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Division 71: Child Protection, $306 000 000 — 

Hon Ken Travers, Deputy Chairman. 

Hon Sue Ellery, Minister for Child Protection. 

Mr T. Murphy, Director General. 

Ms J. McGrath, Acting Executive Director, Corporate and Business Services. 

Mr B. Mooney, Acting Executive Director, Country Services. 

Ms C. Barnett, Executive Director, Metropolitan Services.  

Ms J. Waylen, Director, Non-government Policy and Funding.  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates and Financial Operations 
Committee, I would like to welcome you to today’s hearing. This hearing is being held in public, although there 
is discretion available to the committee to hear evidence in private either of its own motion or at the witnesses’ 
request. If for some reason you wish to make a confidential statement during today’s proceedings, you should 
request that the evidence be taken in closed session before answering the question. 

Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament to scrutinise the 
budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The committee values that assistance. 

Members are asked to sit to my left towards the front of the chamber, where practicable, so that witnesses will 
not have to turn their head to the back of the chamber when answering questions. It will greatly assist Hansard if 
when referring to the Budget Statements volumes or the consolidated account estimates, members give the page 
number, item, program, amount and so on in preface to their questions. 

If supplementary information is to be provided, I ask for the minister’s cooperation in ensuring that it is 
delivered to the committee’s clerk within five working days of receipt of the questions. An example of the 
required Hansard style for the documents has been provided to your advisers. The committee reminds agency 
representatives to respond to questions in a succinct manner and to limit the extent of personal observations. 
I am now required to ask the witnesses to take either an oath or an affirmation.  
[Witnesses took the oath or affirmation.] 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much. At this time, I ask each of the witnesses whether they have 
understood and completed the “Information for Witnesses” form.  
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Do all the witnesses fully understand the meaning and effect of the provisions of 
that document? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: We now move to questions. Hon Robyn McSweeney.  
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I refer to page 1138. The fifth dot point on that page, which comes under the 
heading “Major Achievements For 2007-08” on page 1137, states — 

Appointed a project manager to undertake a review of a sample of cases which involve Indigenous 
children in care under six years old who have experienced multiple placements.  

Yesterday, I asked the Minister for Child Protection a question without notice about the number of Aboriginal 
children under six years of age who are in care. Part (3) of the question was as follows — 

Of the Aboriginal children under the age of six years in care, how many have had multiple placements? 

The answer to that question was 152. I have a number of questions about the multiple placements of those 
children in care. First, how could it possibly occur that a one-year-old baby would have 16 placements?   

Hon SUE ELLERY: The member asked that question yesterday in a general sense about all the placements that 
she referred to. I want to make a couple of general comments about this matter, and I will then go to the 
specifics. I have said on the public record today that I think it is completely unacceptable that these children have 
experienced so many placements. It is unacceptable because all the research—and, frankly, commonsense—tells 
us that that kind of disruption to the ability of a child to bond with its carer is not good for the child. It is totally 
unacceptable to me. However, it is the case also that I do not think the department has necessarily helped itself 
when it has explained what has taken place with these placements. I will take the example of the child who has 
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had 16 placements and go through with the member what that means. I do not back away from the fact that 16 
placements is completely unacceptable. However, the first placement that is counted is the hospital where the 
baby is born—in this case, King Edward Memorial Hospital for Women. The baby was then placed with six 
different carers for those 16 placements. Therefore, it was not 16 carers; it was six carers. However, six different 
carers is still too many for one baby. The baby was with the same carer for almost a year. During that time, the 
baby was placed with the same respite carer on two different occasions, for a total of just under two months—
about seven weeks. After one year with the general carer, the baby was moved between three different carers 
over a period of six weeks before being placed with a relative carer in February this year, where she still is. The 
point I am trying to make is that although there were 16 placements, which is unacceptable, and six carers, which 
I frankly think is also too many, I do not think the department actually did itself any favours in the way in which 
it made the information available, because six carers, for example, is not 16 carers. Nevertheless, the reference is 
in the budget papers because the department is being proactive about getting to the bottom of why Aboriginal 
children aged under six have been experiencing multiple placements. That is the department being up-front about 
the work it is going to do. What is already on the public record today is that the project will consider 30 sample 
cases over a 12-month period to look at the factors. Again, I am on the public record today saying what we think 
might be some of those factors. However, I want to be convinced, for example, that we have the balance right 
when a judgement is made about whether a placement is in the best interests of the child and that it is not made 
purely on the basis of the cultural appropriateness of the placement. I want to be convinced that we are applying 
the overriding principle that is set out in the act; that is, in determining what is in the best interests of the child, 
the prime objective is to make sure the placement is safe. If we can provide a safe placement that is culturally 
appropriate, that is great. However, if we can provide a culturally appropriate placement but we cannot be sure 
that it is safe, that is unsatisfactory. From my point of view, children need to be put in the safest possible 
placement regardless of whether that placement also meets the laudable objective of ensuring that the child’s 
cultural heritage connections are preserved. Although that is a laudable objective, the prime objective has to be 
the safety of the child. They are my opening comments. I have set out what happened to the child who had 16 
placements. There were 16 placements, one of which was the hospital in which the child was born, between six 
carers.  

[7.10 pm] 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I will go to the other end of the scale; that is, the five-year-old child who has had 
17 placements. A lot of children have had 11, 12 or 14 placements, not including the hospital in which they were 
born. I will just leave it there, because I understand that the minister has been working on that issue today. She 
understands that it is unacceptable, as I do. It comes back to the caseworkers. I am going to give a bit of a serve 
here. When a caseworker sees that a child has had three placements, alarm bells should ring, but they are not 
ringing. Caseworkers must take responsibility for that. The department is missing out a step by not having senior 
casework supervisors. The other question I was going to ask — 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Before Hon Robyn McSweeney moves on, I will respond to her comments. To take the 
second part of the comment on supervision first, although we might not necessarily agree on the designation of 
the person who provides the supervision, in fact a really significant outcome of the Ford report has been much 
more intensive supervision than before. As a result of the additional 300 staff, with another 150 coming out of 
this budget allocation as well, the director general has gone to considerable effort to make sure that people are 
getting the supervision they need. I will get him to talk a little about that in a minute.  

The first issue was about alarm bells ringing for caseworkers. I could not agree more about alarm bells needing 
to ring. That is why the document is detailed in the budget papers. The project aims to get to the bottom of that. 
Practice has to be examined to determine whether it is being influenced by the question of balance that I raised 
before. Is the practice being influenced by people putting more emphasis on trying to meet the laudable objective 
of culturally appropriate placements rather than on trying to meet the overriding objective of the act, which is the 
safe placement of the child whatever the cultural context? I agree about that, but the fact we are having this 
discussion at all is because the department listed in the budget papers the project that will get to the bottom of 
this issue.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: As it should have done.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. I will get the director general to talk about supervision as well, because I cannot let 
that issue go without him commenting on it.   

Mr T. Murphy: The senior officers Hon Robyn McSweeney just referred to have returned to the department 
under the new title of senior practice development officers. There is one in each district. There is also an 
additional one at the moment to work on the introduction of our new data system. The key role of those officers 
in each district is providing quality assurance of casework and helping caseworkers learn how to do casework 
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better. Importantly, the new allocation of staff that the minister spoke about both in the past year and in the 
coming year is on a ratio of eight staff to one team leader. Taken in combination with a case capping of 15 cases 
per officer, that means that our staff do have the time and the leadership to receive adequate, good supervision 
that will keep them learning as case officers.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: The Child Death Review Committee was particularly critical of case practice, so 
I am pleased that has been taken on board. Running on with the same theme, I note that 626 non-Aboriginal 
children under the age of six have been placed in care. How many of those children have been placed in multiple 
homes?   

Hon SUE ELLERY: The number is 142 of the 626.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: If I ask a question tomorrow, will the minister be able to provide a breakdown of 
that figure in a table similar to the one I received for Aboriginal children?   

Hon SUE ELLERY: I can give an undertaking to do my best to do that.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I will ask that question tomorrow.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Will Hon Robyn McSweeney ask that as a parliamentary question tomorrow?   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, if the minister does not have the breakdown of that figure now. It would be 
hard to do that. I thank the minister.  

When the minister answered my question yesterday, “multiple placements” was defined as being from four 
homes upwards. Does the department consider three homes to be a multiple placement? Most of those children 
have had four or more placements.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is the definition used for the purposes of the particular project. The director general 
has said that in his view it is not an unreasonable definition to use, given the sorts of circumstances we would be 
talking about. Frankly, that is what I was talking about in terms of how the 16 placements played out. To me, 
counting the place where the child was born as a placement does not give us an accurate picture. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: No, but Hon Sue Ellery is the minister and I hope she will do something about 
that.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Does the member not think I have pointed that out to the department today?   

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I thought the minister might have done that. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We need to be more accurate. That is not about fudging figures but about being sensible 
about how we count things. We need to do that better.  

[7.20 pm] 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: That is right. I thank the minister. I refer to the second dot point on page 1137 of 
the Budget Statements, under the heading “Major Achievements For 2007-08”, which is about the establishment 
of the new hostel in Halls Creek for young children and young people in need of care. How many children 
between the ages of zero and five years old are in the hostel, and what is the age breakdown of those children? 
Likewise, what is the age breakdown of the children in the age range of six to 15 years? Are the parents allowed 
in to see the children during the week under some sort of supervision; are the children allowed back home at 
weekends; are they at school full time; how many Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal residential staff does the hostel 
have — 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Does the honourable member think we might answer one question at a time? There is no 
way we will — 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I intended to go back; I was just giving the minister—obviously, I know that the 
minister cannot — 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Answer 10 questions in one; yes. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: — write them down that quickly, but I was just giving the minister a breakdown 
of the sorts of questions I will ask.  
Hon SUE ELLERY: Okay. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: My next questions are: what training do the local Indigenous people have to 
undertake before being placed into the hostel as careworkers; and is the department satisfied with how the hostel 
is being managed? I return to my first and second questions: how many children between the ages of zero and 
five years old and between six and 15 years old are in the hostel now?  
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Hon SUE ELLERY: I will make some general comments about the hostel and then I will defer to the director 
general, who will talk about specific numbers.  

I was at the hostel as recently as last Tuesday, and it looks fantastic. It is the case that the staff are predominantly 
Aboriginal. The department has provided a really intensive recruitment and training program to those staff to 
ensure that they can provide care in an appropriate way. It is also the case that parents of the children have 
supervised access. The hostel has things like barbecues every Sunday, and they invite the parents to come along 
and have supervised visits with the children. The children attend school, and when they come home from school, 
the carers help them with their homework—the kids do all of the things that kids should be doing. They have a 
fantastic new building with covered, enclosed play areas, as well as fantastic facilities so that they can play 
outside. The local community is really proud of the hostel and the work the community has done.  

On both of my visits to that hostel since I have been the minister, I have been met by groups of elder women in 
Halls Creek—the mothers and grandmothers—who have formally welcomed me to the hostel. As part of the 
ceremonies that I have participated in, they have talked about how important it is to them that this hostel 
functions well so that they know their children are safe. I think the hostel is a great example, but I will ask the 
director general to give the member some of the specifics.  

Mr T. Murphy: The minister has covered the issues of visitors, kids going to school and the training that the 
staff have received. I would add my own observation on the matter of visitors: whenever I have been at the 
hostel, there are always families around, whether it is in the front yard or outside. Many of the staff—of which 
the specific number is 17 Aboriginal staff out of 22 full-time equivalents all up—are related to the children who 
are in the hostel, so it really has a sense of being a family home. 

At this stage the hostel for children between zero and six years of age is fully occupied—as it generally is—with 
eight children. The occupancy of the older children’s hostel, which has just opened, is building up slowly. My 
latest information is that there are three children in that hostel. 

Is the department satisfied? Yes, it is. It is very, very pleased with the operation of this hostel, and it is a model 
for how the department would like other hostels in the Kimberley and other regional areas to be developed or 
redeveloped. That said, there are still challenges. Employing local Aboriginal people means we are employing 
people with less work history, less education and greater pressures on their lives than other staff we may choose. 
They need a level of support and supervision that is over and above what might be required for other staff; 
however, we are very eager to take on that challenge.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Do the children go home at holiday time, or do they stay at the hostel for most of 
the time?  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will ask the director general to answer that. 

Mr T. Murphy: That would depend on the individual circumstances and how their cases are being managed, 
and their prospects for reunification or placement with extended family within their own community. It will 
vary. That said, yes, some children do go home for greater or lesser periods with their families. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I give the call to Hon Giz Watson. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I refer to the third dot point on page 1133, under the heading “Significant Issues and 
Trends”. My question is about the additional money provided in the budget to establish a special unit at the 
Department for Child Protection to deal with mandatory reporting of child sexual abuse. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Can the member give me the reference again?  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I am linking it to page 1133, “Significant Issues and Trends”. I think I am right — 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The second dot point? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Sorry, yes, the second dot that covers the provisions for mandatory reporting. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I will ask some questions about the details of the expenditure associated with the 
establishment of that unit. I also refer the minister to the budget bulletin, which states that an additional 
$43.9 million has been allocated for the establishment of the special unit. My question is: what other recurring 
operational costs are expected for that unit? I will ask my questions one at a time. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: My general comment is that I was really pleased that the Department for Child Protection 
was allocated $68 million to fund mandatory reporting of sexual abuse. That gives effect to the government’s 
commitment that it would introduce mandatory reporting and ensure that it was properly resourced. As to the 
detail of the breakdown of the funding, I will refer the member to Jennifer McGrath.  
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Ms J. McGrath. Of that funding, $12 million has been allocated over the forward estimates for the actual 
mandatory reporting unit, which will be the central unit that will take all the calls coming in from wherever they 
come in from. It also includes the costs of training staff across government. Then there is $30 million over the 
forward estimates period for DCP core services, which is for additional caseworkers to deal with the additional 
work that comes in. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Is that the extent of any other recurring operational costs expected from the unit?   

Ms J. McGrath: Some additional money will go to the child sexual abuse services—a bit over $1 million a year. 
There is additional funding for additional workers in the Crisis Care Unit to deal with the additional after-hours 
work that comes in from mandatory reporting. They are predominantly the costs. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I can see a note that the adviser cannot see. I will follow up on the issue of the $1 million 
to do with—could the adviser repeat what that component was for?   
Ms J. McGrath: Child sexual abuse services in the non-government sector. 
Hon GIZ WATSON: Are those services statewide, and is that enough funding to deal with the anticipated 
increase?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will ask the director general to talk about that. 

Mr T. Murphy: These are the child sexual abuse treatment services, of which there are currently 14, funded by 
$5.64 million. This new funding is a significant increase: $1.1 million in the first year and $1.3 million in the 
second year. Again, that amount will be allocated statewide. The critical issue is to build up some of the key 
services in the key areas so that we can turn around some of the perpetrators and at the same time provide better 
support and recovery for victims. 

[7.30 pm] 

Hon GIZ WATSON: My next question is on the same subject because it is a significant initiative. What is the 
allocation for the establishment costs? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Of the mandatory reporting unit? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes. Is that the figure that was just provided? Was that a one-off payment rather than the 
running cost? I am trying to differentiate between the establishment costs and the running costs. 

Ms J. McGrath: The costs I outlined are the annual costs over the forward estimates. An amount of $1.5 million 
in capital money was allocated to establish the unit by purchasing the premises and fitting it out. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: Was that $1.2 million? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: It was $1.5 million. What expenditure occurred in the current financial year, if any, in 
preparation of the establishment of the unit? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I ask the director general to respond. 

Mr T. Murphy: A mandatory reporting project team has been operating for most of this financial year. The total 
expenditure for that is of the order of $600 000. That amount has been sufficient to provide plenty of staff to 
work with our own agency and the other agencies to prepare the legislation and the policy procedures. Also, they 
are in the process of developing the training programs and so on so that we will be ready to run, pending the 
passage of the legislation. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: My final question in this area is: do those figures include the training for the professionals 
who will need additional training; that is, for the additional information that will have to be provided? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is included in the $68 million. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Footnote (b) on page 1139 of the Budget Statements refers to adjustments under service 2, 
“Protecting Children and Young People”. In that table is an item for adjustments, and the footnote for it states — 

The 2008-09 target calculation incorporates normal growth and the anticipated effect of the introduction 
of mandatory reporting of child sexual abuse from 1 January 2009. 

How did the department calculate that anticipated increase? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The target, as the member rightly pointed out, is an estimation of a combination of normal 
growth and what is anticipated to occur if the mandatory reporting legislation comes into effect. The figure is 
based on the underlying trend for an 11 per cent increase in child protection cases during 2008-09. Combined 
with that are the forecasts for mandatory reporting, which are anticipated to result in an increase of notifications 
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by 17 per cent and an increase of investigations by 19 per cent. If the member wants information about how 
those figures were reached, I will refer the question to the director general. 

Mr T. Murphy: The minister gave a fairly robust description. They are the basics. It is about projecting growth. 
There is an underlying growth based on the continuation of trends and the continuing impact, for example, of the 
Children and Community Services Act, which came into effect some 18 months ago. When calculating the 
specific effect of mandatory reporting, we outlined three scenarios: a conservative, an extreme and a middle 
path. The middle path scenario has been selected and funded. That takes into account the experience of the other 
states that have introduced mandatory reporting and the impact of our existing protocols on professionals who 
will become mandated reporters, and it allows also for a variation in those estimates, which brought us to what 
we regard as a middle path and to a fairly robust figure. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: A key efficiency indicator is the proportion of investigations with an outcome recorded 
within 30 days. I note that the target outcome for 2008-09 is only 40 per cent of reported cases being investigated 
within 30 days. Is the department satisfied with setting the target that low? Perhaps there is an explanation for 
why it is that low. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is a good question. I refer the member to the director general. 

Mr T. Murphy: The simple answer is that we are not satisfied with that figure; it is too low. However, it will 
never be anywhere near 100 per cent or up at that end of the scale because investigations take time. Some 
investigations are completed within seven days when the issues are clear-cut and the information is substantial. 
However, in many cases we are dealing with uncertainty and with people who do not provide either full or 
accurate information or who have different perceptions. We deal with conflict situations. Unfortunately, 
investigations do take time. Another reality is that the complexity of cases with which the department deals has 
increased over the years. Since I first joined the department some 16 or 17 years ago, there has been an increase 
in the number of cases involving people who are affected by drugs and alcohol and mental health issues. In 
addition, more families have experienced broken and multiple relationships and there is a greater frequency of 
generational cases. Although we anticipate reaching the target of 40 per cent this year, it is less than we would 
like. That figure cannot be raised a great deal higher. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Is it possible to see a chart of those figures? That average gives a certain amount of 
information, but it could be shown that X number of cases recorded an outcome within 30 days and just a few 
extended cases brought the figures down. Is it possible to provide that information? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We will provide that as supplementary information. 

[Supplementary Information No H1.] 
Hon BARBARA SCOTT: The second dot point on page 1133 of the Budget Statements under “Significant 
Issues and Trends” refers to the mandatory reporting of child abuse. I will ask a couple of questions on this 
matter. I have heard that $600 000 of the $1.5 million that has been set aside has already been spent this year. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We have not spent any of the $1.5 million. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: I took some notes when Mr Murphy was speaking and he said that the operating 
costs for the team for this year was anticipated to be $600 000. Is that the team for the mandatory reporting of 
child abuse? 

Mr T. Murphy: That amount is not out of the $1.5 million. That is for the current project team, which is more 
rightly seen as coming out of the $68 million. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: I was going to ask where the funding of $1.5 million was going to come from next 
year, given the anticipated increase in the reporting of child sexual abuse. I refer again to the mandatory 
reporting unit and ask where the unit is physically placed and whether the minister plans to keep it within the 
Department for Child Protection area of government. 

[7.40 pm] 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I ask the director general to respond. 

Mr T. Murphy: The project team is really just that—a project team based in the head office of the Department 
for Child Protection. Pending the passing of the legislation, the mandatory reporting unit will be established in 
the latter part of this year in order to be ready for the operation of mandatory reporting in 2009. The unit will be 
part of the Department for Child Protection and will be co-located with the crisis care unit, which is our existing 
24-hour, seven-day-a-week telephone service. That will allow all sorts of efficiencies, but most importantly it 
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will allow the unit to be more effective by being based with some of our best caseworkers operating in crisis 
situations. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: My next question refers to the third dot point on page 1113 that concerns the 
increase in the number of children in the care of the chief executive officer. I wonder whether the minister can 
tell me what amount of money is being spent on each child. I have comparative costs from every other state in 
Australia on what is spent on child protection. What amount is it estimated will be spent per child on the 2 655 
children referred to in the third dot point? Does the minister have that figure? I also have a supplementary 
question about the Halls Creek hostel. The children at Halls Creek hostel officially have care and protection 
orders over them; they are taken away from their parents. Are they included in that figure? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. All the children in our residential facilities are there because they are in the care of 
the CEO. I will ask the director general to talk about what information we might be able to provide on the costs 
of caring for children. 

Mr T. Murphy: There are a few different figures. The actual amount we spend on supporting a child in the care 
of the CEO for his day-to-day upkeep—clothes, food and so on—is $4 350. There is also an efficiency indicator 
on page 1137 indicating the average cost per child per day for children in the care of the CEO. Our estimate for 
this year is $126. That takes in a broader range of costs.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: The broader range takes in costs such as the costs of running hostels and employing 
caseworkers. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: My next question refers to the third dot point on page 1134 of the Budget Statements. 
It concerns the phasing-in of mandatory working with children checks for people employed in child-related 
work. How many paid employees working with children in Western Australia has the minister identified? How 
many have completed the checks? There is to be a five-year phasing-in period. The last line of the third dot point 
states that the renewal of checks must be sought every three years. Does the minister anticipate checking every 
paid employee working with children within the first five years? Within three years—before five years have 
elapsed—they will be due for a renewal of their check. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will refer to the officers to talk specifically about numbers. I point out that it does not 
apply only to paid employees; it also applies to volunteers. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: I am very aware of that. I refer to the third dot point, which specifically concerns 
paid employees. We will not get into volunteers. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not being critical; I am trying to be helpful. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: It is quite clear in that dot point. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Okay; I will refer to the officers to provide — 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: I would not expect the minister to provide me with the number of volunteers; that 
would be unreasonable. 

Mr T. Murphy: The total number of applications received to date is 122 000, and 114 500 screenings have been 
finalised. I will have to do this a little in reverse, because the number of volunteers from whom applications have 
been received is 57 300. Virtually all of those applications have been finalised. I am sorry for not doing the 
arithmetic for subtracting 57 300 from 122 000, which is the number of paid employees. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: It is 56 700. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Very good! 

Mr T. Murphy: I thank the member. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: What is the total number? 

Mr T. Murphy: The total is 122 000. We do not know the exact number in the population who should apply for 
a working with children card. That is simply impossible to determine accurately. We recently launched a series 
of media advertisements to encourage and demand people who are working with children to apply for the card. 
That is a responsibility for individuals and employers. The number of applications has already increased 
significantly since that advertising campaign commenced. We anticipate that next year there will be about 
85 000 applications. With the phasing-in of a full year of applications that are able to be received, we anticipate 
that the numbers will stabilise as the renewal period approaches. Given that there has been a phasing-in period 
and that the renewals will not start for three years, by the time we are ready for renewals we will have collected 
most of the people for whom screening is necessary, and the overall number will therefore not increase as we 
begin the renewals. 
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Hon BARBARA SCOTT: I missed the figure for anticipated applications for 2008-09. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is 85 000. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: Does that include volunteers? 

Mr T. Murphy: Yes. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: I clarify my original question: has the department assessed the anticipated number of 
paid employees in this state who will need a working with children check? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The director general tried to answer the question by saying that it is not possible for us to 
predict that figure with any great degree of accuracy. Our expectation for the number of paid employees and 
volunteers for next year is 85 000. I do not think it is possible for us to predict for the member the exact number 
of paid employees who must undergo a working with children check. 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: Has the department done no work on the number of teachers, nurses, doctors or 
childcare workers who will need a working with children check? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No, honourable member; that is not true. The department has estimated the categories of 
workers to the best of its ability. It is not possible to give the member a precisely accurate estimation of the total 
number of people required as part of their employment to have a working with children check. We have made 
the best estimate possible based on things such as knowing the number of teachers and looking at other 
jurisdictions. I indicate to the member that it is not possible to predict with pinpoint accuracy what that number 
should be.  

[7.50 pm] 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: Has Hon Barbara Scott finished her line of questioning? 

Hon BARBARA SCOTT: I just find that quite astounding. Can I put that question on notice? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Hon Barbara Scott cannot put that question on notice because I am not able to provide her 
with that information—that is what I just said. The best estimate for next year is 85 000. Is it possible to give the 
member a more accurate pinpoint estimation? No, it is not. Therefore, with due respect, putting that question on 
notice will not get the member that answer; the Department for Child Protection is not able to provide that 
information. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I think the minister has answered the member’s question, so I give the call to Hon 
Robyn McSweeney. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I refer to the first dot point on page 1138 of the Budget Statements, which 
states — 

Commenced development of a therapeutic support model for children and young people in residential 
care and trained all metropolitan residential care officers in therapeutic crisis intervention, including 
planning for the conversion of the Kath French Centre into a secure, closed therapeutic facility. 

Does “secure, closed therapeutic facility” mean a lockdown situation whereby the children and young people 
cannot leave the premises? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, it does. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I am not being critical because some children will, against their will, need to be 
placed into a therapeutic centre, but under which section of the Children and Community Services Act can the 
Department for Child Protection put children in a lockdown situation? Is that in the act? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We need to make some changes to the legislation. We have been looking at the Victorian 
model and its legislation. The powers that the chief executive officer has to restrain children for the sake of their 
own safety are arguable. However, I think we need to be a bit clearer and to set out reasonable checks and 
balances in any such authority for the CEO to carry that out. Therefore, we have been looking at the Victorian 
model, for example. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I had a brief look at that legislation, but if children are in a centre against their 
own will for therapeutic purposes, how long can they be kept at that centre for? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The Victorian model states for about 21 days. It is early days in the Department for Child 
Protection’s thinking on this, so I cannot give the member a finite position because we have not reached it yet. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: No, but it is in the ballpark of 21 days. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: The Victorian model states that children can be placed in a centre against their will by 
court order or on authority of the chief executive officer. However, if the CEO does that on his own authority, he 
needs a court order within so many days and then it applies for a period of 21 days and reviews and all those 
sorts of things are built in. Therefore, we need to get the balance right to ensure that we protect the child but can 
actually deliver appropriate therapy as well and keep the child and, frankly, the rest of the community safe. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: How much training does therapeutic crisis intervention involve? The Department 
for Child Protection cannot put ordinary carers into these therapeutic centres. The minister mentioned training. 
What sort of training would the department look at? Would the department look at putting in social workers, 
psychologists and so on? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will ask the director general to talk about the kinds of qualification mixes that we want in 
that kind of facility. However, I will preface his remarks by saying that the Department for Child Protection is 
not on a fixed model yet. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I understand. 

Mr T. Murphy: Residential care workers are the front-line staff. As most people know, the Department for 
Child Protection already employs a number of residential care workers and all those people are trained in what 
we now call therapeutic crisis intervention, which is really about avoiding violent or explosive situations by 
knowing how to talk young people down from those situations. In the case of a secure centre, we would want our 
best residential care workers and we would want them very well supported by more senior professional staff and 
by psychologists, which is a development we are building into our current residential services now. The 
interfaces with mental health services, education and to some extent corrective services—because many of these 
children will already be involved with the justice system—are as important as our staff. However, for the bulk of 
them, it is our residential care workers who have that day-to-day hour in, hour out experience with these young 
people and who have a therapeutic impact on them. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Will all residential care workers undertake this training because in the past some 
residential care workers have not been as good as they could be? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: My understanding of what the director general just said is that the answer is yes, but he 
might want to add something to that. 

Mr T. Murphy: I think what the member says about residential care workers is a fair comment because our 
residential care services are not what we aspire to at this time. I am very pleased that in the current budget there 
is substantial funding for the expansion of residential services; namely, some $76 million to establish 128 new 
beds for a lower level of care and also substantial funds to transform the facilities run by the Department for 
Child Protection and to expand the emergency or entry and assessment facilities that we have from eight beds to 
16 beds. At the moment, we are establishing what we call transformational groups with each of the facilities. We 
have established the first transformational group and we are moving to the second facility, and we will progress 
throughout all of our facilities at the same time as providing as high a level of training as possible for our staff in 
both the basics of how to engage with young people and, as mentioned before, therapeutic crisis intervention. 
The transformation of these facilities is no small feat. There is a substantial amount of funds for that purpose and 
we are working through how to apply that funding now. The secure centre that was mentioned is an important 
part of that equation because we need the ability to stop the world for some of our young people, whether they 
are in our facilities or on the streets and causing harm to themselves or others. At the same time, we need more 
capacity at that lower end, so to speak, so that the system has more flexibility. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Thank you. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If the member has finished that line of questioning, I give Hon Giz Watson the 
call. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: So many questions—pick one. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Pick a nice one. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Pick a nice one? I am looking for a nice one. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: It is all relative. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: For the record, that was a joke. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: If Hon Giz Watson still needs time, I can give the call to Hon Helen Morton. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Okay, that is probably a good idea. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: Sorry; this question was already asked before I arrived. I am very, very interested in 
the fact that there was a 20 per cent increase in the number of children under the chief executive officer’s care 
last year and that a 16 per cent increase is expected this year—a 36 per cent increase over two years. Why is the 
number of children under the chief executive officer’s care continuing to increase? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We have touched on that already, but I am happy to go over it again because I talk about 
this regularly. A combination of factors is responsible. One factor is that we have a more interventionist act, so 
the 2006 act requires the department to intervene and take children into care far more often than its predecessor 
did. In addition to that, we have increasingly complex cases coming before the Department for Child Protection, 
by which I refer to that dual diagnosis; namely, the families who struggle with drug and alcohol abuse, family 
and domestic violence, and mental health issues. All of those issues present far more complex situations in which 
children are at risk. Therefore, the combination of those two sets of circumstances results in an increasingly 
complex cohort, if we like, and with a more interventionist act, we will have more children coming into care. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I have found the very question I wanted to ask. Page 1143 of the Budget Statements refers 
to the government indexation rates for non-government human services. I understand that the indexation for 
2008-09 will be 4.35 per cent. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is correct. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Why has the back payment been excluded from calculating the base of the indexation?  

[8.00 pm] 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The back payment that was paid was an adjustment in recognition that we were using 
different points to determine the indexation rate. With the announcement of the 4.35 per cent and the payment of 
the back pay, the sector has agreed that the model that we are using now is the best model to use. I will ask Ms 
Waylen to talk about its implementation.  

Ms J. Waylen: The one-off back payment was a reflection of the increase in the indexation shortfall for the 
years 2004-05 to 2006-07. Additionally, there was an increase from 3.3 per cent to five per cent in 2007-08, so 
there is that component as well. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Regional price rises are different from price rises in the metropolitan region. It is 
especially difficult to recruit community service staff in mining towns due to housing shortages and weekly rents 
of up to $1 500 in Karratha and Newman, for example. To facilitate staff recruitment and retention, has a 
regional loading to the indexation been considered or will it be considered?  

Hon SUE ELLERY: There are no plans to change the formula that the sector has agreed to use to determine the 
indexation rate. I might add that that takes into account two components; that is, the consumer component and 
the wage component. I also refer to the recent announcement we made about a significant increase to financial 
counselling services, which took into account the differences in the costs of delivering those services. There have 
been significant increases in metropolitan services, higher increases in regional services and even higher 
increases in remote regional services. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Is the minister confident that the non-government sector will maintain its staffing level 
and service delivery in the current climate given that there is a lot of pressure on people to work elsewhere?  

Hon SUE ELLERY: There is absolutely no doubt that the communities services sector is struggling to operate 
in this tight labour market. Not-for-profit organisations are competing with the private sector, the resource sector 
and the resource support sector. There is no doubt that they are under pressure. We are doing a couple of things 
to assist them. First, our indexation policy is the most comprehensive of its kind. Secondly, I chair a human 
services industry round table that comprises four ministers, representatives from key government agencies that 
fund the community sector and community sector leaders. The round table’s function is to ensure the viability of 
the sector into the future. The government is trying to work out how to support the communities services sector 
so that it will become viable. One of the projects that it is undertaking is based on recruitment and retention. It is 
considering the very issues that Hon Giz Watson raised. Another project relates to a standard charter of 
accounts—it is based on the work done in Queensland—so that organisations use the same sorts of definitions 
when they do their reporting. That will eliminate an array of administrative costs that community sector agencies 
must meet just by meeting their reporting requirements. We are serious about helping the sector to stay viable. 
We have a good working relationship.  
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The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN: I conclude this part of the hearing. I thank the minister and her advisers. I remind 
members that if they have any additional questions they want to place on notice, they should hand them to the 
Deputy Chairman in a legible form. 

Proceedings suspended from 8.03 to 8.06 pm 
 


