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DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, WELFARE PAYMENTS 

226. Ms M.M. QUIRK to the Minister for Community Development: 
I understand that the opposition has again called for yet another review of the Department for Community 
Development for doling out money to young people.  Can the minister please advise if this is the case?  

Ms S.M. McHALE replied: 
I thank the member for Girrawheen for her question and her interest in how the department handles its variety of 
responsibilities.  Members might remember an article in The West Australian a few weeks ago in which the 
opposition called for a review into the department’s handling of the way in which welfare is doled out to 
teenagers living away from home.  Naturally I was very concerned about these very startling accusations and set 
about asking some questions of the department to see what is actually happening.  I should have realised at the 
outset that the truth of the matter is very different from what the opposition was suggesting.  This is not unusual 
from this opposition, because the opposition increasingly has the habit of getting things wrong.   

I want to point out certain matters.  Firstly, the living away from home allowance is in fact a federal government 
responsibility.  It is an income allowance administered and funded by the federal government.  Secondly, the 
Department for Community Development has a role in providing recommendations to Centrelink for children 
under the age of 15 and for some children who would be considered very much at risk.  In certain cases it is true 
that the DCD is asked for a recommendation.  This is reflected in the protocols that were established between the 
federal and state governments.  Thirdly, I want to put paid to the opposition’s spurious claim that our 
government is willy-nilly doling out money to young people.  The reality of the situation is that in 2003-04 some 
26 young people under the age of 15 were assessed for youth allowance.  In only five of those 26 cases was 
payment of the allowance recommended by the DCD to Centrelink.  The reasons for the five recommendations 
were very serious indeed.  They included the case involving the pregnancy of a young girl with no parental 
support, and a situation in which both parents were in prison and the young person had been abandoned by them.   

Clearly, this paints a very different picture from that which the opposition would have us believe.  This is by no 
means a one-off trick by the opposition.  It either calls for yet another review or suggests that there is a crisis in 
the system.  After a decade of neglect by the previous government, this government is committed to getting on 
with improving services to Western Australian families and children.  Instead of the constant and 
counterproductive bleating from the opposition, and calls for inquiries and reviews, perhaps the opposition 
should take note that we are actually doing something and let us get on with it.  Given that the opposition has a 
habit of getting things wrong, I thought that we should have a little session of look, listen and learn.   

The page I am holding up shows the queen bee, the worker and the drone.  Does the member remember what a 
drone is?  This page shows the pope, and, yes, he is Catholic, and, no, he does not have a partner!  There are 
many examples.  For the benefit of the member for Leschenault, this page shows a machete.  Yes, the machete 
was gazetted as a controlled weapon, days or at the most weeks after the matter was raised.  Opposition members 
get their facts wrong all the time.  They are an embarrassment.  I table the protocols that were established in the 
mid-1990s and reviewed in 2003.  They set out the relationship between the federal and state governments 
relating to young teenagers.   
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