35, entitled 
“Outcomes of safety and wellbeing assessments by primary concern, by district”. The table is divided into 
districts with Armadale the first district mentioned. The categories identified in that table are “neglect”, 
“emotional abuse”, “physical abuse”, “sexual abuse” and “other wellbeing concern”. That in itself should be 
very concerning. In looking down the list I note that sexual abuse is rife! The table sets out substantiated cases of 
neglect, 60; emotional abuse, 31; physical abuse, 21; sexual abuse, 25; other wellbeing certain, three; total 140. 
This table is dealing with the outcomes of child safety and wellbeing assessments. In Joondalup the figures are: 
neglect, 86; emotional abuse, 127; sexual abuse, 43; other wellbeing concern, 3; total, 335. For those same areas 
in the Murchison: neglect, 41, emotional abuse, 83, physical abuse, 40; sexual abuse, 50; other wellbeing 
concerns, six; total, 220. There are some really serious sexual abuse problems there.   

I want to quickly comment on this area of growing concern. We have to be cognisant of the fact that sufficient 
resources need to be put into government agencies to minimise the risk of children falling foul of predatory 
behaviour and to ensure that they are safe at all times. I was a bit shocked the other day because I had cause to 
look at the disclosures and legal compliance in the Department of Education. A lot of children are under the care 
of the Department of Education. Like all children, those children need to be protected. I looked at the misconduct 
allegations for the period 2010–11 to 2012–13 on page 62 of the Department of Education’s annual report for 
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2012–13. Some interesting trends emerged. There were a number of child protection misconduct allegations 
during that period; there is no doubt that they are significantly on the increase. 

My concern is that if we do not adequately resource the Department of Education or any other department across 
the state—not just the minister’s own department—there will be increased risks because there will not be enough 
people to ensure that the proper standards are applied. It is concerning that in 2010–11 there were 141 child 
protection misconduct allegations under the central management of the Department of Education, and by 2012–
13 this had gone up to 175. That is a substantial increase of 34. I understand that all these child protection 
matters are referred to the Corruption and Crime Commission. Under local management, with central oversight, 
there were 239 child protection misconduct allegations in 2010–11, which increased to 296 in 2012–13. If we 
compare those figures with those in 2011–12, we see that the increase would have been 67, because in 2011–12 
there were 229 allegations and by 2013 there were 296 allegations. Once again, they were all referred to the 
CCC. 

I say to the Minister for Education, a renowned Facebook fan, that child protection matters are on the march 
upwards. In reply to a question I asked of the minister, he advised me that all these cases are referred to the CCC. 
On behalf of the mums and dads out there, I would like to know what happens — 

Hon Liz Behjat: And the grandmothers. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Everyone. On behalf of the public of Western Australia, I would like to know 
what happens after these referrals are made to the CCC. 

Hon Peter Collier: Wasn’t there a CCC investigation into this very incident when you were — 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There was, Mr Facebook—16-year-olds! We need another investigation 
because these figures are very, very damning. 

Hon Peter Collier: You didn’t know what was going on in your department. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister seems to know what is going on in his department so perhaps he 
would like to share some information with us. 

Hon Peter Collier: You had no idea, did you? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am not surprised that the minister has got himself all heated up. There is an 
old saying that a fish rots from the head. 

Hon Peter Collier: You’re an insult to this place. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Clearly, something has upset the Leader of the House. I do not know what it is 
but clearly he is very upset that the number of child protection misconduct allegations that are centrally managed 
in his department has marched upwards since 2010–11 and increased considerably in 2012–13. The ones that are 
locally managed with central oversight marched up even more. I understand that these matters have all been 
referred to the CCC. As a Parliament we need to know, in the interests of protecting children, what has happened 
with all these referrals of child protection matters to the CCC. That is a very fair question to ask. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not know what has got those opposite excited but clearly something has got 
them excited. 

Table 19 of the Department of Education’s annual report for 2012–13 shows the number of misconduct 
allegations received by most common category from the 2010–11 financial year to 2012–13. There has been a 
considerable increase in inappropriate behaviour, which is under central management. It has gone up from 79 
complaints of inappropriate behaviour to 108, which is an increase of 29, in 2012–13. Likewise, if we look at 
inappropriate behaviour under local management with central oversight in the Department of Education, we see 
that it went up from 98 cases in 2010–11 to 148 in 2012–13. Basically, we cannot send our children to school 
and ensure that they are protected. 

The minister might want to explain the increases. I do not know why he is shaking his head. He is probably on 
Facebook again, doing what he should not be doing. 

Hon Peter Collier: I beg your pardon? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The minister is doing what he should not be doing; he should not be on 
Facebook. 

Hon Peter Collier: I am not on Facebook. What are you talking about? You’re obsessed. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order, members! I remind Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
that she is speaking to this motion. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There is no doubt that this government is not making a good fist of this 
portfolio. The government has not made a good fist of any portfolio. There is a clear shortage of funding. That is 
showing through everywhere. Money has been squandered. Ministers have been forced into a position of trying 
to do more with less and they think that if they say it often enough, people will believe that everything is okay. 
The simple fact is that it is not okay and there is a severe shortage of services right across the board, in 
particular, services that have historically been in place to protect children and ensure that families are kept safe 
and have a future. Clearly, that is not happening. 

Before I finish, I want to put on the public record that there have been a number of reports about the lack of 
funding being so bad in the Department for Child Protection and the workers in that area being so under-
resourced that many caseworkers have had to take children home and look after them themselves.  

Hon Helen Morton: Two years old—two! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They might be two years old but it does not mean that it is not still happening. 

I want to refer to a story in the Herald Sun headed “Cuts to child protection put kids in danger”, which states — 

Thousands of WA children living in dangerous homes and in need of protection are at risk because of 
cuts to the Department of Child Protection … 

Emails from senior DCP bureaucrats leaked to The Sunday Times reveal the department is over budget 
and taking children into care despite not having the money or resources to look after them. 

Options being looked at to make savings include sacking staff, — 

The minister says that she is not going to be sacking staff. We have a bill before Parliament to say that she is 
going to be sacking staff — 

banning overtime, cutting benefits for children, such as private schooling, and reducing payments to 
families for things like groceries. 

Is the minister saying that she has not made any of these cuts? That is not what the budget papers show. The 
budget papers show that she has made cuts.  

I want to comment on another story—the minister will like this because it is by Carmelo Amalfi—about 
protection workers being at breaking point, because we know it to be true. It states — 

Under-resourced and overworked—Fremantle’s child protection workers are burnt out say union 
organisers. 

At the start of February, the WA child protection department had 6202 cases on its books with 459 
handled by Fremantle staff. 

Unions say every staff member is working on 15 cases at once—the maximum number allowed. 

In WA 111 case workers deal with more than the preferred number of cases. At least 11 staff in the 
Fremantle office exceed that limit. 

Branch assistant secretary Rikki Hendon says child protection workers are struggling following a 
Barnett government decision to cap the number of new staff, — 

Is the minister saying that is not going to change, that there will be no further capping of staff? I do not know, 
but I do not think that is right. 

Hon Helen Morton: It’s two years old. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not really care. At the end of the day, none of this has changed. The story 
continues — 

despite the number of children needing support rising. 

Several workers approached to comment declined to be quoted, in fear for their jobs. “Our members are 
constantly telling us they are not able to do the job to the best of their ability because of the high 
number of cases they have,” Ms Hendon says. 

Workers were asked this week to document their workload in a survey as part of Workload Action 
Week. 

The minister might say that is two weeks old — 

Hon Helen Morton: Two years old. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: All right, two years old. However, we know that there was one fiscal action 
plan, which was about finding savings all over the place, and that was not enough. The government therefore 
introduced fiscal plan 2. Fiscal plan 2 harvests the savings from fiscal plan 1. Fiscal plan 2 is about more 
savings. This situation is not going to get any better for giving the minister the ability to provide resources to 
those areas of need such as child protection, family services or, indeed, mental health services, and any other 
area for which the government has responsibility. Fiscal action plans mark 1 and mark 2 are going to ensure that 
the government harvests as much savings as it can, and it will do it. It will do it by cutting full-time equivalent 
staff. It will do it by introducing a ceiling cap. It will do it by making sure that it puts all its strategies into place, 
such as the consumer price index cap on salaries expenditure and meeting leave liability targets. The government 
will achieve its savings. Every dollar saved is a dollar less spent on the client. It is a dollar less spent in the 
community to protect children, to support families or to put into education or health services. Does the minister 
really have an understanding of economics? This is what the minister is telling me because she has that look on 
her face! She is telling me that she has fiscal action plans mark 1 and 2 here, yet will have growth over there. 

Hon Helen Morton: So you don’t believe the growth? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is the minister’s understanding of economics. The only thing I am 
understanding from the minister is that she has no idea about what is going on. She has absolutely no 
understanding of economics at all and thinks she can have it both ways. It is not going to work like that. Every 
dollar the minister saves is a dollar she is not going to spend where it should be spent in those areas of need. 

HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [3.25 pm]: I rise to speak on this motion today. Like 
the minister who spoke both at the end of last week’s session and earlier today, I would have liked to be in a 
position to support this motion, because at its heart the motion deals with the most vulnerable people in our 
society—families at breaking point and children at risk of neglect or even harm, and sometimes extreme harm. 
Unfortunately, the motion as it is presented to the house is a missed opportunity to discuss this very important 
area; to focus on where we have come to as a society to provide child protection and family support services; and 
perhaps to focus on where we should go in the future to make things even better than we do today so that we can 
protect vulnerable people, vulnerable children and vulnerable families. Unfortunately, as I say, it is a missed 
opportunity because, instead of doing something like that, this motion condemns the government for trying its 
best, for increasing funding and focus in this area, and for trying to address very important issues of massive 
social disadvantage and social dislocation. 

I will not repeat all the information that the Minister for Child Protection put on the record last week and today 
on what this government has done, because that information stands for itself. When members read the minister’s 
contribution, as fair-minded citizens of Western Australia, they will realise that the word “condemns” in this 
motion should probably be changed—perhaps not to offer congratulations, because looking after the most 
vulnerable members of society is not something we should crow about. 

Hon Sally Talbot interjected. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I sat and listened in relative silence to Hon Sally Talbot, who is an expert at 
not accepting interjections, so I suggest that she give me a chance to say what I have to say in response to this 
motion. 

Hon Sally Talbot interjected. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: As I was saying, congratulating any government or society for looking after its 
most vulnerable is probably not what we should do. However, we should at least acknowledge the good efforts—
the great efforts—of the Barnett government to increase funding and to target it at the most vulnerable and most 
needy in our society. 

As the minister pointed out, since 2008–09 there has been a 73 per cent increase in funding to the Department for 
Child Protection and Family Support. This motion seems to throw that fact out of the window and pretend it did 
not exist. Just in last year’s budget for 2013–14 there was an increase in funding of $98.1 million for this area 
over the five years of the forward estimates. As the minister pointed out in her contribution, during the term of 
the Liberal–National government the overall number of staff in the department has increased by 7.6 per cent. 
That is not a cut in staff, but an increase in staff. As the minister also pointed out, 117 new positions have been 
created for case workers. That is an 18.6 per cent increase in the number of case workers. This motion purports 
to talk about front-line services; case workers are the commencement of the front-line in providing services for 
child protection and family support. This place and the community generally should say a very big thankyou to 
the government, to this minister, Hon Helen Morton, and to the previous minister who served in the first term of 
the government, Hon Robyn McSweeney, for their great efforts in not only securing increased funding but also 
ensuring that that funding is targeted to get to the front line and to increase services for those most in need.  
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In my role as Deputy Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, I turned my mind 
to this area last year at our budget estimates hearings. From the information that I and other members at those 
hearings gained, it appears as though across our state about 4 000 children are in the care of the chief executive 
of the department. The number varies from day to day, but 4 000 is a fair approximate figure. The state 
government of Western Australia is acting as parent of last resort for 4 000 children, not parent of first resort. 
Everything else has failed; they are unable to receive support from their own parents, their extended family or 
community network, and it is left up to the state to pick up the pieces. I know everyone in this place, irrespective 
of political persuasion or personal thoughts, understands that these vulnerable children need to be protected and 
we need to commit good funds to them. It came out of those estimates hearings that to provide care to each of 
those 4 000 children in the care of the state cost the taxpayers of Western Australia $190 a day. There are various 
levels of care, so that is an average figure spread across those people. It costs the state $70 000 a child a year to 
provide care as parent of last resort. That is an extraordinary figure. If we think about what a parent in the 
community could do with $70 000 a year for a child, we realise that they could, for argument’s sake, if they so 
wished, send their child to the most expensive boarding school in this state, pay for both tuition and board and 
have money left over. Not for one minute am I suggesting that that is an appropriate alternative for these 
children, but I am using it as a cost comparison to indicate exactly how much not only this government but 
consecutive governments of all persuasions have put in to this critically important area to provide the care that 
those vulnerable and neglected children deserve and we as a community should offer them.  

The state is not a parent; the state has to bring together massive teams and apply resources through people who 
work eight-hour days. Government workers do not care for the child 24 hours a day and that is why it is such an 
expensive process. Nobody in this state begrudges that money being spent and nor should anyone. However, 
when we contribute funds to child protection, how often do we consider how to stem the flow of cases into the 
child protection network? How often do we sit back and contemplate how we can do things better and how we 
can empower the second limb of this department, the family support limb, to ensure that there is more family 
support and less need for child protection? In this debate we could have taken the opportunity to discuss that 
issue. However, the mover of the motion in the opposition chose not to do that. They chose to throw brickbats at 
one side of the house in an area within which I do not think there is great division. We might all have our 
political differences and our ideological positions, but I think that when we debate the protection of the most 
vulnerable in our society, we should park those ideological differences at the door and sit down and come up 
with some solutions that, hopefully, could prevent children from entering the system, not because they fall 
through the cracks but because they do not need to enter that system.  

As I have said often in this place, I do not profess to have magic formulas for solutions in this area. However, 
unless we talk openly about how to stem the causation of the problem, we will never solve it; we will continue to 
apply more and more funds to this area as the population increases because I assume that if we do not do 
anything about it, the percentage of neglected children will stay roughly the same or grow rather than diminish. 
We have to actively take steps to reduce the proportion of neglected children. In a perfect world the amount of 
funds that would need to be spent on child protection would be zero because those children would not need a 
parent of last resort; they would receive the care and the support they need and deserve from their parents. I do 
not condemn those parents who are unable to offer that support. There might be a very, very small minority of 
people who do not care and who wilfully neglect their children, but that is a very, very small percentage. Again, 
in a perfect world I would like to think that that figure is zero. Across all political and social divides in our 
community, we know that neglect and abuse of children comes from people who, despite their best intentions, 
are unable to provide that support. It could be because of physical illness, mental illness or drug or alcohol 
addiction. It could be because of temporary issues or more permanent issues. It may well be because they are 
simply overwhelmed by childbirth and childrearing and they have gone into a spiral of depression, often known 
as post-natal depression, out of which they are simply unable to come. What do we do as a society to provide 
support for those individuals and families in those positions? Do we do it well enough? I argue that despite our 
best intentions, despite all the funds we spend, we do not do it well enough. That is possibly because a lot of the 
services involved in this area either do not always talk to each other and sometimes work in isolation from each 
other all, despite having the best intentions. It starts with the maternal and child services networks, the family 
support and child protection teams and mental health services, while at the other end of the equation is the 
criminal justice system—the police and the courts. 

We all noted the comments that the Commissioner of Police made recently about where he sees his services 
interacting with this area of family support, child neglect and child protection. He sees it from his own unique 
perspective because his members on the beat report to him; they also face the consequences of it. Maybe what he 
suggested was a partial solution, maybe it was a total solution or maybe it was no solution, but rather than 
condemn him for it, why do we not engage him in a debate and bring him in? Why do we not consider how we 
can broaden case management from inception rather than pointing the finger and saying that there are not enough 
FTEs in this particular area or there are not enough FTEs in that particular area? Why do we not look at the 
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models and solutions that might work to provide family support to vulnerable and struggling families before 
things escalate? That support may include basic maternal and child information, broader parenting skills 
programs or treatment for physical infirmities, mental health issues, drug addiction or alcohol addiction. That is 
what we should be looking at. Is that model the best model we can have or can we do better? Can we bring all 
the services together, including corrective services and police services, so that we can all work together? Perhaps 
we should look at having less involvement from St Georges Terrace bureaucrats and even more involvement 
from communities. I know that many communities are screaming out to be empowered to deal with this problem. 
I am not an expert on it, not by a long shot. Aboriginal communities are screaming out to be empowered to deal 
with this problem locally in their communities. Linguistically and ethnically diverse communities are also calling 
out to be empowered. Average community members would like to be involved but just do not know where to 
start. That is what we should be talking about. 

In the limited time available to me today, I also want to put on record one other thing that we should be doing. I 
think I am going to offend the majority of people in this place, because males are still a majority in this place but 
are a slight minority in the population of Australia. One of the things that we do not talk enough about in the area 
of child protection is calling on the males in our community to, pardon the pun, man up and take some more 
responsibility. There is not a lot politically that I agree with the President of the United States of America, 
Barack Obama, about, but in recent months he has engaged in a conversation, targeted at the whole of his 
community but specifically at the African–American and Hispanic communities, in which he called on the men, 
the fathers—the young, the middle-aged and the older fathers—to pick up the slack and help their women. I 
wholeheartedly agree with him. I notice that in his quest to do that, he brought on board someone who had been 
considered to be a political adversary of his, Bill O’Reilly, a well-known American conservative political 
commentator. I commend him for that. That is the true heart of bipartisanship aimed at providing a positive role 
model for young men to man up. I do not think we talk about it enough. I think that women and mothers, be they 
single mothers or partnered mothers or women who take on foster care roles, do an amazing job in providing 
protection for not only their own families, but also vulnerable children across the whole community. Too often 
men—often young men—get a free pass to walk away from their responsibilities. We could have used this 
motion to talk about that. I am saddened that we did not. I am pleased in a way that I got the limited opportunity 
to raise it today. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It’s not preselection time. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: No, it is not. This is not political, but, unfortunately, that is the epitome of the 
black heart that was at the centre of bringing the motion to this place. Instead of coming in with clean hands to 
discuss — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Peter Katsambanis has the call. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I thank Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich for highlighting the division between those who 
want to address the issue and those who want to play politics with the issue. It is too important for politics. I 
truly believe that protecting the most vulnerable people in our society unites us, and it should unite us in this 
place. This is not about scoring points; this is about saying that this government and all other governments that 
have come before it have done a good job—maybe not a perfect job, because government, as a parent, is not 
perfect. Remember, it is a parent of last resort. We have done a good job. We have increased funding, but we 
need to do more. We need to do far more than just look at funding; we need to look at what to do with that 
funding. As I have said, we also need to say to the men in society, “Pick up your game, do some of the heavy 
lifting and don’t pretend this is women’s work when it’s not.”  

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Deputy President (Hon Brian Ellis) casting his vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 19 March 2014] 

 p1453c-1467a 
Hon Helen Morton; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Liz Behjat; President; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Peter Katsambanis 

 [16] 

Ayes (11) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Darren West 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sally Talbot Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 
(Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  

Noes (20) 
Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Jim Chown Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Rick Mazza 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Robyn McSweeney 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Donna Faragher Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Mark Lewis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 

            

Pairs 
 Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Nick Goiran 
 Hon Adele Farina Hon Simon O'Brien 
Question thus negatived. 
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