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SELECT COMMITTEE INTO THE PLACEMENT OF ABORIGINAL AND NON-ABORIGINAL 
CHILDREN 

Establishment — Motion 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [12.33 pm] — without notice: I move — 

(1) That a select committee of three members be appointed, any two of whom make a quorum. 

(2) The committee and proceedings of the committee are subject to chapter XXII of standing 
orders and the committee is to be regarded for all purposes as a committee appointed under 
that chapter. 

(3) The committee is to inquire into and report on — 

(a) the reasons as to why 152 Aboriginal children under the age of six years have had 
multiple placements; 

(b) the reasons as to why 142 non-Aboriginal children under the age of six years have 
had multiple placements; 

(c) a review of the recommendations put forward by the Select Committee on the 
Adequacy of Foster Care Assessment Procedures by the Department for Community 
Development, which reported in August 2006; 

(d) a review of the Department for Child Protection policies and procedures on placing 
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal children into care; and 

(e) any other related matter that the committee considers relevant. 

(4) The committee is to report no later than 23 October 2008. 

The reason for bringing forward this motion today is self-explanatory: 501 Aboriginal children under the age of 
six years are in care and 152 Aboriginal children in care have had multiple placements. I understand from a 
recount that the latter figure is 100 children, but even 100 children who are only six years old and under having 
experienced multiple placements is a terrible tragedy. Of the 626 non-Aboriginal children in care, 142 have had 
multiple placements, but, on a recount, 74 children have had multiple placements. Therefore, instead of 294 
children having had multiple placements, 174 have had multiple placements. As the minister has said, that is not 
acceptable. When I looked through the budget papers, I noted that a project officer was to be appointed to focus 
on children who had been placed in multiple homes. Alarm bells started ringing. I thought: why would children 
under the age of six years have multiple placements when we know what happens to children who are placed in 
homes time and again? 

I read an interesting article in this morning’s The West Australian by Dawn Gibson headed “Youths in care find 
it rough”. It states — 

A survey of young people who left foster care recently shows that one in five had been in trouble with 
the law and more than half had been kicked out of school. 

. . .  

The survey of 164 young people across Australia who had left care or were about to found that many 
had dropped out of school as soon as they could and most had had intense difficulty finding a stable 
home, . . .  

There were some good points about the department in the article, and I will come back to them later. I do not 
wish to report all gloom and doom; I want a dialogue — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Are you talking about the CREATE Foundation report? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes. 

Hon Sue Ellery: That is the one that says that the practice in Western Australia is the best of any jurisdiction in 
Australia. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, I said that there were some points and that I would come back to them later. 
It might be the best in Australia, but if it is the best in Australia, God help us when we look at the worst. 

I asked for a breakdown of the 74 non-Aboriginal children in care, and I was told that there were nine children 
aged one in care. Four of those children have had four placements and five have had five placements. That is in 
real figures; it does not count the children who have been placed twice in a home and does not count hospital as 
a placement. Of the 10 children aged two years, four have had four placements, five have had five placements 
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and one has had six placements. Of the 10 children aged three years, five have had four placements, three have 
had five placements, one has had seven placements and one has had 10 placements. I cannot believe that the 
department has had to place a three-year-old into 10 different homes. I find that absolutely appalling. That is an 
indictment of the child protection officers who would have seen that happen. The child protection officers may 
have tried to do something about that situation, but it would have gone further up the chain. The responsible 
people are the chief executive officer and the minister. A child who has had 10 placements will not have much 
chance in life. That is just not fair. Of the 16 children aged four years, 10 have had four placements, four have 
had five placements, one has had six placements and one has had seven placements. Of the 26 children aged five 
years, 15 have had four placements, five have had five placements, two have had six placements, three have had 
seven placements and one has had eight placements. 

The minister and I sat on a select committee, which I think was probably the minister’s baptism of fire. 

Hon Sue Ellery: That was a useful committee, but, personally, I find it a bit patronising of you to assume that I 
didn’t know anything about the issue before we met on that committee. I made that point to you during the 
course of the committee’s hearings. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I will not say why I thought it was a baptism of fire. The minister did find it 
useful and did learn a lot — 

Hon Sue Ellery: I did. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: — especially about psychologists.  

Hon Sue Ellery: Except —  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Except? 

Hon Sue Ellery: It does not matter, but I find that patronising as well. I am actually a student of psychology.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I do not mean it to be patronising. People who have never been in the field of 
child protection would find that some of the things they see and hear—even the terminology that is used—are 
new. I am certainly not patronising the minister in that way, if that is what she is thinking. However, the minister 
did learn a lot and it has been helpful to her as a minister. If the minister thinks that that is patronising, well and 
good; I do not.  

All the children who have had multiple placements are being neglected by the department. The report of the 
Select Committee on the Adequacy of Foster Care Assessment Procedures by the Department for Community 
Development defines “neglect” as follows — 

Neglect — a situation where a child or young person does not receive adequate food, shelter, medical 
attention or supervision, to such a severe and/or persistent extent that her or his development is, or is 
likely to be, significantly damaged, or he or she is, or is likely to be, injured. This definition also 
includes emotional and educational neglect and a failure to thrive.  

The reason I said that these children are being neglected is that they are emotionally neglected and educationally 
neglected—I do mean educational neglect. Yes, they are getting food, shelter, medical attention and supervision, 
but by the time the little tackers are five and have been placed in multiple homes, they are confused children.  

This motion will not go anywhere. It is a symbolic gesture on my part to bring to the minister’s attention the fact 
that the opposition considers that multiple placements are not good enough, particularly for children who are 
under six. I am sure that the minister also does not think it is good enough. Somewhere in the department things 
are going very wrong, because these children must not be checked. A three-year-old cannot have 10 different 
homes and a baby cannot be passed around like a parcel. It cannot be allowed to happen. 

The Aboriginal placement policy needs to be reviewed because it involves too many Aboriginal children—
100—under the age of six, one of whom has been placed 17 times. Even if we count that back, it is far too many 
placements. It is time that we looked at how many Aboriginal children are being placed with Aboriginal carers 
and then ascertain whether any Aboriginal children are being placed with non-Aboriginal families by the chief 
executive officer. A comparison of the stability of both situations should then be made. It would not hurt to do 
that. The situation is different now. Years ago if an Aboriginal child was placed in a non-Aboriginal home, the 
child would not have any contact with his or her family, including aunties and grandmothers. Now it is different. 
Surely a CEO can place an Aboriginal child with a non-Aboriginal family and ensure that that child maintains 
contact with his or her cultural links, which is important, and with grandmas, aunties and other people known to 
the family so that the child continues to be raised as a member of the extended family.  

Hon Sue Ellery: The CEO can and does do that.  
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Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: That is right, but my information is that it is not done very often. Both the 
Gwenn Murray report and the select committee report indicate that a big percentage of Aboriginal children were 
placed with Aboriginal families and moved around. The Aboriginal families that those children were placed with 
were not what I would call suitable for that placement. I know we have had that argument before. I just wonder 
whether the minister could tell me by way of interjection whether she has been advised why children that young 
are being moved around so much. 

Hon Sue Ellery: If you recall, this has come about because the department has initiated its own review of the 
multiple placements. That work is happening right now because the department itself, under new leadership and 
as part of the agenda set out by Ford, is looking at its own practices on the very issue of multiple placements. 
That review is underway now. The reason you came to know about it is that we announced it in the published 
budget papers. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: The government announced it but it did not announce how many children were 
involved in multiple placements. Queensland has permanency. I know that Western Australia has permanency 
under the Children and Community Services Act. When I visited England, I found that it has what it calls 
guardianship. It is along similar lines to permanency in Western Australia, but I believe it is a better system. 
When a child in England is four or four and a half years old and is still in the system, it can be adopted out and 
parental rights extinguished. I was rather taken aback at this. I asked whether there was a big hue and cry about 
it. I was told no because they had so many children in care, and if parents were drug addicts or whatever and did 
not accept parental responsibilities for the child, parental rights were extinguished. Part of me can see the benefit 
for the child but another part of me tells me it is terribly wrong for a child not to have contact with its own 
parents. Guardianship almost gives a foster parent control of a child except where education is concerned and in 
one other circumstance. I believe it is a little different from permanency. I wonder whether the government 
would take another look at that system. 

Under the Aboriginal child placement policy, a child is placed with a member of the child’s family or with a 
person who is an Aboriginal person or a Torres Strait Islander in the child’s community in accordance with local 
custom and practice, placed with a person who is an Aboriginal person or a Torres Strait Islander, or placed with 
a person who is not an Aboriginal person or a Torres Strait Islander but who, in the opinion of the chief 
executive officer, is sensitive to the needs of the child and capable of promoting the child’s ongoing affiliation 
with the child’s culture and, where possible, the family. I would like to see a comparison of children who are 
placed with non-Aboriginal carers and children who are placed with Aboriginal carers. We know what happens 
with some children who are placed with Aboriginal carers. Carol Martin and I had a discussion the other day. 
She said to me that she has been a carer for 14 children at different times. She also said that perhaps a better 
system than shunting children from family to family would be to assess which of the Aboriginal families are 
good carers and what has been working. Then, instead of handing out money, the government could build 
another bedroom or bathroom on the house of Aboriginal carers who are doing a good job. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It is doing that now. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: Yes, the government is doing that now, but it is not doing it enough if 152 
Aboriginal children are being shunted around. In that way, the money is put into infrastructure and ongoing help 
for foster parents with extra children at different times. 

Hon Peter Collier: Why would a child have multiple placements? 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: It baffles me why a child under the age of six would have multiple placements. I 
can understand that if a two-year-old went to a family and had temper tantrums and the family was not trained 
properly and did not understand what a two-year-old was like, that placement could break down. However, once 
that placement broke down, the department would, I hope, find a carer who had had babies before and 
understood the situation. I cannot for the life of me understand why some children have had six, seven or eight 
placements. 

Hon Peter Collier: I can understand that in some instances the child may not be compatible with one placement, 
but not multiple incompatibility. I cannot work that one out. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I cannot either. I know that the older children get, the harder it is to place them. 
There is plenty of information around on that, but not about three-year-olds with seven to 10 different 
placements. Numerous out-of-home care studies have found an association between multiple placements and 
indeterminate stays in foster care, and problems of attachment—a range of developmental difficulties. These 
findings have been the catalyst for welfare agencies to look further and resolve cases in a timely fashion, and 
remove children from temporary substitute care and into more permanent arrangements. I find it difficult to 
understand how a person could give back a child. I am terrible, even with little puppies. I just could not give 
away my dog to somebody else. 
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Hon Sue Ellery: Unfortunately, that is what people do.  
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: I know that, and I know the minister understands.  
Hon Peter Collier: I cannot understand how it happens on multiple occasions with the same child. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Unfortunately, it does. 
Hon Peter Collier: How often does it happen? 
Hon Sue Ellery: We have talked about the numbers already.  

Hon Peter Collier: I have heard about that, but is it a problem with the department? 

Hon Sue Ellery: No. I will have my chance to respond later. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): Order, members. Hon Robyn McSweeney will address the 
Chair. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY: The minister says that it is not a problem with the department, but I think if 
things were done properly in the first place, it would be less of a problem. That is why we established the Select 
Committee on the Adequacy of Foster Care Assessment Procedures by the Department for Community 
Development. We had a very good discussion and dialogue on that issue. That report was tabled in August 2006, 
and in August 2008 the recommendations are meant to be reviewed. Policies are in place for people who want to 
be foster carers, and the department is getting better at screening and training foster carers. However, I do not 
believe that the suitability of people to take care of children of specific ages is being looked at properly if a child 
can be moved around seven different times. If a child can be better matched to the foster carer in the first 
instance, it would save an awful lot of angst when the child is 18, and has been in jail and homeless. That is what 
happens to them, unfortunately. We all know that the outcomes for them are extremely bad if they are placed in 
multiple homes. That is what I said before. A one-year-old child might be unsettled, but does not know that it has 
been placed six or seven times, but three, four and five-year-olds know.  

When a foster care assessment is made, a social worker will go into the home once, twice or three times—social 
workers will sometimes go to a home only once. The social worker will then write a report on the would-be 
foster carer, which will go back to a panel. When the committee report was being finalised, my view was that it 
was not enough for only one social worker to go into a home. I would like an experienced foster carer and a 
clinical psychologist to interview would-be foster carers and to report back to the panel. I do not think I am being 
too idealistic in saying that. Hon Giz Watson also supported that view. I keep saying that if we can get it right 
the first time, it will save a lot of angst for the little ones. I agree with Hon Peter Collier. We talk about the 
system and about children being moved around. Sometimes this involves a child going into care because a parent 
is drug affected. The drug-affected parent may then come off drugs and the child will go back to the parent, but 
if the parent uses drugs again, the child will go back into the system. That is very unsettling. That is where I was 
coming from when I spoke about the need for permanency and guardianship, because we know the outcomes for 
these little ones.  

I do not need to tell the minister how to suck eggs. She has responsibility for the department. The 23 
recommendations in the report were good recommendations. I do not believe that they have been carried out to 
the letter. To give members an idea of the type of people with whom the 59 abused children were placed, the 
report states on page 81 — 

The placement of three children with a relative carer was maintained even though the assessment of the 
relative carer had revealed that an alternative placement was urgently required. Some of the factors on 
which the recommendation was based included inadequate housing facilities, the tendency of the 
relative carer to take little parenting responsibility for her own children, the relative carer’s existing 
substance abuse, the relative carer’s demonstrated lack of understanding of children’s nutritional, health 
and educational requirements, and the relative carer’s initial reluctance to engage with the DCD. 

The report states that after unsuccessful attempts to find alternative placements, the children were left with this 
carer. That was a bad case. I absolutely applaud foster carers. Without them, children would be placed in old, 
hostel-type accommodation. Most foster carers do a wonderful job, but some need to be screened out on a 
psychological basis. The department may need to go further in that regard when it looks at people who want to 
be foster carers.  

The minister and I have had a conversation about what I think are suitable homes and what other social workers 
and professional people said were suitable homes, as set out in the select committee report. I would not have put 
my dog in some of those homes. Many homes are offered by people who have experienced multiple problems 
themselves. It is like the old magnet theory; if a person has experienced multiple problems, multiple problems 
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will continue to occur. In other words, like attracts like. It is not good enough for children to be placed in those 
homes. That is damaging.  

These figures are damaging. They are a sad indictment of the department, although I recognise that 
improvements are underway. I have immense respect for the chief executive officer of the department. He is a 
very good person. All I can do with this motion today is ask the minister to please look at the guardianship of 
little ones who are being passed around to see what can be done. If the minister would like me to sit with her 
advisers and her, I would be happy to do that. Who knows? A lot of people sitting around a table together might 
come up with some ideas. I seem to have had a few good ideas in the past. On that note, I will leave the matter in 
the minister’s hands.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): I will give the call to the Minister for Child Protection, 
noting that I am about to leave the chair. When we come back, we will consider this motion for a further six 
minutes today before moving on to other matters.  

Sitting suspended from 1.01 to 2.00 pm 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash): Members, we are dealing with the motion moved by Hon 
Robyn McSweeney for the establishment of a select committee to inquire into the placement of Aboriginal and 
non-Aboriginal children. I indicated prior to the luncheon break that we had six minutes remaining; in fact, we 
have 20 minutes remaining when we add on that earlier suspension today. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Child Protection) [2.01 pm]: The government will 
not support the establishment of the select committee sought by the motion moved by Hon Robyn McSweeney. I 
will begin my comments by taking us back to the debate about these numbers, which began on Tuesday last 
week. This matter came to public attention through questions asked by Hon Robyn McSweeney about a line item 
on page 1138 of the Budget Statements that outlined that one task the Department for Child Protection had 
undertaken was the appointment of a project manager to manage a review of the circumstances of multiple 
placements of Aboriginal children under six years of age. The debate over the past week came from that. The 
department’s review was in response to a number of matters, some of which came out of the report of the Select 
Committee on the Adequacy of Foster Care Assessment Procedures by the Department for Community 
Development, which the honourable member, Hon Giz Watson and I sat on in 2006, but also from the across-
the-board Ford review of the Department for Community Development last year. The Ford report identified the 
issue of placement as one of the high priority items that needed attention. Therefore, the genesis of this motion 
for an inquiry is, in fact, the department’s publication in the Budget Statements that it had initiated its own 
review to look at the circumstances that led to Aboriginal children under six years of age experiencing multiple 
placements. I went on the record in the media and in here during questions without notice and the estimates 
hearings last Wednesday night as saying that multiple placements of children have a detrimental effect on their 
development. There is no question about that. It is also the case that multiple placements are of concern. The 
Department for Child Protection initiated the review to map and track those decisions and to identify the roots of 
multiple-placement decisions because the effect on foster children of those decisions is not what we want to 
achieve. 

Unfortunately, there are simply not enough placements available for children—I make that point about all 
children, not just Aboriginal children. One reason for that is the changing nature of what I might call individuals’ 
sense of community responsibility. In 2008 fewer people are willing to take on the responsibility of fostering a 
child. I counter that by saying that at the moment more than 700 Western Australians have foster children in 
their care. By far and away the vast majority of those foster carers do a sensational job in sometimes very 
difficult and trying circumstances. We need to put the numbers in perspective and we need to recognise the 
important contribution that foster carers make to the care of Western Australian children.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney and I were members of the select committee into foster care. Some components of the 
key recommendations about foster carers contained in that committee’s report have indeed been implemented. 
The select committee recommended more resources, including field workers.  

In last year’s budget the government announced that an additional $100 a fortnight would be paid to foster carers 
over the four forward years of that budget. Foster carers are not paid. The subsidy they receive does not meet the 
total costs of raising a child but it does contribute towards those costs. Foster carers do not go into foster caring 
because they want to make money. We recognise that that payment is a subsidy only; it is a contribution to the 
cost of raising those children. However, that $100 increase was the greatest single payment increase to foster 
carers made thus far. In addition, the select committee on foster care recommended more field workers. The 
government has in fact committed the funds and is well on the way to filling more than 500 new positions. A 
recruitment campaign was conducted when I became the minister about 15 months ago—albeit it feels much 
longer than that. 
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Hon Robyn McSweeney: It was on 19 March. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It was actually 2 or 3 March; there are days when it feels like it was a lot longer! 
Regardless of that, we announced a recruitment campaign. Reference was made to this in a question on notice 
this afternoon. We are recruiting 300 new field workers and we have 292 of those in place already. In addition, 
the 2008 budget also created about 180 new positions. The assessment of foster carers was another issue 
examined by the select committee. We have improved competency-based assessment systems in place and we 
have appointed psychologists to work in fostering services. We have also expanded and improved the 
competency-based training program for foster carers—another issue raised in the select committee. This year, a 
new position has been created and filled in each district to provide additional support for foster carers. The select 
committee also made recommendations about the role that non-government organisations play in fostering. 
Under the leadership of the new director general, we have negotiated the purchase of more placements from non-
government organisations. We now have a dedicated unit with much better, stronger and more streamlined 
procedures in place for investigating allegations of abuse in care. A key recommendation of the select committee 
was that no field worker take a caseload before completing his start-up training; that requirement has, of course, 
been in place for some time now. The principal reason for saying that we do not need a parliamentary inquiry is 
that the work is already underway. I do not believe that the establishment of an inquiry could achieve the reform 
we need any quicker than it is already occurring.  

As I made the point publicly last week when the debate was occurring, I need to be convinced that we have the 
balance absolutely right in determining where to place a child according to the overriding, overarching primary 
obligation under the act; that is, that the best interests of the child and the safety and wellbeing of the child are 
the prime objective. If it is possible to provide a safe placement and one that meets the child’s cultural heritage 
requirements, all the better. However, the prime objective is to ensure the child’s safety.  

I expect that the project that is underway to map and track the reasons for the multiple placements of those 
children will tell me something about whether any practice issues need to be addressed. It might demonstrate to 
me that we need to do more to ensure that that balance is right. The project is a comprehensive review of those 
young Aboriginal children who have experienced four or more placements to identify exactly what it is in the 
circumstances of the children, exactly what it is in the circumstances of the families they are being placed with 
and exactly what it is in the practice of the child protection workers and the other agencies that work with those 
children that have led to those multiple placements. The work is well underway.  

It is the case also that we have taken positive steps to increase the number of placements. However, we cannot 
get away from the fact that fewer and fewer people are willing to step up and act as foster carers. We have run a 
recruitment campaign and increased the subsidy to foster carers. In the past financial year, we registered 68 new 
foster carers, and 75 are being assessed. In the past two months, we have purchased 54 new places from non-
government agencies, including 25 with Yorganup, the Aboriginal agency. In the east Kimberley a dedicated 
officer, whom I met about 10 days ago in Halls Creek, is working with the communities. She is literally walking 
the communities and talking family by family, home to home, trying to identify safe placements for children. I 
was in Halls Creek to open the second hostel, which will provide an additional 20 beds in that small town. More 
new hostels and group homes are being established around the state. We are aiming to establish an additional 
144 new beds during this year and next year. However, frankly, we need more help from the community. We 
need more people to think about foster caring. Unfortunately, it is the case throughout the world—not just in 
Western Australia—that the number of people prepared to step up and be foster carers is shrinking. We need to 
make sure that our recruitment campaigns continue to be creative and innovative in attracting people who want 
to be considered to be foster carers.  

I made the point in my comments last week that it is not acceptable to me that so many children have 
experienced multiple placements. I do not back away from saying that. I also said publicly last week that some 
people might think that it is flippant or superficial for me to say that this is just about dogged, determined 
application and hard work. However, given the financial investment of an additional $500 million over the past 
two and a half years to create about 500 additional direct-care workers in the department, we now need that 
dogged determination to actually roll out that reform agenda. The financial resources are there and the will is 
there. 

I have said before, but I will say it again, that child protection workers in Western Australia have a really tough 
job. Every single day child protection workers are making decisions about things that most Western Australians 
do not want to think about, let alone make decisions about. Most Western Australians do not want to think about 
what might be happening in the house next door or around the corner. Child protection workers have to confront 
those situations every single day and make really tough decisions. I respect them for the professionalism with 
which they approach their work. That is why I am comfortable in saying that we need to give the reform agenda 
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more time to address the issues related to multiple placements before we decide whether a select committee can 
deliver better outcomes for those children. 

The revision of policy and guidelines on permanent placements for children is also up for discussion as part of 
that reform agenda. I noted the comments made by Hon Robyn McSweeney about experiences in the United 
Kingdom. We are also expanding how we provide assistance and support to foster carers and looking at ways of 
providing respite in such a way that we do not end up creating new pools of foster carers to provide respite for 
existing foster carers. We are also looking at providing camps for children in foster care without having 
additional respite foster carers, although we are doing that as well, and that was part of last year’s budget 
announcements. We are looking at more innovative and creative ways of using the resources that we have to 
ensure that foster carers are looked after.  

While I am talking about foster carers, I want to mention the work of Fay Alford and the Foster Care Association 
of Western Australia, which does a fantastic job of providing support to foster carers who often find themselves 
in difficult and confronting positions at odd times of the day and night. It is worth noting that most of the 
recommendations from previous reports, some of which were referred to by Hon Robyn McSweeney, have been 
addressed or are being addressed within the scope of the reform projects that form our response to the Ford 
report. One of those important pieces of work relates to foster care team development and support, and foster 
care recruitment, respite and training. We cannot rest on our laurels and expect that the changes that have been 
made since the select committee tabled its report will be enough. We need to keep working. The project relating 
to foster care team development and support is looking to establish foster carers as full team members. It picks 
up some of the issues that have been raised in the past about foster carers sometimes feeling at arm’s length or 
excluded from the decision making about what happens to children in their care. We need to ensure that the 
partnership between the biological family of the children, the department and the foster carers is a genuine 
partnership focused on the best interests of the child. We also need to implement new ways of working with 
foster carers so that they feel part of that team of people that makes decisions about the future of children. Part of 
that work involves redeveloping the guidelines for field workers around their practice and how they deal with 
foster carers, and implementing training and performance development to actually put those changes in place.  

The project relating to recruitment, respite and training for foster carers involves trying to increase the pool of 
foster carers, to increase the amount of respite available, to both general and relative foster carers, and to 
increase the provision of accessible, relevant and high-quality training. As I said at the outset, one of the 
elements of the review being undertaken into multiple placements will look at and provide advice to me on 
whether elements of the practice will get the balance right between the application of the primacy of the act, 
which must consider the best interests of the child, and the application of placement practices, which seeks to 
ensure that cultural heritage links are maintained. I want to be satisfied that the balance is right. Some children in 
dysfunctional families live in dysfunctional communities. Questions arise regarding the placement of those 
children into foster care in a challenging environment. There is no question about that. That is very challenging 
for some communities in the north west in particular. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


