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CHILDREN AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BILL 2003 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Clause 15:  Agreements in respect of social services - 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 16:  Delegation by Minister - 
Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Why is the minister delegating to the chief executive officer any powers that she may have 
under the provisions of this Bill?  It seems that quite often ministers of the Gallop Labor Government try to 
delegate their responsibilities to CEOs.  I wonder whether it is the sort of thing that we should expect from 
ministers.  People normally look to ministers to make decisions as a last point of reference, but under this clause 
the minister, as do others, delegates responsibility to the CEO.  Why is the clause in the Bill? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  There are provisions in the Community Services Act, the Child Welfare Act and the 
Welfare and Assistance Act for delegation by a minister.  It is a standard provision in an Act.  It is an enabling 
provision that allows a minister to delegate to his or her chief executive officer.  There is nothing untoward in it.  
It is currently in the Acts that we have been operating under for years. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The problem, as I see it, is that it is not only the CEO under this clause who can delegate 
that authority.  He or she can delegate that authority to any other person that the CEO may think is able or 
qualified or that he or she wants to take that delegation.  That is going right the way down the chain.  Another 
point I want to make is that subclause (6) states -  

Nothing in this section limits the ability of the Minister to perform a function through an officer or 
agent. 

Have I interpreted that subclause correctly that if there is a problem ultimately in an emergency in which it is 
needed or deemed to be needed, even though the minister delegated the authority to the CEO and it was 
delegated further down the chain, the minister would take responsibility and override the delegation that she 
gave to the CEO and would act as a responsible minister and make a decision? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I repeat that this is standard practice that has been contained in legislation for years.  
Various levels of delegation have been in current Acts for years.  There is nothing untoward about it and there is 
no issue about it.  We should move on to other provisions in the Bill.  In answer to the final question, it does 
mean that a minister may refer a matter, for instance, to a child protection council, an adoption committee or a 
non-government agency. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Just because it has been in operation for years does not mean it is right or that it is the 
perfect solution.  That is an easy get-out clause that the minister used.  We must review legislation often to see 
whether the functions in the legislation are the best for the people of Western Australia.  In this case we are 
talking about children.  The minister has reviewed lots of provisions in the various Acts and brought in new 
provisions, but she is happy to leave in some old provisions.  Does the minister believe it appropriate to leave 
that provision in the Bill?  Will the minister ultimately, in any circumstance that is deemed necessary, take final 
responsibility for the actions of the CEO and his or her staff?  I do not want to see what is occurring these days, 
particularly with ministers in the present Government: they say that when something goes wrong it has nothing 
to do with them, it is the fault of the CEO of the agency.  That occurred in the electricity crisis and it has 
occurred in other areas.  I want to make sure that it does not happen with this minister and that she will take final 
responsibility for anything that goes wrong.  Ministers are always quick to take the glory but they are always a 
bit slow when it comes to problems.  I want to make sure that she will be the person responsible should 
something go wrong and that she will not use the fact that the authority was delegated to the CEO and then 
delegated to another member of staff to say that it was not her fault. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I was out of the Chamber when debate started on this clause, so I hope I do not repeat too 
much of what has already been said.  This is a very interesting clause.  Delegations from the top down are made 
in any major organisation.  It is impossible for one person to do everything and delegations are a sensible way of 
doing that.  However, I am interested in subclause (3), which states that the delegation must be signed by the 
minister.  Are there time limitations at all on delegations?  I have been on the board of one organisation and I 
know that in many organisations delegations are renewed each year to see whether they are still necessary.   

Mr Acting Speaker, can you do something about the noise?  It is really hard to carry on. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.P.D. Edwards):  Members, the member for Churchlands is having difficulty 
putting her message across.  I ask the member for Peel and members on my right to please take their 
conversation out of the Chamber. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I want to know first what sort of procedure will be put in place for these delegations.  It is 
not healthy to have open-ended delegations of any sort.  In a sense they put the authority in the minister and give 
her the ability to delegate, but there should be controls on the authority and delegation.  That is one issue I raise 
for the minister’s comment. 

I am sure the minister or her officers have in mind what will occur when the legislation becomes law.  How 
many delegations does the minister believe she will sign on day one, and will she table a list of delegations that 
she knows she will sign?  It is important for that list to be open, for there to be accountability and for us to know 
what those delegations will be.  Also, of course, the CEO can delegate down the line, and we need to see a 
schedule of those delegations and where the minister sees them going.  However, the control mechanisms on 
those delegations are really important.  We are talking in the main about the care and protection of children and I 
therefore believe nothing should be open ended.  Very strict controls should be placed on those delegations. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am quite prepared to provide the member for Churchlands and the House with a list of the 
current delegated powers and those that are delegated from the director general to her officers.  The answer to 
the member’s other question is that there is no time limit on delegated powers.   

Dr E. Constable:  So, once they are delegated, are they delegated forever? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  They are delegated until they are reviewed, questioned or stopped. 

Dr E. Constable:  Is there an annual review of those delegations, such as there are in most organisations, public 
companies and school boards?  Is there no control once it is signed? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  There is no annual review, so there is no time limit.  

Dr E. Constable:  I suggest to you, in your own best interests, that you might put in a series of controls over 
delegations; that would be good governance. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  That does not need to be put in the legislation, but certainly in terms of practice - 

Dr E. Constable:  I suggest it is good governance to do it and it would protect you. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am informed that all those delegated powers were reviewed in the recent restructure, 
including, for example, the delegated powers relating to travel claims.  I receive a report on travel, which shows 
me on a quarterly basis the travel that has occurred. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  The example that the minister gave is pretty straightforward and administrative.  I am sure 
it is very important that she keeps an eye on travel expenditure and on who travels in her department.  However, 
I am more interested in the delegation of powers relating to the care and protection of children.  It appears to me 
that if the minister is to delegate powers associated with the care and protection of children, she should have 
controls in place to keep an eye on those delegations.  They should never be open ended in any organisation.  It 
is bad governance not to have some controls on them.  If it is appropriate for me to advise the minister, I will say 
again that she should put controls in place to check those delegations on a regular basis, otherwise she will not 
know what is going on. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I have just come into the Chamber, as I had a commitment in my electorate.  I have 
therefore missed some of the debate on clause 15. 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I know, yes.  I thank the member for Churchlands. 

I am concerned about the allocation of moneys to particular social services.  Is it correct that the CEO is the 
person who can enter into contracts with a range of non-government service providers under clause 16?   

Ms S.M. McHale:  It is possible. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Who does that?  What is the current practice?  How does it work in the department in 
practice? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am not sure what the question was, but it is by way of contracts to non-government 
agencies.  I sign off on those. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  How does that work in practice?  Who recommends the non-government services?  What is 
the process within the department?  There are hundreds of service providers and I am wondering how they are 
allocated.  How is that delegated within the department? 
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Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am conscious of the fact that we have 250 clauses to deal with.  We want to get through 
this Bill.  I am happy to answer questions, but I ask that we focus on the material nature of the clauses and then 
we might end up with a Bill.  Briefly, if a new service is to be established it starts with a recognition that there is 
a need for that service; then an expression of interest goes out for tender; agencies or organisations tender for 
those services; a quantum of money is determined; and a selection panel is appointed.  A decision is made, which 
is then endorsed by the executive director and the director general.  The recommendation comes to me and I sign 
off or not on that contract. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  You would not delegate that authority to the CEO in instances like that? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I may.  The minister may or the minister may not.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That is what the legislation says.  The minister said in response to the question from the 
member for Nedlands, in relation to finances for non-government organisations that put forward programs for 
care facilities, I presume, that it would come back to the minister.  Is that just in the initial stage? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I sign off on whether we need a service, and I sign off on who gets the contract. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Every one of them? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I cannot guarantee or give you an answer on whether it is every one.  No, clearly, it is not 
every one.  If there is an external review, as happens, I do not sign off on that.  If there is a contract for a training 
program for $5 000 or $10 000, I do not sign off on that.  If there is to be a new sexual assault service for 
children in the north, that is more likely to come to me to sign off. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would hope so. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I am telling you it is. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Is there a monetary limit when the minister would normally delegate the authority to the 
CEO or somebody else? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I have indicated that I am happy to prepare a list of delegated powers, which will help 
members understand what is delegated and what is not. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  That sounds a good idea. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The minister sounds very irritated, but we would like to work out what is going on with this 
Bill.  In clause 15 the minister referred to current practice.  In relation to clause 16, is that current practice now? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is it already legislated for in the Community Services Act? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  In what section?  The minister’s irritable tone will not stop me asking questions.  The fact is 
that we want to get through the legislation. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Section 9A of the Child Welfare Act and section 6A of the Community Services Act. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is there any difference between those provisions and the provisions in this Bill?  Section 6A 
of the Community Services Act states - 

Subject to section 17D(4) - 

I do not know what that is - 

the minister may by written instrument, either generally or as otherwise provided by the instrument or 
delegation, delegate to a person any of the Minister’s powers, functions or duties under this Act  . . .  

That does not mention the CEO.  Is there some change in that practice?  Is there intended to be a difference? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  It is good practice that the minister delegate to the CEO, and then the CEO will choose who 
will receive that delegated authority.  Essentially, the powers of delegation in the old Acts are the same as those 
in this legislation.  They have been modernised because the language in the old Acts is in part archaic. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is it true that under the Community Services Act the delegation the minister can give can be 
to any person, but the minister is now interposing the CEO? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Why is the minister doing that? 
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Ms S.M. McHALE:  It exists in the Child Welfare Act.  I think it is good policy to have the ministerial powers 
delegated to the CEO.  The CEO will then determine who that power goes to. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is that something that the minister does in practice personally - the delegation - or does the 
CEO currently do it? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  The Child Welfare Act instructs that I delegate in writing to the director general.  Therefore, 
it is self-evident that I do that.  In the Community Services Act I delegate in writing to the director general, to a 
person.  I delegate to the director general or executive directors. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The practice under the Community Services Act is different from that in the Child Welfare 
Act. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I operate under the Act, so if the Act gives me a different power I have to operate under that 
power. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I appreciate that the minister is irritated.  I am trying to work out what is happening so I can 
understand how the department functions and how the minister is administering her powers.  It seems that the 
minister has melded the provisions of the Community Services Act and the Child Welfare Act; is that right? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 17:  Meaning of “Ministerial Body” - 
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I would like some guidance about whether this division of the ministerial body is a new 
part of the legislation.  Does it exist in this form now, or has there been some change? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  It exists in the Community Services Act. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  In this form; or has it been changed? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I am advised that it is slightly different. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  In what way is it different?  Can the minister elaborate so that it makes a bit more sense? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am advised that under the Community Services Act the minister is the body corporate.  
The Bill establishes a body corporate that shall be governed by the minister.  The body corporate will be the 
legal entity through which the department will carry out its legal affairs.   

Dr E. Constable:  That appears to me to be quite a substantial change.  Can the minister elaborate a bit more? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am advised that it is not a significant change in practice.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  What is the difference between the body corporate as it exists now and the body that will be 
established?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am advised that there was an element of confusion as to whether I was performing 
functions or activities as the minister or as the body corporate.  Therefore, the advice from the State Solicitor’s 
Office was that the appropriate way to go was to create a body corporate as a legal entity that was not the 
minister but that was governed by the minister.   

Clause put and passed.   

Clause 18:  The Community Development Ministerial Body -  
Ms S.E. WALKER:  What is the purpose of this body?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The Community Development Ministerial Body is the ministerial body corporate.  The 
ministerial body corporate will enter into legal contracts for the lease of properties such as a child-care centre or 
a family day-care facility.  It relates back to the answer that I gave on clause 17; namely, that the State Solicitor’s 
Office has advised that there should be a separate body corporate. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  There is another way of asking this question that perhaps would help clarify this matter 
for those of us who are questioning these clauses in the Bill.  What difference would it make if we did not have 
this ministerial body?  What responsibilities would that place on the minister’s shoulders that this clause does not 
place on the minister’s shoulders?  I suspect that this body is being set up to protect the minister in some way.  
Perhaps the minister will elaborate.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I agree that it is a complex legal issue.  I am advised that the State Solicitor’s Office has 
recommended that a body corporate is perceived to be more efficient and is a more appropriate and sensible way 
to proceed administratively.  I am advised also that the creation of a corporate entity that may be sued will 
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provide a measure of protection, because it will be the body corporate that is sued rather than the whole State of 
Western Australia. 

Dr E. Constable:  My question was who will be protected by this.  It will protect the minister too, I suspect.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Do all ministers have such a provision with regard to the functioning of their department?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am advised that some do and some do not; I cannot tell the member which ones.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  For how long has the corporate body been functioning within this department?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am advised that currently under the Community Services Act, because the minister is the 
body corporate, it is the body corporate that is sued, not the whole State of Western Australia.  In practice - it is 
important to say this - nothing will change with regard to who can be sued.  Currently it is the minister as the 
body corporate who is sued rather than the whole State of Western Australia. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  How often has this body been sued in the past, and on what sorts of issues? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I do not have the answer to that.   

Dr E. Constable:  Can you provide one?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Yes.  I am happy to provide that information.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  For long has the minister been able to be a body corporate?  

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Since 1972 under the Community Services Act.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The minister may not be able to answer this question, but why are some ministers able to be 
a body corporate and other ministers are not?  Why is it not uniform across the State? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I cannot answer that question, but my recollection is that it was part of the report of the 
Commission on Government that this provision be put into any new legislation that came before the Parliament.  
I am happy to check that, but that is my recollection.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 19:  Purpose and nature of the Ministerial Body -  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Can the ministerial body execute contracts with service providers?  Are the hundreds of 
contracts in this department all executed through the body corporate?  

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I cannot provide a categorical answer to that.  I am being advised it is but I am not entirely 
sure that is the case.  I am happy to provide an answer later.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is a concern that the minister does not know.  She is responsible for the contracts for the 
State and she does not know how she handles them.  That is very poor.  Subclause (2) reads -  

Despite the employment under the Public Sector Management Act 1994 of ministerial officers for the 
purpose of assisting the Minister to perform functions that the Minister performs through the Ministerial 
Body, the Ministerial Body and those officers are not an organisation for the purposes of that Act.   

Will the minister explain what that means in relation to the Public Sector Management Act?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  It means that the provisions of the Public Sector Management Act do not apply to a 
ministerial body corporate.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Section 8 of the Community Services Act provides that the minister may engage under 
contract for services.  Is that included in this Bill under clause 19?   

Ms S.M. McHale:  Section 8 of the Community Services Act is irrelevant to the ministerial body corporate.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  In that case it appears - 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  My understanding is that nobody has spoken in between my remarks and those of the 
member for Nedlands.  I answered by interjection so the clock should not be reset.  

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I am sure my colleague from Nedlands is about to make some rather interesting points and I 
would like to hear more from her.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I thank the member for Kalgoorlie; he always listens very intently to my speeches, as I do 
to his.   
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This Bill is an amalgamation of the Community Services Act, the Welfare and Assistance Act and the Child 
Welfare Act.  I am trying to work out which sections are being deleted and which sections are staying.  Under 
section 8 of the Community Services Act the minister may engage under contract for services such professional 
and technical or other assistance as may be necessary for the department to carry out its functions under the Act 
and enter into certain contracts.  Does that have anything to do with the non-government agencies attached to the 
Department for Community Development?  This is relevant to clause 19.  I am trying to work out whether the 
minister herself can enter into contracts for non-government services or whether the body corporate can and 
whether they do so jointly.  

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Section 8 of the Community Services Act relates to a position called office of assistant 
director general and there is no such office.  Clause 15 of the Bill provides the power to the minister on behalf of 
the State to enter into any agreement with a personal body for the provision of those services.  That clause 
provides the power for me to sign service agreements with non-government agencies.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Do the body corporate and the minister sign for social services?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am advised that the minister may, as minister or as the body corporate, enter into an 
agreement.  The decision about whether the minister or the body corporate will enter into an agreement is made 
based on legal advice from the State Solicitor’s Office.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Will the minister provide an example of when it is appropriate to enter an agreement as the 
minister and as a body corporate?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  An agreement involving the lease of a building or land requires a body corporate decision. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is the minister saying that the provision of the services attached to the lease of the building 
are made through the minister?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  From my recollection, I have not signed a contract for a service provision as body 
corporate.  I have signed it as minister.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 20:  Execution of documents by the Ministerial Body - 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  Consistent with my asking the minister whether the provisions in the legislation reflect 
current practice, does execution of documents by the ministerial body reflect current practice?  If not, which 
subclauses do and which do not?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Yes, they do reflect current practice. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 21:  Functions of CEO -   
Dr E. CONSTABLE:  Are the functions provided in this clause the same as the functions in other Acts or have 
they been rewritten?  If so, how are the functions of the chief executive officer different in this new presentation?  
The language in clause 21(1) does not read well.  I wonder whether the minister might consider some tidying up 
of the wording.  It reads in part - 

The functions of the CEO include - 

(a) to consider and initiate,  

If the word “include” is to be used the wording should be - 

The functions of the CEO include - 

(a) consideration and initiation,  

Otherwise the word “include” should be changed to “are”.  It is irritating at the very least to read it.  Perhaps it is 
in some ways misleading.  

I would like the minister’s comments on subclause (1)(e) and (f) about promotion and encouragement of 
research and the publication of information and statistics.  Can we have some idea of the breadth of research 
done now?  Is all the material collected through research published?  To what extent is this research 
independent?  Is the department more likely to commission research within and outside that is designed to back 
up the view of the department rather than forge new boundaries and learn in a more open way about issues that 
are important to the department?  How important are those functions in terms of personnel, budgets and so on, or 
are they more an afterthought in the running of the department?   
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Ms S.M. McHALE:  They are certainly not an afterthought.  I refer to the member’s first question.  Broadly 
speaking, the Community Services Act contains quite a comprehensive set of functions.  We have modernised 
the language.  Is there a fundamental difference between the Community Services Act and this legislation?  We 
have promoted the language, such as child abuse.  The previous Acts do not mention child abuse.  That is an 
example of the language we have changed.  The member is quite right; it is a bit cumbersome.  However, I am 
advised that that is the drafting style, and I believe this is endemic in legislation. 

Dr E. Constable:  It is time to change the drafting style. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I will refer the member’s comments to the parliamentary draftspeople. 

I hope and expect that the research will not be biased in any way to promote inappropriate departmental practice.  
I can give examples of research that has been done that reflects on current practice.  We do research both 
internally and externally.  For instance, a lot of research has been done internally to construct this Bill over many 
years.  Examples of external research would be work undertaken on behalf of the department through Murdoch 
University and the University of Western Australia - I am not sure about Curtin University of Technology - and 
work undertaken on behalf of me, as minister, through the Child Protection Council.  Mandatory reporting is one 
example of that.  The Child Protection Council has commissioned research to look at models of best practice in 
child protection, and that research is currently under way.  There has been research into substance abuse and 
children going into care, and the practice around foster carers.  Therefore, it is about looking at how we keep 
ahead of best practice.  I expect that research to influence and shape service delivery.   

I have mentioned internal and external research.  The research may be published; it may not.  A lot of data is 
produced that goes into other publications.  All States are required to provide data to bodies such as the 
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare and the Australian Institute of Family Studies.  Therefore, we might 
partner with other research agencies.  Sometimes the research is published; sometimes it is for internal use.  It 
may well be presented at a conference nationally or internationally. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE:  I will take up some of the points that the minister raised about research.  Is there a 
research committee within the department that oversees research?  If so, who is on that committee and what are 
their qualifications?  With external research, is a decision made within the department about who it will get to do 
that research; or, given that the department is expending taxpayers’ money on research, does it call for proposals 
and then judge those proposals before it spends the money on the research?  How well judged ahead of time is 
the research, and the people doing the research, as would be the case with funds available for medical research in 
other areas?  With the publication of the research results, how is it decided which research will be confidential 
and which research will be published?  What are the criteria for deciding that something will remain confidential 
and not be published?  I imagine that the issues on which the department is doing research a lot of the time are of 
great public interest, and might encourage research in universities in other areas that would add to a body of 
knowledge.  Therefore, I would have thought that the sharing of research results would be in everyone’s best 
interests.  In my view, there would have to be pretty good reasons for withholding research results when public 
money had been spent on that research. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  We do not have a research committee.  There is a research unit in the department.  It is 
headed by a clinical psychologist who overviews proposals and submissions for research.  I will give an 
example.  If a researcher at UWA wants to do research into health indicators of children in care, that research 
proposal, as the member would know, is submitted to the ethics committee.  It is also referred to the department, 
and it is reviewed by the head of the research unit - the clinical psychologist.  That clinical psychologist then 
reports to the executive director of program development. 

Dr E. Constable:  Is that research that you are talking about funded by the department? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  No.  That example would be an external research proposal that UWA may want to 
undertake, for instance.  However, obviously, it needs to access the data of the department. 

Dr E. Constable:  When I said external research, I meant research that is funded by the department but done by 
people outside the department. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Okay.  The member asked a question about whether we would put that out for tender.  From 
my observations, not a huge amount of external research is being done.  As minister, I have encouraged better 
relationships with the universities, because, clearly, the department is a service provider, researchers are doing 
work externally, and the two need to come together.  A classic example of that is the work we have been doing 
with Fiona Stanley in the TVW Telethon Institute for Child Health Research, trying to bring the wealth of 
research that she is doing into the department, so that the research and the practice are heading in the right 
direction.  We have just tendered for a project that is looking at the decrease in child maltreatment allegations.  
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When there is research to be bought, it is tendered for.  I referred to the example of the Child Protection Council, 
which was looking at best-practice models of child protection.  That was put out for tender. 

Dr E. Constable:  Tendering suggests to me that there is something in the price of what is being done.  I am more 
interested in getting the best proposals.  I am not sure that tendering is the right word to use when it comes to 
research.  That is not what I was asking about.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Broadly speaking, it is put out for tender so that there cannot be any accusations of bias or 
favouritism to a certain institution. 

Dr E. Constable:  But you are not looking for the cheapest research necessarily. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  No.  It is not governed by price; it is governed by ensuring that we get the best researcher to 
do the work.  I go back to the Child Protection Council research into best practice.  That was ultimately given to 
a consortium of researchers from UWA and Murdoch University. 

Dr E. Constable:  I asked you about publication as well.  How do you decide what is confidential and what is 
not? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I anticipate that research that would have any chance of identifying families and children 
would not be published.  It would have to be research material and data in which families and children were not 
identifiable. 

Dr E. Constable:  Is that the only time when research is not published? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  If it was lousy research, it probably would not be published. 

Dr E. Constable:  If some research came up with unfavourable results from the department’s point of view, 
would it still be made public, or would it remain confidential? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I will give an example of something else we have set up, and that is the Child Death 
Review Committee.  That is charged with reporting annually.  It is quite possible that, after a time, there may 
well be findings from that committee that will have trends that are not terribly favourable to the department.  
They will be published.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Child Protection Council is a body of people who work full time elsewhere and come 
together every so often.  Is that right, minister? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The research is not conducted by the council, but the department tenders for and pays 
someone else to carry out the research; is that correct? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  The Child Protection Council tendered for it. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Does that council have a budget? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  How much is it? 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I cannot tell the member; I do not know the figure.  The current research has a budget for 
$50 000, so it must be more than that.  I’m happy to find out for the member. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 771.] 
 


