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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural — Leader of the House) [9.57 pm]: I move — 

 That the house do now adjourn. 

Assaults on Police Officers — Adjournment Debate 

HON BRIAN ELLIS (Agricultural) [9.57 pm]: I am prompted to speak tonight because of an answer to a 
question I asked of the minister representing the Minister for Police and Emergency Services during question 
time earlier today. The minister admitted that one-third of the assaults that have occurred on police officers since 
July last year were on country police. If my calculations are correct, the numbers that he gave me equate to the 
assault of two or more police officers per day over that time. This is a terrible state of affairs and a terrible 
reflection on society and the support that police officers obviously expect from the government and also the 
people. When the government procrastinates about the compensation that is available and an appropriate amount 
is not awarded, and when police officers have to pay for their own health and medical expenses, it is little 
wonder that they retire early and that it is hard to find cadets to recruit. The mid-west Gascoyne police inspector 
said that there were 50 departmental vacancies in the mid-west at the end of January.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: How many?  

Hon BRIAN ELLIS: Fifty. It is little wonder that there are so many vacancies if the government is not backing 
the police force and the law enforcement department.  

I support the legislation that is before the Parliament that seeks to increase penalties for assaults on police 
officers. It is a welcome improvement. I wholeheartedly support the increased penalties and mandatory 
minimum sentences. Many of the assaults on officers occur by drunk and/or drug-affected people who do not 
really think about the legal consequences of their actions. That is why I expect that the greatest help to police 
officers would be more backup; that is, an increase in police numbers, obviously. Police need backup, 
particularly in country areas. In the city they can call for backup teams, but in the bush the nearest police officer 
may be in another town 50 to 100 kilometres away, and by the time a backup officer arrives, the incident is 
probably over and the police officer has been assaulted. An increase in the penalty, no matter how large it might 
be, would not help that police officer. If there is a backup officer, and if he has to leave his patch to attend to his 
fellow police officer, obviously his patch is at risk. It is simply a case of lack of numbers in the country regions. 

I was even more alarmed after contacting local councils in the mid-west and in the wheatbelt following their 
responses about regional police numbers. I received responses from a number of shires. The Shire of 
Northampton has only three police officers, and after 4.00 pm they cannot be contacted as calls are diverted to 
Geraldton. Three Springs was allocated a third police officer only after I raised the matter in Parliament last year. 
In December last year Moora had only one police officer, and even when it had two police officers, they had to 
patrol Brand Highway, which is an 80-minute round trip from the town. Recently, the City of Geraldton-
Greenough called for more police to reduce call response times after the recent tragic death of a man bashed at 
Sunset Beach. Another mid-west shire has contacted me to express concern that government agencies are 
relocating problem families in rural areas without any notice and without any support for the communities, 
thereby placing increased pressure on the local police. Obviously, it is hard to attract police staff to districts such 
as Moora, which are not designated by the police department as accommodation rent-free zones. In other areas 
such as Northampton, newly transferred police officers arrive with extensive outstanding annual leave and are 
required to take holidays, but no replacements are appointed while they are away.  

The situation has been made worse, as I said earlier, by the procrastination on the promised compensation for 
police officers who are forced to retire due to injuries. I am afraid that the Premier has also done his best to pull 
the wool over the eyes of the public by blaming the opposition for parliamentary delays in increasing the 
penalties for these assaults. The government controls the order of business in Parliament, as we all know, and the 
legislation was listed for only three days in September and three days in October. It was never prioritised higher 
than the seventh bill on the list. It was not even on the notice of priority legislation for this year until the media 
exposure and public outrage at the bashing of a police officer in Joondalup, which embarrassed the government 
into bringing it to the top of the list. Therefore, I ask: how many more assaults on country coppers will have to 
take place before the media attention embarrasses Premier Carpenter into increasing police numbers in the bush?  

Education Sector Transparency — Adjournment Debate 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [10.04 pm]: I am rising tonight to express some concerns at 
an alarming trend in the education sector; that is, a lack of transparency. At a time when the Department of 
Education and Training is facing enormous scrutiny and pressure, complete transparency is absolutely vital to 
return confidence to the sector. I will identify three particular areas of concern. At the beginning of 2007 we got 
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a new Minister for Education and Training. He started off with a tremendous amount of enthusiasm and gusto 
and I applauded a lot of the initiatives he introduced. He was particularly good at answering questions without 
notice in question time. However, that situation soon dissipated and by mid June it had almost evaporated. As I 
say, that is of great concern to me. Many attempts on my part to get some response from the minister for some 
very valid education issues were blocked at every opportunity. Although I did not necessarily always agree with 
what his predecessor said, I must give Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich credit for the fact that she always answered 
questions. 

However, from January 2007 on, the Minister for Education and Training asked me to put on notice 17 questions 
that I asked without notice; that is, he deflected the responses. I have to say that, on every occasion, these 
questions could have been answered without notice. I will give a couple of examples. I asked whether the 
years K-10 syllabus documents would be mandated. That was a very simple question capable of a yes or no 
answer. The answer was to put it on notice. I asked whether the West Coast Resource Centre would be closed. 
That was an easy question capable of a yes or no answer. The answer was to put it on notice. I asked whether 
there were any problems with the English course of study. That was an easy question capable of a yes or no 
answer. The answer was to put it on notice. On another 13 occasions—13 sitting days—the minister was 
unavailable to answer questions. He was obviously on urgent parliamentary business, but that was essentially 
another four sitting weeks when I was unable to get responses from the Minister for Education and Training.  

That lack of transparency, unfortunately, was starting to impact on the public perception, and certainly 
parliamentary perception, of whether we were receiving full accountability on the operations of the Department 
of Education and Training. I do hope the minister is much more accommodating this parliamentary year in his 
responses to parliamentary questions. 

The second area of concern is the Twomey task force. The Twomey task force was established with great fanfare 
in June 2007. It was intended to identify the areas of need with regard to the teacher shortage. As I said in debate 
on a motion I moved last year on the teacher shortage, we really did not need the Twomey task force. Quite 
frankly, blind Freddy could have told the minister what the problem was with the teaching fraternity, particularly 
in the area of a much-needed salary increase. However, Professor Twomey handed the report to the Minister for 
Education and Training in December 2007—it cost the government $863 000. Two months later, it is now mid 
February, and the report still has not been handed down or made public by the Minister for Education and 
Training. He received a preliminary report in October and has had the final report for two months, and it has not 
been made public despite constant pleas from me as the alternative minister, from the union and from the public 
at large. I have to ask: why is the minister not releasing the Twomey report? A cynic might suggest that he has 
not signed off on the enterprise bargaining agreement with the union, that he is waiting until he signs off on that 
EBA and then he will release the report, because he already knows that the Twomey report will definitely 
recommend a salary increase and a raft of other reforms and he does not want to sign off on an EBA before that 
recommendation comes through. 

What I am saying once again to the Minister for Education and Training is: release that Twomey report and show 
some transparency. The cynicism will then dissipate. At the moment teachers across the state want the EBA 
resolved. As of today they are talking of strike action. We do not want that to occur. We want the EBA resolved. 
If the minister is going to resolve the EBA, I suggest he release the Twomey report first and let us see what the 
report says about the teacher shortage, otherwise it makes folly of the whole process of the report. 

The third factor I want to talk about in regard to the lack of transparency in the education portfolio is yet another 
report on education. We have had so many reports on education in the term of this government that I think the 
education department probably spends more time evaluating itself than it does trying to implement education 
philosophy and policy. We have had the Corruption and Crime Commission reports, last year the Gerard Daniels 
report, parliamentary reports and internal reports. Last year another review was done by Public Sector 
Management Office through the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. This report is titled, “Review of the 
Department of Education and Training”. Part of it reads — 

A review of the Department of Education and Training (DET) was conducted during 2007 in 
accordance with section 10 of the Public Sector Management Act 1994.  

The Review was conducted by Ms Prudence Ford, a former senior State and Commonwealth public 
servant.  

As part of the Review, consultation was undertaken with key stakeholders.  

The Review specifically considered:  

• The appropriateness of DET’s functions and activities relative to Government policies and 
priorities;  
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• DET’s financial management performance, including internal resource allocation processes;  

• The impact of the non-government sector's provision of educational services in Western 
Australia upon the Department’s current and future operations;  

• The effectiveness of the organisational structure and reporting arrangements of DET, in 
supporting efficient and effective service delivery;  

• The effectiveness of the current portfolio structure and its impact on collaboration and 
coordination between DET and other agencies within the Education and Training portfolio 
such as the Department of Education Services, the Curriculum Council and the Technical and 
Further Education colleges;  

• The appropriateness of accountability and governance arrangements between all agencies in 
the portfolio;  

• The adequacy of all planning undertaken within the Department with a focus on data collection 
systems and the quality and value of data collected in existing systems;  

• As a priority within the review, the Department’s procurement planning and decision making 
processes with a focus on capital works items;  

• The development of appropriate performance targets that would assist Government in 
measuring Departmental performance into the future; and  

• Other reports and reviews that have considered organisational matters related to the 
Department.  

What a great report that will be. One would assume that, as that was in 2007, the government, if it has nothing to 
hide—has no problems and complete transparency in the education portfolio—would release that report as a 
public document and say, “See, we’re operating particularly well.” Has it released that report? Of course not. Yet 
again, it shows a lack of transparency on the Department of Education and Training’s part; yet again, it adds to 
the cynicism and negativity that permeates this portfolio, and the government has only itself to blame. 

Yesterday I asked the Premier whether he would table that report. He said no and basically told me to get lost. 
All I can do is once again issue a plea to the government to please release this report and show us what is going 
on within the Department of Education and Training. Obviously it is a very thorough review that will show how 
inefficient is the Department of Education and Training.  

On the off-chance that the government ignores my plea and will not release the report, I turn to the final 
comment in the document to which I referred. It states — 

All submissions made may be subject to a Freedom of Information application under the Freedom of 
Information Act 1992.  

The cynic in me might suggest that that is a course of action I will have to take. I would like to think that I will 
not have to go down the freedom of information path because the government will release the report of the 
review to show more transparency and openness in education. However, as I said, the cynic in me suggests that 
perhaps that will not happen. 

Department for Child Protection — Adjournment Debate 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [10.13 pm]: Today I discovered some disturbing figures in 
relation to child protection; that is, the Department for Child Protection has 1 505 unallocated cases. Each of 
those cases represents a child or a family. I was really hoping that following the disgraceful departmental 
blunders of the past two years that when this department was changed from the Department of Community 
Development to the Department for Child Protection I would not see such disgraceful figures again. Once again, 
here we are.  

The director general of the department, Terry Murphy, has said that some of these cases are near to being closed. 
In February 2007, 541 cases were awaiting investigation. On 12 November 2007, there were only 386 cases 
awaiting investigation. All those cases were awaiting full investigation. Since November, the number has 
increased to 1 505 cases. Someone is fudging the figures somewhere along the line, and I am not very impressed. 
The union has said that at present some 1 800 children and families are at risk. What is going on in the 
Department for Child Protection? In March there was a recruiting campaign, and the minister sat opposite me 
and told me faithfully that the department was going to recruit 300 new workers and that it was trying its hardest 
to do so. Now I have found out that only two-thirds of those workers have been employed and there are more 
than 126 vacancies for child protection workers across the department, including 56 in country offices. That was 
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in March. These figures should be a lot better than they are. I could not accept 386 unallocated cases, but it is 
absolutely disgusting to now find out that 1 505 cases have not even been allocated. There is no excuse for that. 
These children are not being provided with services. These children are slipping through the net. I do not believe 
that children’s cases should be closed until they are 18 years of age. I have a particular problem with the 
department closing cases too early. 

The minister has denied the fact that the recruitment campaign has been a failure, but she cannot say that when I 
read out these figures. There were 300 cases in November and, three months later, there are 1 505 cases. Those 
figures do not make a lot of sense. They are rubbery figures. Those rubbery figures equate to children, parents 
and families not being provided with services. Certainly, the situation in both city and country areas is very 
similar. Fifty-six more staff members are required in country areas. The Kimberley was given more staff as a 
result of the sexual abuse allegations in the north. The Murchison office requires 11 more staff, the Peel office, 
nine and the wheatbelt office, eight. Where are we going to get 126 more staff from for the Department for Child 
Protection? That is the government’s responsibility. I would like these cases to be allocated. At least if the cases 
are given to caseworkers, the children might have a chance of not slipping through the net. The department has a 
new director general, Terry Murphy, and it is for the better. He is a very good director general, but he needs to 
explain these figures to the minister. I hope that I get an answer tomorrow during question time when I ask the 
minister questions about how the number has increased from 386 to 1 505 in three months. 

Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 10.19 pm 

__________ 

 
 
 
 
 


