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DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT - ROYAL COMMISSION 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mrs D.J. Guise):  Today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Leader of the Opposition addressed to the Speaker seeking to debate as a matter of public interest the following 
motion - 

That this house demands the Premier to immediately establish a royal commission to inquire into and 
report on the Department for Community Development. 

This matter appears to me to be in order.  If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  The matter shall proceed on the usual basis. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Leader of the Opposition) [3.15 pm]:  I move - 

That this house demands the Premier to immediately establish a royal commission to inquire into and 
report on the Department for Community Development. 

The most important responsibility of this state is to protect our children.  In recent times the government has 
made a number of announcements.  It has sought to deflect attention away from the tabling of reports on child 
abuse in this state.  In the last two years 10 reports on these issues have been released.  The matter of child 
deaths in this state is almost sickening.  Reading some of these reports makes one sick in the stomach.  I want to 
highlight today two separate issues that really go to the fundamental core of this issue and the ability of the 
Department for Community Development to respond to these issues.   

In July 2003 we saw two babies die in tragic circumstances.  One was baby Wade Scale and the other was 
Jessicarose Garvey.  They were both in high-risk situations and they were both known to the Department for 
Community Development.  Both tragedies could have been averted if the department had intervened earlier.  
From 1 July 2003 to 30 June 2004, 80 coroner notifications were received by the department.  Of these, 42 had 
some form of contact with DCD.  In the meantime we must ask: what happened to the other 40 children, and 
how many of these children were high risk?  From the Child Death Review Committee 2004-05 we know there 
were three reports - for 2002-03, 2003-04 and 2005-06.  In 2004-05, 96 coroner notifications were received by 
DCD and, of those, 52 had some form of contact with the department.  Of these, 60 per cent were infants less 
than 12 months of age and 80 per cent were children less than five years of age, and half of those babies were 
Aboriginal.  The causes of death of these children - these high-risk children - were unlawful homicide, 
asphyxiation - 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  How many unlawful homicides? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  There were quite a number of those.   

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  How many? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I do not have the figures right here.  Does the Premier want me to check?  Maybe he can 
tell me.  I will go back.   

The causes of death of these high-risk children were unlawful homicide, asphyxiation, sudden infant death 
syndrome, drowning, sudden unexplained death and motor vehicle accidents.  The 2005-06 figures have been 
released.  They show that 55 children who have died had some form of contact with the department.  The total 
number of children who have been known to this department is now the astonishing number of 214 deaths on 
this government’s watch. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Is the Leader of the Opposition blaming the department for those deaths? 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I am saying that there is enough evidence in what I am about to give to members to cause 
the Premier to call a royal commission.  The government can have all the reports it likes, and can throw as much 
money at the problem as it likes, but the issue is the culture of the department, the structure of the department 
and the changes that need to be made to that department.  The 2004-05 Child Death Review Committee reported 
that the common social and environmental factors for all of those cases were the following: 75 per cent came 
from family violence or had parents with a history of violent behaviour; 80 per cent had parent incapacities and 
issues concerning the care and safety of the children in the family; 75 per cent had a history of substance or drug 
misuse; 55 per cent had a history of transientness or homelessness; and 35 per cent had parental mental health 
issues.  These were clearly high-risk children who should have been more closely monitored by the department.   
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I will quote the case of Jessicarose Garvey.  She died on 4 July and Wade Scale died on 30 July 2003.  I am 
reticent to go down this line, but it is important that I do so, and the Premier has already acknowledged that if we 
get one thing out of Wade Scale’s death, it is some kind of change to the department.  I acknowledge and accept 
that, but I think we need to go a step further than what the Premier is saying.  Ten letters were sent to the 
department pleading that it do something about Wade.  Some of the letters went to the current Minister for 
Indigenous Affairs, who was then the Minister for Community Development.  These letters talked about the 
father of the baby, who had also inflicted horrific injuries on three other children.  Coroner Alastair Hope found 
that the level of support and monitoring by the DCD had failed to protect Wade, given the parents’ history of 
violence and drugs.  The Department for Community Development already had the evidence it needed but the 
department failed to heed those concerns.  Wade Scale’s grandmother wrote to the department on 17 September 
2002, bearing in mind that the child died in 2003.  The letter was written 10 months prior to his death.  The then 
Premier, Geoff Gallop, wrote a letter on 30 November, eight months prior to Wade Scale’s death.  The member 
for Rockingham wrote to the grandmother on 17 December saying that he had been advised that both children 
were extremely closely monitored by the DCD.  The member passed on the grandmother’s sincere concerns 
about the children’s welfare, and the department had informed the member for Rockingham that the types of 
management practices in place were very secure and intensive. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I wrote to her also. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The member for Hillarys also wrote a letter. 

We now have had 214 deaths to date.  The case of Jessicarose Garvey shows that she was an extremely high-risk 
child.  Little Jessicarose was four months old when she died of horrific injuries.  The pathologist’s examination 
revealed an extensive catalogue of injuries at various stages of healing.  Those injuries included a broken arm 
where the bone had snapped in two; collarbone injuries; broken ribs; fractures to her hip, knees and ankles; and 
numerous bruises.  Those injuries did not cause her death; it was the haemorrhaging to the brain that finally 
killed that child.  Visits by the welfare officers were said to have found no sign of abuse.  The authorities lost 
contact with the mother and the baby just prior to the baby’s death.  The really sad part of this tragedy is that the 
mother of Jessicarose was known to the department for almost a decade.  Her baby was a high-risk baby and the 
mother had all the signs of needing help.  What help was given?  Absolutely nothing.  She was virtually 
homeless.  She had been kicked out of Homeswest accommodation and as a result had lived in four or five 
houses in the space of a few months.  The child’s mother lived with dubious characters including drug addicts 
and drug dealers, and she led a chaotic lifestyle. 

The department received three complaints just one month before Jessicarose died.  The department has told 
journalists that the failings were largely blamed on poor record keeping.  Surely alarm bells must have been 
ringing that this mother was high risk.  Garvey was not a drug user or a drinker and she had no criminal record; 
she just needed help from somewhere, and DCD neglected to do that once again.  The system in Western 
Australia had become so bad that it could not even afford to be adequately staffed or resourced.  The Child Death 
Review Committee and the DCD reported on the Garvey case.  An independent report highlighted that the 
assessment was inadequate.  A woman from the DCD was reported to have said that the department needed to 
look at its training and assessment procedures, at its support and supervision staff and other things that affect the 
department.  She said also that the staff just keep working day to day. 

The only way to fix this problem is to have a proper and open inquiry and to make available all the information 
to ensure that the department is restructured and that its culture is changed.  Also, its director general must be 
removed.  So far the government has 332 front-line protection workers at any given time, and some 2 000 or 
more children are in state care.  The government’s announcement that it would boost the department’s budget by 
$140 million has produced only an extra 16.5 caseworkers.  The question must be asked: where did the rest of 
the money go?  The latest announcement by the Premier to fend off a royal commission is a $50 million package 
to provide an additional 87 caseworkers.  Questions must be asked about the training of the caseworkers and 
their supervisors.  I believe that the government is trying to fend off the indefensible.  All these things must 
happen.  More resources must be given to the department and it must have more trained officers.  However, there 
also must be a full inquiry into the structure of the department.  I understand that there will be a protest at 
Parliament House on Thursday and that 900 pairs of shoes will be placed at the front of the house to represent 
the children who have not been attended to by the department. 

I will go through the 10 reports on the Department for Community Development.  Reports were conducted by 
the Child Death Review Committee.  A report was produced in 2001 on family and children’s services 
accommodation and hostels; the “Report on the Quality Assurance of the Department for Community 
Development’s Systems and Processes for Children in Care” was conducted in December 2004; the report by 
Gwenn Murray titled “A Duty of Care to Children and Young People in Western Australia” was produced in 
2005, and was released just before the establishment of the Select Committee on the Adequacy of Foster Care 
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Assessment Procedures by the Department for Community Development.  Three child death review committees 
were held between 2002 and 2005.  The Auditor General also produced a report.  This shows that the department 
has been in crisis for a number of years.  The government and the Premier intend to conduct yet another review - 
a public sector management review - into the department.  The reports so far show that 124 children have alleged 
they were abused while in care from January 2003 to June 2004.  To date, I believe some 350 children have 
alleged they were the victims of some form of abuse while they were in care.  From 1 April 2004 to September 
2005 it has been found that 59 children who were in state-assessed foster care have been abused while in care. 

Gwenn Murray stated in her report that in the majority of cases, the review found that the practices were 
sufficient but they were not best practice.  Is it sufficient that these children get abused in their own homes and 
are then re-abused when they are placed in so-called safe care?  Aboriginal children were re-abused in 36 per 
cent of the cases that were reviewed.  The Auditor General’s report of 2005 was yet another damning report into 
child health services.  It shows that 43 per cent of investigations into child maltreatment allegations took 
between 91 and 231 days to resolve.  It shows also that 31 per cent of the new centres were not checked within 
six months of their commencement.  On 11 May 2006, the Child Death Review Committee released its horrific 
findings.  The number of children investigated who had had some kind of contact with the DCD has increased to 
214 to date.  The Select Committee on the Adequacy of Foster Care Assessment Procedures by the Department 
for Community Development was undertaken and was chaired by Hon Robyn McSweeney.  The committee 
found that 42 children were abused while in state care in a 17-month period.  It was subsequently found that the 
number of children abused in this period was 59.  The committee’s report was tabled in Parliament on 24 August 
2006.  The Ombudsman also reported on similar allegations.   

The list goes on and on.  A litany of events has occurred over the past five or six years at least, and probably 
beyond that.  That means that the department is not only under-resourced, but also is incapable of addressing the 
issues facing the children who have been referred to the department’s care.  The children we are talking about 
have been identified by the coroner.  They are not children who are still alive; they have all died in the care of 
somebody.  In most cases, the Department for Community Development had contact with those children.  There 
is no doubt that the government can throw as much money as it likes at the department but unless the structure 
and culture of the organisation is changed, we will continue to have these types of horrific outcomes in the 
future.   

The whole of Western Australia is looking at the Premier at this moment.  This issue is probably the most 
important issue that has faced Parliament for at least the past decade.  The deaths of these children are 
unacceptable.  The Premier knows in his heart of hearts that the Department for Community Development will 
not be fixed unless a full and open inquiry is conducted.  All the money the government is spending is 
commendable, and changes must take place while the inquiry is conducted.  However, the only way to get to the 
bottom of this matter is to call a royal commission with appropriate terms of reference.  The government will get 
our support if it does that.  Obviously, the areas of neglect and illegal conduct must be identified.  The royal 
commission must be able to make recommendations for the restructuring of the department.  It may mean that 
the department is restructured in a number of ways.  It will require sections to be established for child protection, 
juvenile justice and children and families.  They are just some of the changes that come to my mind.  I am not 
expert enough in this area to know what an inquiry would recommend.  It would give the Parliament the 
opportunity to pick the best people with the most knowledge to look at the Department for Community 
Development and come up with recommendations that will work for the benefit of young children and families 
in Western Australia.  If we do not do that, we will get another stack of these reports over the next two or three 
years.  There will be another report of the Functional Review Committee, and the only powers that committee 
has are those in the Public Sector Management Act.  We know that the committee cannot draw on all the 
evidence that a royal commission can draw on, and it will go only part of the way to solving this problem.  I urge 
the Premier to agree to the suggestion made by members on this side of the house to show bipartisan support for 
a royal commission into child deaths in Western Australia and to restructure the department.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.30 pm]:  Two hundred and fourteen children have died, yet there are only 
eight Labor Party members in the chamber to listen to this very important debate.  They should be ashamed of 
themselves.  The Premier’s government had a royal commission into finance brokers because it suited the 
government politically.  It had a royal commission into the police because it suited the government politically.  
However, 214 children who were known to the Department for Community Development have died on the 
Premier’s watch in government, yet he will not have a royal commission.  The Premier will have a royal 
commission.  The opposition will take him kicking and screaming to a royal commission because he must call 
one. 
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It makes me sick when the current Premier espouses the fact that it was his government, under the previous 
Premier, that closed the Swan Valley Nyungah Community camp.  However, the government did not tell us that 
DCD workers did not visit the camp once in the 12 months before it was closed. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Neither did the Minister for Indigenous Affairs. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Exactly.  It took the tragic death of Susan Taylor to stir the government into action. 

Mr A.J. Carpenter:  Sorry? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, it did.  That is why we had the Gordon inquiry.  The ideology of members on the 
other side of the house is so damaging to children in this state that it is absolutely frightening.  I am talking not 
just about the children who have died on the Premier’s watch; I am talking about children who are being 
physically and sexually abused and neglected.  It is the Premier’s ideology that is causing those children terrible 
and tragic traumas. 

I had serious cause for concern about Aboriginal children, particularly those in the north of the state, when the 
government enshrined in law its ideology of the Aboriginal child placement principle.  That is why the 
government is ignoring the pleas of Aboriginal elders in the north west, who have serious concerns about the 
children.  They want the government to remove those children from abusive and harmful situations and put them 
into a boarding school where they can be protected.  However, the Premier will not do that because he is 
frightened that someone will say that it will lead to another stolen generation.  His ideology is costing lives.  The 
previous Minister for Community Development should hang her head in shame.  She was responsible for the 
enactment of the Children and Community Services Act.  When I was shadow Minister for Community 
Development, the then minister said that all the provisions in the legislation were in the best interests of the 
child; the best interests of the child were of paramount importance.  What absolute rubbish!  The then minister 
did not mean what she said, because in that act she enshrined the Aboriginal child placement principle, which 
puts Aboriginal children at risk.  The government is not prepared to remove Aboriginal children at risk from 
disruptive and dysfunctional families.  The government believes that they must be placed with any Aboriginal 
family, and it does not matter how far along the family trail that family is.  At the end of the day these children 
can be placed with any other Aboriginal, and not necessarily with anyone in their own community.  That is the 
ideology of the government.  Government members should have a long, hard look at themselves and dig deep 
into their hearts and think about what their ideology is doing to children in this state. 

I guarantee that the Premier will have a royal commission.  If the opposition keeps shouting long enough and the 
media keep picking up on the issue -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Yes, they’re really interested! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  They are watching their screens; do not worry.  I guarantee that there will be something 
in the newspaper tomorrow.  The government should not think it will get away with not holding a royal 
commission.  We will keep this fight going because we care about these children.  I would have thought that the 
Premier cared about them as well.  He has children of his own.  Does he not care enough about these children to 
do something?  He should be ashamed of the disgraceful mind-set within DCD.  When I was shadow minister, an 
e-mail was leaked to me from one of the child welfare workers at DCD.  It is etched in my brain.  It was a 
message to another worker and it stated, “All we can do is watch the bodies float down the river and we try to 
pull the odd one out.”  I have referred to that e-mail in a speech I have made previously, but the government took 
no notice of it.  Staff at DCD are not prepared to stay with the department because of its inept mind-set.  The 
workers must be politically correct and they must have the ideology of the Labor Party.  The Premier can laugh 
and smile, but children are dying and are being neglected and abused because he will not remove them from a 
dangerous situation and place them in an environment in which they can be safe, get a good education and 
cannot abuse solvents.  They need to be removed from their parents and other family members who abuse them 
physically and sexually.  The Premier has to live with that.  I do not want to live with that.  That is why I am 
happy to support the opposition’s motion for a royal commission. 

There is one other area that I want to touch on because it is important.  The Premier has told the public that the 
government will throw all this money at the department, but that is just an announcement.  I have heard it all 
before.  The Premier will make another announcement in a few months that the same amount of money will be 
thrown at the department.  It is Tony Blair’s trick, and look at what has happened to him.  The Premier needs to 
be careful.  It happened to the previous Premier.  His popularity was wearing thin, and the same thing will 
happen to the current Premier.  He cannot keep announcing that the same amount of money will be used for 
different exercises.  It is all spin and fluff and bubble. 

If the Premier were serious about the welfare of the children in this state, the government would not have closed 
down all the parenting information centres.  Parents have nowhere to go when they need help.  When the Liberal 
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Party was in government, information centres were opened in shopping centres so that parents could visit them 
frequently.  The information centres had shopfronts in the shopping centres so that parents would not be 
embarrassed to go there.  The government abolished those centres.  Parents have nowhere to go now.  They have 
no faith in DCD.  I have a thick pile of files on DCD from when I was shadow minister.  Sometimes I go through 
them and it almost brings a tear to my eye.  There are some tragic cases.  I remember one case of a grandmother 
living in the south west of the state who was looking after her granddaughter.  She had no money and her 
daughter was a drug addict.  The grandmother wrote to and phoned DCD pleading with the department to let her 
have some money.  The daughter was getting money from Centrelink because, technically, she was the 
responsible parent.  The grandmother contacted DCD and pleaded with the department not to give her daughter 
money because she would just shoot it up her arm.  She asked the staff to visit her and see her granddaughter and 
said that she needed funding to look after her granddaughter.  A worker from DCD visited the grandmother at 
the same time as the daughter was there.  What did the DCD worker do?  She gave the money to the daughter, 
not the grandmother who was looking after the child.  What did the daughter do?  She took the money, left her 
daughter with the grandmother and shot the money up her arm.  These are the sorts of things that are going on 
while the Premier is on watch and while his government is in power. 

I promise the Premier that he will have a royal commission at some stage.  He can run but he cannot hide.  One 
day in the next year he will announce a royal commission.  I guarantee it.  Until he does, he should hang his head 
in shame, and so should the current and previous Ministers for Community Development.  The entire 
government should hang its head in shame because it has neglected the safety and the lives of children in 
Western Australia. 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [3.40 pm]:  The Premier once said during an Address-in-Reply debate in this 
Parliament - 

Royal commissions play valuable roles, and whether prosecutions flow from them is neither here nor 
there.  The public has a right to know that when there are misdemeanours inside government, there will 
be a thorough and competent investigation into those misdemeanours.   

He has changed his story now.  I will tell the Premier why throwing money at this problem will not work.  It will 
not work because Labor governments in other states have tried the same stunt.  They tried the same stunt in 
Queensland and South Australia.  I want to read, if I may, from the Queensland Courier Mail of February 2004, 
just after an inquiry by the Crime and Misconduct Commission.  I wonder if the Premier might listen to this 
because it is about children and it is important.  The Beattie government had the Crime and Misconduct 
Commission undertake an independent investigation of abuse of children in foster care.  The terms of the inquiry 
were broadened, but this is what the Courier Mail had to say after the election of the Beattie government in 
2004 - 

Beattie has spent five years ignoring warnings about foster care. 
After they finish celebrating what looks like certain electoral victory on Saturday night, Labor MPs 
should go home and kiss their children. 
Then they should thank their lucky stars that their kids are not wards of the state. 
Amid the celebrations of dizzy self-congratulation they should look back at the past three years in 
government and hang their heads in shame . . .  
. . .  
Children unfortunate enough to enter the foster system have found themselves abused by untrained 
foster parents.  Even worse, the Families Department knew all about it and was so poorly resourced that 
it had to ignore the truth.  In 2004, a society that cannot protect its most vulnerable citizens is not 
civilised. 

That applies now in 2006.  We have had debates on this issue in this Parliament over the years since I have been 
a member and, as previous speakers have rightly said, this issue is all about ideology.  It is ideologically and 
politically driven because this government has reunification as a priority instead of making decisions in the best 
interests of the child.  I will refer quickly to some examples of that.  Since taking government in 2001, this 
government has found the money for the precious royal commissions that the Premier said played valuable roles, 
yet this Premier says that the government cannot find the money for a royal commission that could prevent 
babies dying or being raped, beaten, neglected and terrified.  The government says it cannot find the money 
because it would be diverting it from other valuable areas.  What is more valuable?  The Labor government in 
South Australia had the guts and the determination to commission a report, independent of its department and the 
government, into the best interests of children.  The report said that there should be a transformational change.  
In this state there should be a transformational and systemic change to the Department for Community 
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Development.  The Premier’s attitude to how he will deal with this problem stands in stark contrast to his former 
attitude and ideology.  Since the Gordon inquiry, the Queensland government and the South Australian 
government have had the courage to have independent investigations.  The child protection system in those states 
failed to deliver the support and services that are required for children at risk of abuse.  They put their money 
where their mouth is; they had an independent investigation.  The resulting reports recommended a new start.  
One of the recommendations at page 340 of the 2004 Queensland government report “Protecting Children: an 
inquiry of abuse of children in foster care” was - 

That child-centred casework and the provision of parental support be vested, as far as is possible, in 
different staff members. 

The responsibility for reunification, looking after the parents and looking after the best interests of the child 
cannot be put on one caseworker.  The report also stated - 

There is a potential conflict between a function that involves decision making in the best interests of the 
child and the provision of support to vulnerable parents.  

Robin Layton, QC, issued a report in March 2003 titled “Our Best Investment - A State Plan to Protect and 
Advance the Interests of Children”.  This government has no such plan.  Its plan is simply to throw more money 
at the problem.  I ask myself, Madam Deputy Speaker, where are the women from your side of the house who 
should speak on this issue.  Do they stand up in caucus?  We have the child card and new legislation.  New 
members should know that the bill that this government has introduced and crows about was based on old 1987 
drafting provisions that never made it to cabinet for a previous Liberal government.  The former Minister for 
Community Development in this government did not have the gumption, the energy, the drive or the vision to 
enact her own legislation.  She raised the threshold for the abuse of children.  It does not matter under the 
legislation whether a child is sexually abused as long as the child is not significantly harmed - only then will the 
child be removed from the parents.  There should be a royal commission. 
DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [3.46 pm]:  I support the royal commission, as I have said publicly and in 
this house before.  I comment on two themes that have emerged from the government in the past couple of 
weeks.  The first is yesterday’s announcement of $50 million and the notion that parents must take responsibility.  
I comment on both of those aspects briefly.  The $50 million that was announced yesterday is a very welcome 
addition to resources for the Department for Community Development, but it is only a short-term bandaid.  As 
such, it will help but it will not fix the fundamental problems in the department.  It will help with on-the-ground 
support for families but it is not enough.  It will not change the culture in the department.  It will be a short-term 
help but will not solve the problems that I believe a royal commission could solve.   
Everyone has used the word “dysfunctional” to describe the Department for Community Development.  It is a 
word that I have used many times over the past few months.  The department has failed in its primary task of 
caring and protecting the most vulnerable children in the state.  This is not just a recent phenomenon; failure by 
the department has been going on for at least a decade.  It has got worse in the past five years and all the figures 
of children abused in care and deaths of children show that to be the case.  The situation is getting worse and 
worse; it is not getting any better.  I therefore have no confidence that the $50 million will solve the problems.  
The fact of this progressive failure begs the question that should be asked: why has the Director General of the 
Department for Community Development been rewarded with a 54 per cent increase in her salary since 2002?  
Perhaps the Premier or the minister responsible for the department could explain that to me, because I simply do 
not understand how that could be.  It was certainly not tied to her key performance indicators, if she has any 
KPIs at all.   
Another point I make in this regard and particularly in regard to the notion that parents must be held responsible 
is that we are talking about approximately 2 500 children in care and protection in this state, which, at the last 
count last year, contained 399 300 children in the under-14 year age group.  This means that we are talking about 
far less than one per cent of children in this state.  Quite clearly, these children come from highly dysfunctional 
families that simply cannot cope for a whole host of reasons that we all know about.  We cannot tell these 
parents to go out and be responsible for their children.  They are not responsible, they have not been and that is 
why these children are in the care and protection of the state.  To try to swing attention away from what is the 
state’s responsibility onto this group of parents is a real furphy and a big mistake.  Of course parents should be 
responsible.  More than 99 per cent of parents in this state are responsible for their children.  It is that tiny, tiny 
percentage that for all sorts of reasons is not and cannot be responsible.  That is where the state and the 
government come in.  It is where the responsibility of the minister comes in and where the responsibility of the 
Director General of the Department for Community Development comes in, because the legislation now tells us 
that that person is responsible for the care and protection of these children.  We now know that the community 
has lost confidence in the government’s ability to do this job.  It lost confidence in the previous minister.  I feel 
very sorry for the current minister who has been landed with this problem.  There is no confidence in the ability 
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of the government or the ministry to look after these children.  The public has certainly lost confidence in the 
director general’s ability to properly care for these children.   
A parallel has been drawn with other royal commissions that this government has supported.  It seems a bit 
peculiar that government members could argue so strongly for a royal commission into WA Police to restore 
confidence and to look into the culture of the police, but those members keep saying that they will not do it for 
the Department for Community Development.  I believe such a royal commission would be far more important 
now than the previous royal commission into the police, which I also supported.  We must get into place 
workable policies and practices.  We must change the culture in the department.  The only way to restore 
confidence and to make those changes is to have a royal commission.   

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee - Premier) [3.50 pm]:  I have listened closely to a lot of the arguments that 
have been put, and to the statistical information given in support of those arguments.  Without wanting to deflate 
those arguments, I would like to inject some reality into the discussion and provide a factual basis for it.  I am 
tempted to begin with the death of Susan Taylor.  The member for Hillarys, in his contribution, attributed the 
death of Susan Taylor to this side of the house.  As I recall, Susan Taylor, a young Aboriginal girl of 14 or 15 
years of age, died or was killed in about 1997 or 1998.  Who was in government at that time? 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  I linked it to the Gordon inquiry. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It led to the Gordon inquiry, did it?  That took place four years later.  What was the 
member for Hillarys doing and saying in 1997, when that young girl was either killed or suffered events that led 
to her death?  Not a word!  He did not say a word and did not act.  Not one of the ministers in the previous 
government acted.  When we were elected to government, and that case became apparent to us, we acted.  The 
previous government did nothing. 

Mr R.F. Johnson:  You closed the camp down but you never went there for a year. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The previous government actually gave some legal status to that camp, and to Bropho.  
It promoted him as a person of significance in the Aboriginal community.  The previous government did that, but 
what was being said about that person in the Aboriginal community? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is a lie.  Tell the truth. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  That is the truth. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The member for Cottesloe has uttered the words “ that is a lie”, and that is unparliamentary.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I ask the member for Cottesloe to withdraw that statement.  It is a direct imputation. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I withdraw the truth. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I ask you to withdraw it without qualification, member.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  At the time of Susan Taylor’s death, the opposition was in government, and did 
nothing about it.  When I was the Minister for Indigenous Affairs, I said, “Close the bloody camp down; it is a 
disgrace.  They are killing kids in that camp; close it down.”  What did we get from this Parliament? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Support from me.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  We got support from the member for Cottesloe, but we got hysterical squealing from 
members in the upper house.  We closed the camp down, but what are we seeing now?  Am I right that the 
federal government is actually providing financial support to that group of people to fight the closure of that 
camp?  Is that what is going on in the courts right now?  The opposition should not talk to me about the Swan 
Valley camp and about Susan Taylor’s death.  We closed the camp, and we set up the Gordon inquiry.  We all 
know, because one of the opposition’s own members blew the whistle, what the attitude of the opposition was 
towards violence and abuse in Aboriginal communities.  It did not want to know.  It was too difficult.  The 
previous government did nothing.  The former member for Ningaloo blew the whistle.  He said he was deeply 
embarrassed.  
Dr K.D. Hames:  It was not even my portfolio.  
Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It was not the member’s portfolio? 
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Dr K.D. Hames:  It was an issue about a women’s refuge.  It was not a specifically Aboriginal women’s refuge.  
The issue was that they were fighting one another in the women’s refuge.  That is why he wanted me to go. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I will come back to the ramifications of that case in a moment.  In the meantime, let 
me just supply a couple of other statistics.  I think the member for Nedlands will find these interesting.  In 1997, 
according to the annual reports of the Department for Community Development, 1 297 children were in care in 
Western Australia.  We have just heard from the opposition about an ideology that supposedly exists on this side 
of the Parliament to the effect that we will not take children away from families, and that we force families to 
stay together at the risk of killing the children.  I heard that; the finger was pointed at me personally.  I will give 
that figure again.   
Mr C.J. Barnett:  Who said that? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member did.  In 1997, 1 297 children were in care.  On 30 June this year there 
were 2 220 children in care.  There are 45 per cent more children in care.  What does that do to the 15 minutes of 
utter rubbish that we have just heard from the opposition about this government refusing to take children away 
from families in which the children are at risk?  What does that do to the opposition’s argument?  Specifically, 
the opposition mentioned indigenous children.  In 2003, 671 indigenous children were in care in Western 
Australia, and on 30 June this year there were 851.  I will leave it at that.  The opposition should try the truth; it 
might find it refreshing and novel.  Once we got past the contribution from the Leader of the Opposition, we 
knew there was nothing more, because the member for Hillarys got to his feet.   

Here are a few more interesting statistics about what the previous government did and what the present 
government has done.  What the previous government did does not take long to sum up - zero.  Between 1993 
and 1999 - six years - Department for Community Development staffing increased by 80 people.  As best as I 
can ascertain from the breakdown, not one single extra caseworker was employed.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  Didn’t you think there was something wrong with that? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member was in government at that time.  The previous government did not 
employ one more caseworker.  It established parent information centres in shopping centres.  I remember that.  
Would people not be a bit embarrassed about going into the shopping centre where their neighbours are, seeking 
help?  Is that not a bit delicate?  What a pathetic sham they were!  The breakdown was: parent information 
centres, 20; Best Start, 30; family group conferencing, nine; Aboriginal trainees, five; foster care recruitment, 
five; and adolescent and child support services, 10.  The total was 80.  Then, between 1999 and 2000, the 
previous government upped the stakes a bit and employed 57 new staff, 29 of them in the Office of Seniors’ 
Interests and Volunteering.  That really helped kids in need, did it not?  Another 28 staff were recruited to the 
Office of Women’s Policy.  There are the 57 for 1999-2000.  Not one extra caseworker was employed.  The ratio 
of cases per caseworker for most of the time of the previous government was 21.  What is it now, after 
yesterday’s allocation?  It is now 12.5.   

Mr R.F. Johnson:  After the allocation! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Before the allocation it was 15.  I am describing the reality here.  In eight years of 
government the opposition did not employ a single extra caseworker.   

Ms K. Hodson-Thomas:  It is not working! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member said that it is not working, and that is why the previous government did 
not employ any extra caseworkers.  Of course it will not work if no more caseworkers are employed.  How 
bright must one be to understand that?  Of course it was not working.  

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Members on my left, you are not at a football match. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Ever since then we have been trying to catch up.  We have made the department get 
out there and do the things it has needed to do.  That is why so many more people are coming into contact.  Yes, 
I do say that parents should take responsibility for their children.  I do not say that that is up to the state.  It is not 
good enough for some parents to say that they will not do that.  I say that they must take responsibility for their 
children, and the opposition criticises the government for its ideology!  I am saying that parents must take 
responsibility for their children.   

Several members interjected. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I am getting just a bit tired of the collective roar from my left.  If members on my 
left wish to interject, they know the correct way to do it.  It is certainly unacceptable behaviour at the moment, 
and I ask them to desist.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Thirty-three children died in 2001-02, and 55 in the past year.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member for Cottesloe, I am on my feet and I call you to order for second time and 
third time.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  That is an interesting statistic.  How many children died when the opposition was in 
government?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Thirty-three in 2001-02. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  No, we were in government then. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You were elected at the beginning of 2001.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  How many children in contact with the Department for Community Development died 
during the opposition’s reign?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Thirty-three in 2001-02, and 55 in the past year. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  We were in government then. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It was the last year of the coalition.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The trouble is that there are no statistics - no information.  The department had no 
information; there was not one extra staff worker; and there are no statistics on the number of children who died 
while in contact with DCD.  Nothing!  I said in question time that when opposition members were in government 
they were a lazy lump of useless nothing.  They neglected children for eight years.  No-one knows how many 
children were involved.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You should be arguing for a royal commission.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Here we go. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Everyone should be arguing for a royal commission, including you.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I will ask one question - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I don’t care what you say about the coalition; I care about the 55 kids who are dead today.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I advise the member for Cottesloe that whether he stays or goes is now at my 
discretion.  I suggest that he take that into account.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I will ask this question rhetorically, and the member opposite does not have to answer 
it.  I would like him to go out to the rally on Thursday and give his answer then.  Is he saying that the deaths of 
those children were the responsibility or the fault of the DCD caseworkers who had contact with those children?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  In the past five years, 214 children who had contact with the department are now dead.  Some 
of those deaths were through circumstances beyond anyone’s control.  However, 214 is beyond reasonable 
explanation.  There is clearly chronic failure in the department - 214 is chronic failure.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I will reiterate my point. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  There are no statistics to show how many children fell into that category when the 
opposition was in government.  It did nothing.  We already know that it did not collect the statistics, it did not 
employ additional staff and it gave no priority to the department.  It set up a few sham little shopfronts in 
shopping centres that did nothing.   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The Gordon inquiry was held in response to the tragic information that came forward 
after the death of Susan Taylor in the coronial inquiry.  As a result of that, 51 additional staff were employed - 
25 child protection workers, 14 Aboriginal support workers and 12 strong family coordinators.  In the following 
year, 2004-05, 50 additional caseworkers and support staff were employed.  Members should remember that in 
the eight years that the opposition was in government no additional caseworkers were employed.  In those eight 
years none of the employees dealt with children in crisis.  Under our 2005-06 budget, another 33 were 
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employed - 20 were involved in working in the children screening unit, eight were abuse-in-care enhancement 
treatment psychologists; and five were in intensive treatment and placement support.   

In the 2006-07 budget, my first budget as Premier, an additional 154 workers were budgeted for.  As I recall, it 
involved a $140 million injection into the budget, which was the biggest injection ever in the history of this state.  
Let us remind ourselves of the number of additional caseworkers the opposition employed when it was in 
government for eight years.   

Several members interjected.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The additional 154 employees comprised 11 in the emergency childcare licensing and 
standards unit; 11 in the emergency response initiative - 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  At any time the conversation across the chamber continues, consider it to be 
unparliamentary.  The only person with the call at the moment is the Premier.  The Premier did the right thing 
earlier and listened quietly to what members on my left had to say.  I suggest at this point of the debate, given the 
time limit, that the Premier be given the same privilege.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  In 2006-07, and this is an interesting statistic from that very significant injection into 
the budget, provision was made for 87 care-for-children caseworkers and support staff.  The numbers are 
building up here; the response is building up here; and the observable effort is building up here.  Provision was 
made for 15 additional staff in placement support and in responsible parenting - have members ever heard of 
that?   

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I call the member for Dawesville, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition and the 
Leader of the Opposition to order.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The number allocated to responsible parenting was 20, and to training, 10.  I was 
convinced, because of the information that has come forward over the past week or so, that the department was 
still short of the number of caseworkers it should have.  I listened very intently to the union, and I asked my 
office to obtain more information from the minister, his office and the department.  As a consequence of that, 
yesterday, although it does seem a lot longer than that, we announced funding for another 133 staff, 87 of whom 
will be caseworkers.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You mentioned 87 five seconds ago.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  This is the second burst.  It is another lot.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is 87. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I know.  It is hard to believe, considering that in the eight years the opposition was in 
government it did not employ any additional staff.  It is hard for them to get their mind around the fact that the 
government can be allocating funding for an extra 87.  That figure includes: team leaders, 18; support workers, 
16; and legal support, 12.  There are two points to be made.  One is that, yet again, we have responded to an 
identified need for additional staff, caseworkers and responsive capacity.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  It did not happen in Queensland.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  The member quoted The Courier-Mail - please.  The day after the population of 
Queensland had been given the chance to make their judgment and had overwhelmingly endorsed the Beattie 
government, the member for Nedlands quotes The Courier-Mail as criticising it.  If that is the best the member 
can do, she should not bother.  I love The Courier-Mail - I read it from the back.   

As the member pointed out, I do have some experience with royal commissions - corruption, crime and those 
kinds of things.  I spent quite a bit of my journalistic career covering royal commissions.  I do not recall the 
member’s enthusiasm for the royal commissions she mentioned.  The Leader of the Opposition has a pile of their 
reports in front of him - we have had something like 21 inquiries in 24 years.  Do we really need another 
inquiry?  A mass of information has come forward and, guess what, we are doing what members opposite never 
did - responding to them. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I call the member for Nedlands to order for the first time.  She may be enjoying the 
sound of her own voice.  I can assure her, since she is interjecting, that I am not.   
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I would like to quote from a man called Adam Blakester, who is from the National 
Association for Prevention of Child Abuse and Neglect.  He was interviewed on radio in Perth a couple of days 
ago, and my notes indicate that he said the following about royal commissions - 

Ms S.E. Walker:  This is poor research.   

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  As opposed to The Courier-Mail?  The following are his words -   

 Look to be frank, there’s not a lot of evidence that royal commissions deliver the kind of result that we 
need. There’s no shortage of evidence around what is effective in preventing child abuse and neglect.   

I agree with that.  Let us allocate the resources to get the number of caseworkers that we need and the support 
they need, and stop blaming the innocent caseworkers for the deaths of these children.  There are many 
circumstances in which these caseworkers, who the opposition are demonising, are the only people in a child’s 
life who give a damn. 

Mr T. Buswell:  Have you ever demonised a public servant? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I do not believe so.  Caseworkers make judgments each day in very difficult 
circumstances.  We are trying to support those caseworkers.  I will not tell them that they are responsible for the 
death of the children because I do not believe they are.  It is my humble view that, to assert in the way - 

Several members interjected. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I call the member for Nedlands to order for the second time. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  To assert, as members opposite have done, that these caseworkers are somehow 
responsible for the deaths of 214 children is absolutely outrageous. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  What the Premier is saying is outrageous.  No-one has asserted that the caseworkers are 
responsible.  I ask him to withdraw.  It is a dreadful slur to suggest that members on this side of the house would 
suggest in any way that caseworkers were personally responsible for the deaths of children.  A man would 
apologise for that and withdraw it. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I do not believe there is a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  It is interesting to see that response from members opposite when their own words are 
thrown back at them.  I have a vision of all of those DCD people standing outside Parliament House on Thursday 
knowing that members opposite blamed them for the deaths of those children.  They blamed them.   

What has this government done?  It has done everything that the former government did not do.  It has 
recognised the problem, applied the resources, given the training and set the policies, and, guess what?  Where it 
has been necessary, it has taken the children away, which is a very big decision to make.  There are 2 200 
children in care now as opposed to 1 200 six years ago.   

I want to give the minister a go at speaking more about this.  However, we have put in the additional resources 
and if more resources are required, I will put in further resources with the full support of the Treasurer.  As a 
government with a deep social conscience, we recognise that we must respond to these circumstances, as 
opposed to the former government, which had no social conscience and which did nothing about anything let 
alone this issue.  At the same time, we have to make sure that the resources that have been, are being and will be 
applied to this department produce the results that we expect.  The department will be under scrutiny by the 
review that will be led by Prudence Ford. 
Mr C.J. Barnett:  That is an administrative review and it is nonsense. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  Now the member is insulting her as well.  I was not prepared to wait for the two or 
three months that the review will take.  We have applied the resources now.  We are doing what needs to be 
done.  If more needs to be done, more will be done.  However, I reiterate that more and more children are 
coming into contact with the Department for Community Development, in part because we are far more 
proactive in this area than members opposite have ever dreamed of being.  They would not know what it was 
like!  Far too many parents are drug addled, are abusing alcohol and are simply refusing to take the responsibility 
that they must take as parents.   
Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER:  I thank the member for Hillarys because I do know a little about this.  I have four 
children of my own and I was brought up in an area in which people struggle.  I have watched people struggling 
to bring up their kids and they have made the effort.  Some fail and cannot do it and need help.  I have no 
sympathy for people who turn their backs on their children or for people who abuse their children.  People have 
to accept responsibility.  If people have children, they have to be prepared to take responsibility for them.  The 
state will be there to assist them if they need assistance, but they should not walk away from their own kids. 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah - Minister for Community Development) [4.14 pm]:  I support the 
Premier’s comments.  I state very clearly that this motion calling for a royal commission is a nonsense.  This is a 
political stunt by the opposition.  The Premier has highlighted what members opposite did not do when they 
were in power.   
Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order!  I have one person absolutely at my discretion on four calls to order and 
another on three.  If members on my left continue to disrupt this debate, I will suspend them from this chamber, 
make no mistake about it. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN:  The Premier has outlined very clearly what members opposite did not do when they 
were in government.  Since this government came to government in 2001, it has made sure that it fixes the 
system that the former government allowed to deteriorate.  We have ensured that the outdated child welfare 
legislation was updated.  The former government did nothing to amend that act when it was in power.  We 
replaced that legislation with the new Children and Community Services Act.  We ensured that a child’s best 
interest is the primary focus of that new legislation and that it underpins that legislation.  That was not the only 
legislation that this government introduced into this place.  We also recognised that reform was needed in other 
legislation to ensure that we do the best we can to protect children and to protect vulnerable families.  We 
introduced the working with children legislation, which ensures that children who come into contact with adults 
are protected.  We also introduced cyber predator legislation to ensure that children who are vulnerable through 
the Internet and through cyber technology are protected.  We also introduced the dangerous sex offenders 
legislation in 2005, which ensures that serious sex offenders and paedophiles remain in prison for the length of 
their sentences.  They were our first steps to ensure that children are protected. 

We then put in place extra resourcing of the Department for Community Development, to which the Premier has 
referred.  This government has increased the resourcing of the department over and above anything that was ever 
done by the previous government.  We have absolutely ensured that this department is the very best resourced 
department that we can possibly have.  With the allocations made in previous budgets and also in the last budget, 
in which $140 million was allocated, we have ensured that the people who work with vulnerable children and 
with children who need protection are supported.   

Yesterday, the Premier announced that an additional $50 million would be given to the department.  That 
highlights the fact that for too long previous governments have not provided the resources to the department that 
it requires to do its job.  This government has responded to that need in the last budget, as it did in previous 
budgets.  Therefore, the response to this problem is about legislation, resourcing and people.   

Members opposite have attacked this government because of the deaths of children that have occurred in recent 
times.  The Premier highlighted clearly what happened in the term of the previous government.  In that time, the 
previous government could not even measure the number of child deaths.  The Leader of the Opposition referred 
to the number of children who have come into contact with the department.  We should be very clear that 
families can come into contact with the department for a number of reasons.  We also have to understand that 
child deaths, the tragedy that they are, result from a whole range of unfortunate circumstances.   

I want to give the member for Kimberley an opportunity to speak.  However, I say in closing that this 
government will continue to ensure that child protection is its highest priority.  We have increased the resourcing 
of the department and will ensure that the department will be accountable.  To that end we have put in place a 
review that will look closely at the structure and the function of the department and will ensure that the primary 
focus of the department is child protection. 

MRS C.A. MARTIN (Kimberley) [4.19 pm]:  I oppose this motion as a member of Parliament, as a client of 
the department when I was a child and was a ward of the state, and as a former child protection worker.  Some 
statements that have been made must be rectified.  The first and most important is that each client who becomes 
involved with the Department for Community Development under a mandate is an involuntary client.  Quite 
simply, that means they will do whatever they need to do to push their own needs.  That is the truth.  DCD 
workers are not mind-readers.  They cannot tell when somebody is lying to them.  It is that simple.  I do not 
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know of anyone in this chamber who is as qualified as I am to talk about child protection, because I was a child 
protection worker.  Like me, people took on the job because they cared about the children they worked for. 

Mr T. Buswell:  We have kids and grandchildren. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  I am a grandmother, too.  I am not buying into the rhetoric.  I am just providing members 
opposite with a little more information.  I do not believe that the media is qualified to talk about child protection 
either.  What about all the children that the department has done something for?  I am a product of that 
department, and so are a lot of people in my community.  I am a member of Parliament because of myself - not 
because of the department or anything else.  However, I can tell members one thing: the department did the best 
it could with what it had.  I needed to let members opposite know that so that the people who work for the DCD 
can do their jobs.  Why is the opposition having a go at them?  That is basically what members opposite are 
doing.  We are looking for solutions and they are talking rhetoric. 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  I call on the protection of the Chair.  The most important thing members opposite must do 
is look at the reality: not one member opposite is qualified in this field. 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [4.21 pm]:  I remind members of Tudor House in Mt Lawley and of the situation 
before the 2001 election in which kids in care were sleeping in rubbish bins and in car parks.  The former 
government was not funding the Department for Community Development.  The current Premier, who was the 
then opposition spokesman, made promises to the local residents of Mt Lawley.  The residents were bringing to 
the attention of the opposition the lack of resources for the DCD.  Kids were living in rubbish bins in the back of 
hotels.  The problems those kids faced were not being acted upon.  It is only when this government was elected 
that it implemented a plan and committed funds and staffing to begin the long process of reforming the 
department.  This government is investing in families.  The management of children in families who are involved 
in drugs begins as soon as the children are born into those families.  We are not waiting until a child reaches the 
age of 16 before we intervene to try to solve the problem.  The opposition has no authority on this issue and it 
has no right to criticise this government because the former government did nothing. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (23) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Mr T.R. Sprigg (Teller) 
Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr S.C. Thomas  

Noes (28) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.C. Kucera Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr G. Snook Mr J.R. Quigley 
 Mr G. Woodhams Mr J.J.M. Bowler 

Question thus negatived. 
 


