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SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE DEPARTMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
Establishment - Motion 

Resumed from 14 September on the following motion moved by Hon Robyn McSweeney - 

(1) A committee of three members is appointed, any two of whom constitute a quorum. 

(2) The committee, and the proceedings of the committee, are subject to chapter XXII of standing 
orders and it 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 policies, procedures, actions and culture of the Department for Community 

Development - DCD - or any other person or relevant agency involved in the 
protection and welfare of children in Western Australia; 

(b) the effectiveness of existing legislation, policies and procedures that are intended to 
provide for the protection of children - this shall include, but is not limited to, 
interdepartmental and agency cooperation and the legislation, policies and procedures 
of other departments and agencies as considered appropriate; and 

(c) whether changes to the laws of the state, the policies and procedures of the DCD, and 
any other department or agency are desirable to provide for the more effective 
protection of children.  

(4) The committee may present interim reports without a requirement for leave. 

(5) The committee is to report to the house not later than 30 June 2007. 

Point of Order 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  As I indicated yesterday, I will take a point of order at this point.  I want to make clear 
from the start that I will not take long with this point of order and I do not intend that this point of order in any 
way delay the progression of business that we are dealing with.  I will make the point of order and ask that 
Mr Deputy President (Hon Graham Giffard), in his own time, consider the matter and advise the house of his 
ruling at a time convenient to him. 
Standing order 128 permits qualified members to propose that a notice of motion or an order of the day shall be a 
notice or order for some subsequent day.  The standing orders were modified by orders that were made by the 
house and adopted on 23 March 2006.  We refer to the orders as the sessional orders.  The sessional orders, 
having been adopted by an absolute majority of the house, are an effective suspension of the standing orders to 
the extent of any inconsistency between them that may arise.  In other words, the sessional orders take 
precedence over the standing orders and, indeed, that is the function and purpose of making the orders.  The 
sessional orders make provision for a device not contemplated in the standing orders.  In the sessional orders 
reference is made to the business program.  In clause 5(1) of the standing orders it is stipulated that in dealing 
with the orders of the day these are to be called seriatim as published in the business program.  When the 
progression of the business program is proposed to be altered, a decision of the house is required. 
Sessional order 4(5) requires that the sequence of the orders of the day is to be determined by the Leader of the 
House.  It is my contention that these provisions of the sessional orders operate in their own right and have an 
overriding effect in relation to any conflict that may occur vis-a-vis the standing orders and, in particular, 
standing order 128.  If it were the intention of the house that the provisions of the sessional orders would be 
subject to standing order 128, then surely the sessional order would have needed to state that specifically.  It does 
not do that.  Instead, the sessional orders made specific provision for the business program and made a specific 
provision for the way the sequence of progress through the program is to be made without reference to standing 
order 128.  By way of demonstrating the conflict that exists, the house could determine under standing order 128 
that a particular item of business be made an order of the day for the next day’s sitting.  It is notable that a 
standing order 128 motion cannot direct that an item actually be dealt with, only that it be one of the orders for 
that day.  The Leader of the House could then, in determining the sequence of business in the orders of the day, 
list the business subject to the standing order 128 decision at the end of the sequence of business listed in the 
business program.  In doing so the Leader of the House would have complied with the decision of the house 
entirely within the scope that is provided by standing order 128, which, as I said, can only extend to directing 
that an item of business shall be made a notice of motion or an order of the day for a particular day and not its 
position in the sequence of items.   
I seek the advice of Mr Deputy President at a time convenient to him on the matters I have raised and, in 
particular, firstly, whether in relation to the issues raised there is a conflict between the sessional orders and the 
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standing orders; secondly, if so, which prevails; thirdly, can a motion under standing order 128 direct the Leader 
of the House to list an item of business in any particular sequence or priority or merely to recognise that it is an 
order of the day; fourthly, if so, can that direction apply while the current sessional orders are in place, 
particularly clauses 4(5) and 5(1); and fifthly, as the sessional orders make specific provisions in relation to the 
sequence of the orders of the day and standing order 128 makes a general provision concerning the notice paper 
but not the business program, does the principle of specific overriding in general apply? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  On the same point of order, I am happy for the Leader of the House to request a 
ruling from the President in this matter.  Maybe Mr President will wish to consult with the various leaders in the 
chamber when he considers this matter, bearing in mind that the sessional orders were put in place largely at my 
instigation through a select committee of this house looking at ways of making the house run better.  Obviously, 
when the sessional orders were put in place, not every set of potential circumstances was considered.  Indeed, 
when I was looking at sessional orders, I was not looking at standing order 128 in particular.  I think the 
President also needs to consider past practice and he might note the previous occasions when a motion was 
moved under standing order 128, as the Leader of the House well knows, when I was sitting over there on the 
benches opposite.  If the leader’s idea these days is that nobody in the house other than a minister in charge of 
the notice paper can have any influence on what the house does - if that is the way he thinks we should operate - 
what is the point of having standing orders such as standing order 128? 
Hon Kim Chance:  I am just trying to clarify it. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I understand that, and I am not arguing the case just yet.  I draw the minister’s 
attention to the fact that what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  On the same point of order, I do not intend to delay the house but I would like the 
President when he considers the submission by the Leader of the House to also take into account that the 
sessional orders take precedence over the standing orders to the extent of any inconsistency.  I think the Leader 
of the House accepts that. 
Hon Kim Chance:  That is my argument. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  It is within the capacity and certainly the competence of the house to suspend the 
sessional orders and the standing orders to such extent as the house may wish.  If those two things apply, I am at 
a loss to understand what further issues arise.  The sessional orders can be amended or suspended by an absolute 
majority of the house, as can standing orders.  Once that is settled, I do not understand where the problem is.  I 
make those comments because I think we might be unpacking something or drilling down into country that we 
really do not have to drill.  That is something for the President to work out in due course. 
THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Graham Giffard):  Thank you, members.  That point of order will be put 
before the President for his consideration. 

Debate Resumed 
HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [8.42 pm]:  Given that this debate 
commenced on 14 September, it has taken a while.  I had spoken at length about the reasons the government was 
opposing the motion.  I am happy to regurgitate that whole speech, but I do not think that would serve any great 
purpose tonight, other than to say the government has not changed its position.   That is based on the fact that a 
full review is currently under way that will report in the new year on the operations of DCD; and the fact that the 
government has not only poured $140 million into the department in the budget, but also another $50 million in 
the last couple of weeks to provide for better and more resources to assist those workers to perform their duties 
and provide better service to the families with whom they are involved.  I know I used the word “clientele” the 
last time I spoke, and I thought perhaps that was a bit cold, so we should be talking about children and families. 
As I said last time I spoke, the government was of the view that the terms of reference put forward by 
Hon Robyn McSweeney were very broad and were really a fishing exercise for the opposition.  I dealt with some 
of the matters that she listed in term of reference (3), and that leaves me to talk about other terms of reference; 
namely, that the committee may present interim reports without a requirement for leave.  I was quite surprised to 
see that, because it is not something I understand to be a standard term of reference for a select committee.  I 
know it was not a term of reference for the select committee that recently inquired into foster care.  I question 
why that is there as a term of reference other than that it would give the opposition an opportunity on a regular 
basis to raise this issue in the media and to have another go at the government.  The government continues to do 
everything it can to provide better resourcing of, and servicing by, the department to address the problems that 
have occurred.  It acknowledges that things may not have been done properly and, sadly, there have been a 
number of tragedies.   
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I said previously that the fact that the Department for Community Development had contact with a child or a 
family at some point does not necessarily mean that it was the department’s fault that that child died.  If an 
inquiry like this were held, it would cause issues for families that may have been provided some sort of 
assistance, such as financial assistance, as it may bring into question whether they should have received that 
assistance.  Also, an inquiry could reopen the old wounds of a family that has experienced the death of a child 
and force them to relive that tragedy.  It would be a shame, and I find it appalling that the opposition would want 
to put families through that.  We have to look to the future and come up with very positive solutions to improve 
the situation, rather than go backwards by again causing pain to these families.   
Last Friday, I was fortunate to be in Sydney and meet with representatives from the New South Wales 
Department of Community Services.  We talked about some of the issues that confront that department and how 
it has moved forward in the past few years to address these problems.  It has been innovative in the way in which 
it has sought to improve the services it provides to families in that state and resolve the issues facing children.  
There is no quick fix or easy solution for these issues.  The children with whom the department comes into 
contact often come from very difficult and complex family situations.   
I previously referred to the potential causes of these situations and spent time outlining the reasons for family 
breakdown in society.  These things do not occur because the Department for Community Development has 
caused them to occur; they occur because of other factors.  The department becomes involved with these 
children and their families only when problems arise.  It is its job to step in and help these families by providing 
them with support mechanisms and a way forward.  I firmly believe that this government is doing everything it 
possibly can to provide the facilities and the support that these families need.  An inquiry would be held only if 
no action had been taken.  The government has been very active in this area in the past few years.  The situation 
can only get better.  The government is committed to working to improve the lot of children and families in this 
state who need the facility and support of a department.   
The government will not support this motion, as it stands, to establish a select committee.  It believes that it is 
doing everything possible to address these issues.  At the moment, the government has a number of things on the 
go that will provide some very positive outcomes and good solutions for the future.  I will be happy to talk about 
those another time.  I have made my remarks on this motion very brief, and I remind the house that the 
government will oppose the motion as it stands.   

Amendment to Motion 
HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [8.49 pm]:  I move - 
 Paragraph (1) - To delete “three” and insert instead - 
  four 
 Paragraph (1) - To delete “two” and insert instead - 
  three 
 Paragraph (3) - To delete subparagraphs (a), (b) and (c) and insert instead - 
  (a) the adequacy of relevant policies, procedures and organisational systems of the 

Department for Community Development relating to the circumstances surrounding 
the deaths of the 214 children between 2001 and 2006 whose families had contact 
with the Department for Community Development; and 

  (b) the criteria used by the Department for Community Development when referring 
cases involving the deaths of children to the Child Death Review Committee. 

The purpose of these amendments is severalfold.  The intention of deleting “three” and inserting “four” is so that 
the committee will have four members and not three.  This is as a result of the Greens (WA) not wishing to be 
members of the committee because of the amount of business they are currently involved in and the suggestion 
that we would have two members from both sides.  Changing “two” to “three” refers to the quorum.  In 
paragraph (3) we have sought to take out the broad way in which the terms of reference were constructed, which 
seemed to be causing the government and the Greens concern, and to replace them with quite specific terms of 
reference that relate to the 214 children and the way in which the Child Death Review Committee operates.  The 
intention of this amendment is to try to deal with the concerns that were raised at great length by the 
parliamentary secretary last time she spoke and to allay some of the concerns raised by Hon Giz Watson when 
she discussed this matter with us.  We are seeking to change the way in which the select committee will be 
constructed and to change the terms of reference to make them absolutely specific to the matters which are of 
great concern to us and have been very clearly articulated by Hon Robyn McSweeney over quite a lengthy 
period.   
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I was interested to hear the parliamentary secretary say something to the effect that we do not need an inquiry 
because things can only get better.  Of course things can only get better because they could not get any worse 
than they are now.  That is an admission on her part.  I do not believe the government’s attitude towards this 
matter.  This is a classic case of the government burying its head in the sand, ignoring an issue of huge 
significance in this community; that is, the welfare of our children.  In my mind, there is nothing more important 
than that.  If the organisation that the taxpayers pay for cannot look after the interests of children in this state, 
somebody has to do something about it.  The opposition and the local media have been asking for something to 
be done about it.  We have been trying desperately to get this house to make a decision on this matter.  We have 
gone from one standing order debate to another as we hurtle along the path of doing nothing and the government 
keeps saying that it will only get better.  According to the parliamentary secretary, we should not think about the 
past; we should be looking only to the future.  Of course the government does not want to look at the past.  The 
past is the government’s legacy for the children of Western Australia.  The government’s past is what has 
happened to those children in the past five years it has been in charge of the Treasury bench.   

I draw the attention of members again to a very interesting opinion article written by one of the government’s 
critics in The West Australian last Saturday, namely Gary Adshead.  He has written an article about this issue 
headed “DCD failure of Labor making”.  He talks about the culture of the Department for Community 
Development from the advice provided to him by an insider.  I have no idea who that is and whether it is even 
true.  The parliamentary secretary can tell me I am wrong if she wants to.  It is a culture that does not put the 
welfare of children at the top of the pinnacle.  The Wade Scale issue demonstrates the problem dramatically.  
Here is a child who, according to DCD and the then minister, should have remained with his parents because that 
was in his best interests.  We all know what happened to him.  Interestingly, as is the government’s wont, the 
parliamentary secretary says that these are very, very difficult and complex issues.  The government says that it 
is not the department’s fault if some child dies.  It is probably right; it probably is not.  However, it is the 
department’s responsibility to do whatever it can to prevent these things from happening.  It is no good the 
department simply saying that it is a very complex issue and that it is doing its best and things can only get 
better.  I like the last paragraphs of Gary Adshead’s article, which state - 

In contrast to all the bureaucratic hand-wringing going on about how complex and difficult “these 
situations” are, Wade’s case was as straightforward as it gets. 

Baby bashers and hopeless drug addicts should forfeit their right to something so precious as a child. 

How complex an argument is that? 

What a brilliant couple of paragraphs, which sum up this whole issue in a complete nutshell!  If people cannot 
understand that and if they think it is too complex, they have their priorities and culture all wrong.  There is 
something seriously wrong in this department, and this particular case is but an example. 

I mentioned the other day, when we talked about this issue, the circumstances of Aboriginal children in Halls 
Creek and how the government flew its minister up there because there was such a furore in the newspaper about 
them.  As we said at the time, Halls Creek is but one example of many in which serious child abuse is occurring 
in the community; serious child abuse that ranges from a child being left out all night with nowhere to go and 
nowhere to sleep while its mum and dad get full of grog, to serious sexual abuse and physical abuse.  It is going 
on now.  The lady who drew the attention of the department to this matter in Halls Creek is now complaining 
that the government is doing nothing.  The government talked about a hostel; there is no hostel.  It talked about 
doing something urgently; nothing has been done.  Now the minister’s spokesperson - not the minister - says that 
a proposal will be put before cabinet within the next few weeks.  Why was the response not that it will be there 
tomorrow afternoon and we are treating this as a serious issue?  Instead it was that we might get around to it in 
the next few weeks.  The government has not yet worked out just what a serious matter this is.  In my humble 
judgment there is nothing more serious than the welfare of children.  Children of the age of Wade Scale and 
others are completely defenceless against drunk and drug-addict parents, and they must be protected.  That is the 
job of society.  The organisation in society that takes on that job is the government and its departments.  The 
government’s department for protecting children is the Department for Community Development, the 
department that Gary Adshead tells us, according to one of his whistleblowers, has a culture that does not have 
the welfare of children as its primary responsibility or aim.  His article also stated - 

The insider insists the DCD is operating under a culture of “sycophancy and fear”. 

“Three years ago the DCD underwent what was termed a ‘cultural change program’ where staff were 
asked to brainstorm prevailing issues.  Bullying was one of the highest ranking issues, but little has 
changed and there is still a fear of speaking out. 
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“The DCD should be split and the area of child protection should operate as a separate entity staffed by 
properly trained social workers.” 

Hardly rocket science . . .  

The article also stated - 

According to the insider, the Premier’s pledge to spend $50 million to hire new staff is hollow because 
existing vacancies can’t be filled. 

“This Government and current DCD hierarchy hold full responsibility for it becoming professionally 
depleted,” the insider said. 

I do not know whether the insider is right.  All I can see are the outcomes of what this organisation does, not how 
it goes about its business.  I am not privy to how it goes about its business; others are.  However, what I can see 
as a politician and as a member of Parliament are the outcomes, and the outcomes are absolutely horrific.  The 
government says that it is having its own inquiry; it is having a review.  That is what governments do when they 
have a problem; they have an inquiry of their own.  They pick the people who will conduct the inquiry, pay their 
fees, organise the terms of reference and make sure that nobody knows what happened until the report comes 
out.  That report goes to the minister first and then to cabinet, and if we are lucky, we get a copy of it, or a 
member asks a question in the house and the government says that it is a confidential document and the member 
cannot have it.  That is what government inquiries and reviews are all about.  They are all about covering up and 
making sure that nobody knows what the inquiry is doing or why it is doing it.  The parliamentary secretary says 
that the opposition wants to have a public inquiry because it wants to score points against the government, and 
the government does not want us to have interim reports, because it might give the committee an opportunity to 
bring out interim reports on a regular basis that are critical of the government.  I say to the parliamentary 
secretary that Parliament is a place in which public inquiries are conducted.  She knows, because she has been a 
member of this place long enough to know, that when she sat on this side of the house, she thought that was a 
totally proper course of action to take. 

Hon Kate Doust:  I wasn’t here to know that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am sorry; forgive me.  Perhaps that is the reason the parliamentary secretary has 
not worked out yet that parliamentary inquiries are conducted publicly so that people can put their point of view 
publicly and so that the community knows what is going on in those inquiries and can make its own judgments 
about the evidence that is being given, instead of some secret inquiry conducted by a government sycophant.  
Therefore, we are saying, as a responsible opposition, that there is a serious problem of child abuse in this 
community.  Hon Robyn McSweeney has been highlighting this day after day, until she is driving us all mad 
with her member statements every night.  However, they are matters of significant substance, and they must be 
raised in Parliament.  If the government wants to continue to bury its head in the sand, I say to the government 
that it will be responsible.  I do not hold the minister personally responsible for the Wade Scale case or for any 
other child death.  However, I say to those ministers that now that they know these things are happening, they 
must do something about them, and not just have some secret little inquiry of their own, ignoring the public 
interest and the opportunity for the public to be involved and to give evidence publicly.  I would love to see the 
insider who talked to Gary Adshead give evidence to a parliamentary inquiry. 

Hon Kim Chance:  If there were one. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Here we go!  The Leader of the House is an appalling piece of work when he says a 
thing like that. 

Hon Kim Chance:  All right; name the insider. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  How would I know who the insider is?  I have already said that I do not know who 
it is, and I do not even know whether it is true.  However, that person should be given a chance, Mr Chance, to 
come forward and say what he or she wants to say.  Gary Adshead should be subpoenaed to give evidence that 
what he has written is true. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, and I’m sure he’ll answer that subpoena. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Is it not funny?  The Leader of the House always attacks the messenger.  In fact, 
even the parliamentary secretary blamed the federal government for these problems. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You don’t know if it’s true or not. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  This government of Western Australia has never in its five years in office accepted 
responsibility for anything.  It is always somebody else’s fault.  It is either the federal government’s fault or the 
fault of some dopey journalist who would not know what he is talking about and who is writing stories just for 
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the sake of filling up newsprint.  That is exactly what the government is saying and what it is doing.  If the 
Leader of the House reads his article, and I suggest he should do, if he would read The West Australian, he will 
see that Gary Adshead has included a number of quotations of what the person said to him.  Either he is a dopey 
journalist who does not understand these things or he is saying that that is what the person said and that that is a 
direct quote.  Do members know why people do not give their names to journalists and to many inquiries?  It is 
because they know that after their moment of glory or infamy, they are dead ducks.  They know that the 
organisation they work in will do them over in due course. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Do we give credibility to anonymous accusers? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No.  The minister was outside on parliamentary business when I read out the most 
pertinent part of this article about Wade Scale. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I heard that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is no good for the government to simply say that this is a complex issue and that 
we should forget the past and move on.  It is not complex at all.  It is as plain as the nose on the minister’s face.  
This child should never have been in the custody of those two parents.  The minister knew about it and the 
department knew about it but the culture of the organisation was such that it was decided that it was in the best 
interests of the child that he be with those parents, and now he is dead.  He died a horrific death.  In the best 
interests of the child!  That is what Gary Adshead wrote his article about, and he is right, whether or not the 
Leader of the House likes it.  It is not complex; it is simple.  Even I understand it.  We want somebody to do 
something about this matter.  We asked for a royal commission.  That is not controlled by the opposition.  A 
royal commission could be set up by the government under the royal commission legislation to look at what we 
consider to be a very serious matter.  If the minister does not think that a child’s death is a very serious matter, 
his priorities are very strange indeed. 
Hon Kim Chance:  Did I say that? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No, the minister did not.  The government does not want to give it priority of any 
sort. 
Hon Kim Chance:  The government has already launched an inquiry. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It is an internal secret inquiry.  The government does not want to hold a public 
inquiry because it does not want people to know what it is doing.  I have been distracted by that inane 
interjection by the Leader of the House, which I regret to say is not up to his normal standards. 

Hon Kim Chance:  You gave credibility to an anonymous, presumed informer.  You don’t know whether it is 
true, and possibly Adshead doesn’t know whether it is true either. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Does the minister know whether it is true? 
Hon Kim Chance:  Absolutely not. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister does not know either!  That is a very good reason to find out. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I did not give credibility to it. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Let us find out whether it is right.  How will we find out?  Will it be through a 
secret government inquiry?  Of course we will not find out that way. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Will the cloak of anonymity be shed if we hold an inquiry? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister knows as well as I do that people can give in-camera evidence to royal 
commissions and parliamentary inquiries.  However, the evidence becomes available for a public report, which 
is unlike what the government is doing.  It is holding an inquiry by the minister, and the minister can do what he 
likes with the report.  I have been in government and I know how it works.  I am saying on this occasion that 
because of the magnitude of this issue, the community of Western Australia is entitled to have a royal 
commission.  An inquiry into the issue should be conducted by an independent judge.  It should be completely 
independent of Parliament, the Liberal Party, the opposition and the government.  The government will not 
submit to an independent inquiry.  It was happy to have one into poor old Doug Shave, as though that was as 
important as the death of a child.  The government was happy to do that for political reasons.  The royal 
commission found nothing wrong after a judicial inquiry, which is a public inquiry, had already been held.  The 
government had to go ahead with a royal commission anyway.  However, we are asking the government to do 
something that is not a political issue; it is an issue about children and their safety in our community. 

I think there is something wrong.  The statistics provided to the community by Hon Robyn McSweeney and 
others over a long time demonstrate that there is a problem.  The only solution to the problem is to hold a proper 
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inquiry.  We would prefer the government to hold a royal commission rather than an inquiry of this house.  
However, governments decide that, not oppositions.  We are asking the house to agree with us to set up an 
inquiry into this matter.  We have moved amendments to the original motion to narrow the purpose of the 
inquiry to the issues of child abuse; we got rid of the other broader issues contained in the original motion that 
referred to an examination of DCD in its entirety.  We want to deal with the issue of child abuse and to get to the 
bottom of that and fix it.  We want it resolved.   

The opposition has been pursuing this matter for a very long time, for no other reason than that I do not want to 
read about the next Wade Scale, or the next child in Halls Creek, Kununurra or Wiluna.  I do not want to read 
about that any more.  I want to read about children having good, healthy and secure homes and places to live, 
without having to be absolutely terrified at the prospect of abuse on an ongoing, regular basis and, in some cases, 
regrettably, their untimely deaths.  I have moved the amendment, and I hope the government will give some 
serious thought to accepting the amended motion, so that we can have a proper inquiry into these serious issues.  

HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [9.12 pm]:  I rise to speak for the Greens (WA) on behalf of 
Hon Giz Watson, who is away on urgent parliamentary business.  We do not support the establishment of a 
select committee, and we do not support this amendment.  I will lay out the reasoning behind that.  It occurs to 
the Greens that there is a need for a fresh initiative outside of the highly politicised debate that is happening at 
the moment.  The Greens have been promoting informed public debate about issues of child protection; a debate 
that can listen to the views of those affected by child abuse, experts in the provision of child protection services, 
researchers, children’s advocates, service providers, caseworkers, union representatives etc.  Such a debate is 
best facilitated by bringing all these people together to seek common ground and solutions.  Royal commissions 
and parliamentary inquiries have their place, and the Greens have given long and serious consideration to this 
proposal for another select committee into the issues around child protection.  However, having just been part of 
a very similar committee that did not produce any smoking gun pointing to what, if anything, is wrong with the 
Department for Community Development and the provision of child protection services, the Greens see little 
prospect of a committee with similar terms of reference being any more successful.  The Greens believe that the 
community wants a multiparty cooperative approach that takes advice from all those with knowledge and 
expertise in child protection, and provides the environment for positive changes that will protect children.  The 
Greens believe that it is time for a broader debate, and have been in discussion with Minister Templeman, 
pressing for a summit or round table to provide recommendations to the government.  The issue of child 
protection and the tensions between keeping a child within the family and removing that child from the family 
are complex issues that require judgments to be made.  Failure to protect all children is an accusation that can be, 
and has been, levelled at any government of the day.  This is not a problem that is unique to Western Australia.  
It is common to most, if not all, similar societies and, unfortunately, it has been on the increase.  A more 
important question for the round table may be: why is there such a high degree of dysfunctional parenting 
leading to neglect and abuse?  What can we, as a community and as individuals, do to ensure that children are 
loved, protected, nurtured and wanted and, therefore, will never need the care or intervention of a department 
such as the Department for Community Development? 

The Greens (WA) understand that the government has given a commitment to hold a properly funded, broad-
based forum in the near future, be it a round table or a summit, that will hear from all interested parties and seek 
consensus-based recommendations.  The Greens understand that the government will engage an independent 
organisation to organise and facilitate this round table and that all political parties will be invited to participate 
in, and contribute to, the planning of the round table.  The round table must be chaired by an independent chair 
who has standing and respect in matters of child protection.  The Greens believe that such a round table, and the 
commitment from the minister to accept and act on this recommendation, will provide honest, informed and 
positive recommendations to ensure that better child protection is provided in Western Australia.  The Greens 
have given this issue a great deal of consideration and we have been in discussion for some time.  We have 
consulted our party members and broadly in the community about what is in the best interests of children and 
what is the best possible process for resolving the matter of child protection.  For that reason, we do not think it 
is necessary to support either the amendment or the original proposal. 

HON ROBYN McSWEENEY (South West) [9.17 pm]:  I support the amendment moved by Hon Norman 
Moore.  The children of this state will continue to suffer because the Greens (WA) and the Labor government 
will not support the establishment of a select committee to inquire into child deaths.  I remind the government 
and the Greens that 214 children have died since 2001 and those children or their families had some form of 
contact with the Department for Community Development.  As someone said to me, if 214 children were run 
over, there would be outrage.  I liken this matter to children being run over, because from the documentation that 
I have read and from what people have told me, many of these deaths could have been prevented by proper 
parenting skills and intervention. 
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Let us consider the amount that the Chairman of the Environmental Protection Authority is paid.  He is paid 
$204 384.  I asked questions today in the house.  Let us compare that figure with that paid to the Chairman of the 
Child Death Review Committee, who is paid $330 a meeting.  The committee has had 57 meetings, so over three 
years she has been paid only approximately $17 000.  The deputy chair of the EPA is paid $33 000 and a part-
time member is paid $19 000.  Why does the environment take precedence over children?  The Child Death 
Review Committee does not even have an office to call its own.  That is how much this government cares about 
child deaths!  That was the only comparison I could think of to illustrate how little this government cares.  It is 
disgraceful.  The government must think that members of the Child Death Review Committee are doing their bit 
for the community, because when one considers their important role, they are not given much incentive to 
participate.   
The Child Death Review Committee has met 57 times.  During that time there have been 149 deaths, and by 
2004-05 only 20 had been reviewed.  A review was tabled on the day the budget was brought down.  I believe 
that contract workers are now reviewing the backlog of cases.  That is not good enough for an issue as important 
as child deaths.  Child deaths are reviewed only if a child concern report or a child maltreatment allegation was 
made for the child who died or a member of the child’s family 24 months prior to the child’s death.  That means 
that the deaths of many children have not been reviewed.  Are the siblings of children who die monitored?  The 
Director General of the Department for Community Development has said that she can refer to the Child Death 
Review Committee.  I thought that the criterion was being adhered to - it may well be.  However, I did not know 
that she had that discretion.  The director general should not be given that discretion.   

I refer to baby Olive, the Aboriginal baby who died in Kununurra.  Her death was not reviewed by the Child 
Death Review Committee and I want to know why.  Her family showed all the signs of needing the Department 
for Community Development’s intervention.  It was experiencing financial, mental health, drug and parenting 
difficulties - all the criteria needed to prompt the Child Death Review Committee to conduct a review.  The only 
criterion that the family did not meet was that no child concern report or child maltreatment report had been 
recorded for Olive.  The department told the press that the family had only financial difficulties.  It changed its 
mind the next day when it knew that it had been caught out.  The director general should have read the files on 
this family and referred Olive’s death to the Child Death Review Committee.  Government members have stood 
in this place and in the other place and said that there is no need for a royal commission.  Olive’s death shows 
that the department’s processes are not working.  I have many examples to illustrate that, but the case of little 
Olive proves more than any other that the department is failing.  Was a child concern or child maltreatment 
allegation recorded for Wade Scale?  Was a child maltreatment allegation recorded for little Jessicarose?  Do 
members remember Jessicarose?  She was an extremely high-risk child.  She was four months old when she died 
of horrific injuries.  Her mother was well known to the department.  Indeed, I believe she was once a ward of the 
state.  The families of little Olive and Jessicarose should have been registered as high-risk families.   
I will refer to the Child Death Review Committee findings on children for whom a concern report was made 
before their death and the common social and environmental factors for the 20 cases examined as at 30 June.  
Given the time limits and constraints placed on the Child Death Review Committee, there is little wonder that it 
has reviewed only 20 cases.  As I said, it was not provided with an office.  Once again, that shows the lack of 
importance this government places on child protection.  The Leader of the House can look at me; however, he 
and his government must cop what I am saying. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I was listening to your speech attentively.  

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Part of the review committee’s charter is to look at patterns and trends, which I 
will go into.  One could ask how it could be expected to do that given the backlog of cases and the low number 
of cases reviewed; however, a clear pattern is emerging.  Of the children whose deaths have been reviewed, 15 
came from a violent family or from families that had a history of violence, 16 had parents who had care and 
safety of children issues and parenting capacity problems and 12 had parents who were provided with significant 
financial assistance during the time of the department’s involvement.  The need for financial assistance alone 
should trigger alarm bells.  Fifteen of those whose deaths were reviewed had parents who were involved in 
substance use or who had a history of misuse, 11 had histories of transience or homelessness and seven had 
parents with mental health issues.  There is a pattern.  Little Olive’s parents had that pattern.  There are many 
little Olives out there whose parents have that same pattern.  I want the Child Death Review Committee criteria 
to be changed so that all children who die in this state and whose families have ever had anything to do with the 
department are reviewed.  I want all children who die in this state and who have ever had a child concern report 
or child maltreatment allegation made against their family members to be reviewed.  I do not mean just in the 24 
months prior to their death.  I mean reviewed.   

The committee notes that in seven of the 10 cases it appears that the children had not been engaged with, or their 
needs had not been identified or assessed.  The needs of the child should be the priority, not the needs of the 
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parents.  The committee goes on to say that in these instances the focus on the deceased child and siblings, 
ranging in age from a few months old to 12 years old, appears to have been overshadowed by the need to 
respond to the perceived needs of the parents.  That tells us that the child has been overlooked.  The committee 
goes on to say that on a number of occasions reports received about children were not classified as maltreatment 
allegations even though the concerns assessed met the criteria for categorisation as such.  In two cases, the 
committee was concerned that this resulted in future contacts or concerns being minimised, because the duty 
officer or new caseworker checked the department’s information system and responded on the basis that 
previous concerns had not been substantiated.  This is a problem, and it cannot be underestimated.  Caseworkers 
are not substantiating child maltreatment allegations.  Indeed, they do not know what to look for to substantiate 
those allegations.   

The reason I want a select committee to be established is to prevent more deaths of high-risk children in this 
state.  If the system was working, these high-risk children might not have died.  No-one likes to say that.  No-one 
likes to think that caseworkers might have prevented a death.  However, the bottom line is that mistakes have 
been made.  That may be because of the system that caseworkers operate under.  It may be because they are not 
trained enough.  That has been clearly defined as a problem as well.  Caseworkers get 1.5 hours of training, over 
an eight-week course, in how to interview a child who has been abused.  That is pathetic.  It may be because they 
are overworked and have missed something.  That has also been well documented as a problem.  It may be 
because their supervision is nonexistent.  Sometimes that is the case.  It may be due to a whole set of tragic 
circumstances, as was the case with the death of baby Wade Scale.  The bottom line is that children are dying.  I 
want a select committee to look into the reasons that children are dying so that we can see whether some patterns 
are emerging and whether we can perhaps prevent another child from dying.  This is critical.  People on both 
sides of the house know that something is really smelly in this department.  Sure, it would be hard work.  
However, we should not be afraid of hard work.  We should not be afraid of looking into why these children 
have died.  We could not have prevented the death of every one of those children.  However, I believe that a 
great many of those deaths could have been prevented.  I want high-risk children in this state to be monitored 
better.  Aboriginal children account for half the deaths that have been reviewed.  Ten of these 20 children were 
Aboriginal.  Eighty-five per cent of these 20 children were under than five years of age.  I want to find out how 
many of these children were Aboriginal. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  Order!  The member has already spoken on the motion that 
she has moved.  This is the amendment to the motion.  Of all the speakers on the amendment, Hon Robyn 
McSweeney is restricted more than anyone and must concentrate on the amendment before the house.  The 
member is now going back into the substance of the motion that she moved. 

Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  Thank you, Mr Deputy President.  I was just wondering how that figure would 
translate among the 214 deaths.  The Gordon inquiry was a very good inquiry.  However, the problems of sexual 
abuse, alcohol, drugs and violence are worse than they were in 2002.  The Child Death Review Committee has 
confirmed that.  Four of the deaths were due to co-sleeping with a parent who had a history of drug or alcohol 
abuse.  Like SIDS, deaths from co-sleeping are preventable.  I would like to know what we are doing about that 
problem.  We need a parliamentary select committee to look into this specific subject so that we can prevent 
more deaths from occurring.   

I will conclude by quoting an article that appeared in The Weekend Australian under the heading “Saving 
children must come first”.  I do not have time to read the whole article, but it states in part - 

Two Melbourne doctors writing in the Medical Journal of Australia in 1966 described eight cases of 
child abuse and two deaths that resulted.  They denounced “the blind application of the ‘philosophy’ 
that even a bad home is better than no home or the best possible institution”.  Little has changed 
since, . . .  

We need to have a child focus, not a parent focus.  I am very disappointed that the Greens and the government 
will not agree to have a select committee.  As for the Greens saying that no smoke came from the other select 
committee, plenty of smoke came out of that committee.  That was a really good report and we found many, 
many things wrong with the Department for Community Development. 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [9.31 pm]:  I am very much aware that we do not 
have much time to get a vote on this matter.  I will be very quick.  In her first contribution to the debate, 
Hon Robyn McSweeney made a great deal of the issue of restraint and pointed to a mean, uncaring government 
as a result of what appeared in a 2001 report on hostels.  I could not let that go and I would really like to spend 
more time on this issue.  However, I want to make my point very clear.  Yes, the 2000 report recommendation 
included the issue of restraint.  The issue of restraint was then legislated into the Children and Community 
Services Act 2004.  It was supported by all parties in both houses.  It forms section 114 of the Children and 
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Community Services Act, which provides that an officer may restrain a child etc and which puts the 
qualifications on that restraint in line with the recommendation.  I read the debate of the committee stage on that 
bill - it was an extensive committee debate - to see whether this issue of concern for restraint and applying 
restraints to children was raised by the opposition at that time.  Clause 114 of the bill was headed “Child may be 
restrained”.  Hansard indicates that clauses 108 to 139 were put and passed en bloc.  Two years later, it is said 
that we have become a mean and uncaring government because of what appeared in a 2001 report!  However, 
when the opportunity existed for the opposition to raise its concerns about this issue, the relevant clause was put 
and passed in a block of other clauses.   

I know that members of the opposition are genuinely concerned about children and so are we.  I do not think the 
opposition has done a single thing to assist children by what it is doing here - that is, angling its guns directly at 
the government - particularly when it raises issues such as the restraint issue when it clearly was not a concern to 
the opposition in 2004.  Yet when Hon Robyn McSweeney spoke for the first time in this debate, she made that 
the linchpin of her attack on the government.  She was in the chamber when the debate on that bill occurred.  I 
did not read of her raising one issue in the committee stage.  She certainly did not raise one concern about the 
restraint issue, which she made the linchpin of her attack on the government.   

I will close my comments with that.  Hon Robyn McSweeney really stretches her credibility when she says that 
she is doing this for the children, not as an attack on the government.  To suggest for one moment that every 
member of this government is not crying the same tears as she is about these children is a pretty rotten thing to 
say, frankly. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  I did not say that and I have never, ever said that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Okay.  Thank you very much, Mr Deputy President. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon George Cash):  I remind the parliamentary secretary that, because she 
spoke on the original motion, the breadth of her comments will need to be narrow.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan - Parliamentary Secretary) [9.34 pm]:  I will indeed try to stay 
very focused, Mr Deputy President.  Given the shortness of time I have been left in which to respond to the 
amendment moved by Hon Norman Moore, I will not deviate.  Of course the Western Australian community will 
view these very tragic deaths seriously, as does this government.  In light of the Leader of the House’s 
comments, I point out that I do not think a single person on this side of the house treats any of those deaths in a 
banal way.  Since it has been in office, the government has endeavoured to do everything possible to address 
these issues.  The only deviation I will make is to note that, during the coalition’s period in government, it did 
not even record the deaths of children.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  I was not there then.  

Hon KATE DOUST:  Others on Hon Robyn McSweeney’s side were and they should be ashamed of that.  
However, this government has sought to address that.  I remind members opposite that a Labor government, not 
a Liberal government, established the Child Death Review Committee.  Although Hon Robyn McSweeney might 
be critical, not only this Labor government but also Labor governments of the past have endeavoured to place the 
protection of children at the highest level.  

Several members interjected.  

Hon KATE DOUST:  The Labor government is endeavouring to continue that work.  It is difficult work that 
raises complex issues that people in our community must face.  There is no simple solution.  I note with interest 
that the opposition has moved to delete the very broad terms of reference in the motion.  One of the reasons for 
that is that I pointed out that such broad terms of reference would compel the committee to inquire into the 
activities of previous Liberal governments and how they addressed issues related to child protection or child 
abuse.  Members opposite would find that very difficult because I do not think they have anything to be proud 
of.  

In the short time I have available, I will touch on some comments made by Hon Paul Llewellyn.  The 
government has indeed been talking to Hon Giz Watson about this matter.  Like Minister Templeman, Hon Giz 
Watson takes these matters very seriously.  The minister is very concerned about what has been happening, 
about how these issues should be addressed and about how they can be best tackled by the community to seek 
the best outcomes.  After discussions with Hon Giz Watson, the government has decided to consider establishing 
a round table process to address issues of child abuse.  It will open up the process to both critics and experts in 
this field in Western Australia.  An invitation will be extended to other parties in the Parliament so that the 
opposition, as well as the Greens, will be welcome to participate and to offer direction  

Several members interjected.  
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The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  Order!  We are subject to a time limit.  The parliamentary secretary said that she 
would contain her remarks in view of the time.  

Hon KATE DOUST:  The opposition and the Greens will be able to suggest issues that can be discussed at this 
round table and recommend individuals who can participate.  The minister has committed to appointing an 
independent chair.  This round table process will be organised independently of the department so that a 
consultant or a consultancy will be engaged by the minister to organise the event, which will be conducted later 
in the year.  People will be invited to participate to consider these issues in the pursuit of good solutions and 
outcomes so that we can work to prevent the unnecessary tragic deaths of children.  That is what we all want.  
None of us wants to see children die at an early age.  The government sees this, rather than a select committee, as 
a more appropriate vehicle for consultation and for seeking solutions.  It will bring together a very broad range 
of voices across the Western Australian community - not just people who are experts but also people who have 
been involved in this area and who may have experienced tragedy themselves.  I know that the minister will be 
keen to invite Wade Scale’s grandmother and people such as Michelle Stubbs, whom I am sure all members are 
very familiar with, to participate in this event so that we can get the best outcomes for children and families in 
this state.  We are pleased that the Greens are supportive of the government in initiating the round table 
conference.  We encourage the opposition to come on board and be positive and work with the government to 
find solutions and to move forward to make things better.  We believe that establishing the round table will bring 
a much swifter set of outcomes than a select committee.  It will have a broader array of information.  At the end 
of the day, if we want the best for children in the state, members should not stand on the other side of the fence 
and be critical all the time.  They should come on board and work with the government. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney:  Clean out your department! 

Hon KATE DOUST:  That may be something that comes up at the round table.  Why does the member not 
come along and raise it?  The government will take on board the matters raised by the people who participate as 
well as the recommendations that are made.  This is something that we are keen to engage in. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  It is an absolute sell-out by the Greens.  You have got at them and they have rolled over. 

Hon KATE DOUST:  It is offensive that Hon Simon O’Brien would politicise children to this point and that he 
would accuse people of selling out when people are trying to act in the best interests of the children of this state!   

I will contain my remarks because I think that the government is trying to find the most appropriate solution to 
these issues.  It is trying to work through these problems and to do the best it can for children.  If the opposition 
in this state genuinely believes that it will do the best it can for children, it should support the government at the 
round table.  The opposition should come along and participate and engage and put forward its views.  Let us try 
to get some solutions in place and let us get the best outcomes for children.  The government will oppose this 
amendment and the motion.  We will move forward and have the round table and we will achieve positive 
outcomes for children. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (11) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon George Cash Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Ray Halligan Hon Helen Morton  

 

Noes (12) 

Hon Vincent Catania Hon Sue Ellery Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Sheila Mills Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Graham Giffard Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
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Pairs 

 Hon Anthony Fels Hon Jon Ford 
 Hon Margaret Rowe Hon Ken Travers 
 Hon Barry House Hon Shelley Archer 
 Hon Barbara Scott Hon Giz Watson 
 Hon Murray Criddle Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm 

Question thus negatived.   
 


