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DEPARTMENT FOR CHILD PROTECTION — JUVENILE HOUSING IN WANNEROO 

Grievance 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo) [9.50 am]: My grievance is addressed to the Premier of Western Australia, Hon 
Colin Barnett. Thank you very much, Premier. It relates to the purchase by the Department for Child Protection 
of two houses in the Wanneroo electorate, each valued in excess of $1 million, to house juveniles in its care. 
Most particularly it relates to the department’s steadfast refusal to adequately address the concerns of 
neighbouring residents.  

My first knowledge of this matter was when I received a telephone call last November from a constituent who 
had heard that the state government had bought a multimillion dollar-plus property in her street to “house 
orphans”. My subsequent inquiries with the department revealed that it had purchased not one, but two 
Wanneroo properties to house juveniles. I recognise and support the department’s policy to rehouse juveniles in 
its care in more homely accommodation than the current hostel-type accommodation. However, I am dismayed 
and disappointed by the department’s lack of prior consultation about these purchases, and its ongoing 
unwillingness to seriously address the concerns of neighbouring residents. In fact, given the department’s track 
record to date, some residents now believe that this lack of prior consultation was a deliberate tactic. The 
department has since met with two groups of residents. Yes, it has explained how things should work in both 
facilities in a perfect world. But it has not adequately addressed the serious concerns of neighbouring residents. 
The department’s main response to the concerns of residents has been to install a liaison officer to take all calls 
on the issue, thereby shielding the upper echelon managers of the department from further scrutiny.  

One of the properties that has been purchased is in Mariginiup. This property is extremely isolated. It is adjacent 
to the massive Gnangara pine plantation and in the middle of an equestrian estate. The risk of bushfire in this 
locality is very high, particularly in summer. The other property that has been purchased is located one kilometre 
south of the Wanneroo town site, in a secluded and heavily wooded “special residential estate”. The 
neighbouring residents in both localities are upset that the department has not addressed their genuinely held 
concerns about the risk of fire lighting by juveniles in these facilities. The 2006 report by the Western Australian 
Ombudsman titled “Report on Allegations Concerning the Treatment of Children and Young People in 
Residential Care” identifies a number of psychological issues among young people in care. These include 
behavioural problems, poor impulse and aggression control, poor social skills, risk behaviour, cruelty to animals, 
and fire lighting. As much as I believe that these young people desperately need a fair go, we cannot just close 
our eyes to the likelihood of problem behaviour such as fire lighting or violence. The department’s lack of 
empathy for the residents and their concerns was not helped by the comments of a senior departmental officer, 
who told residents at one of these meetings to “suck it and see”. Frankly, that is just not good enough.  

Other concerns have also not been addressed. There is no public transport or street lighting at the Mariginiup 
property. The normal teenage diversions are not available in the area, but quad bikes, farm machinery, 
motorbikes, tools and even licensed firearms are kept on adjoining properties. Mobile phone coverage is 
unreliable in Mariginiup, and that puts in doubt the department’s promise of 24-hour contact with a carer. The 
nearest police station is in Wanneroo, 20 minutes away. That offers cold comfort to any neighbour faced with a 
violent juvenile offender. Residents in Mariginiup exercise their horses on a designated bridlepath along one of 
the boundaries of the DCP property. These residents fear that juveniles unfamiliar with horses may startle the 
animals with sudden movements or loud noises, with potentially serious consequences. The Wanneroo property 
is one kilometre from the town site. Therefore, any juveniles who escaped supervision would have easy access to 
alcohol and drugs.  

My criticism and that of my constituents is not directed at the program or at the juveniles who are in state care. 
Our criticism relates to the department’s lack of community consultation and its apparent disregard for the safety 
of neighbouring residents at both locations, particularly the severe fire risk that will be present by 
accommodating juveniles at these two properties. On paper, the level of supervision that will apply to these 
juveniles seems very adequate. There will be 24-hour supervision by two carers per shift. This level of care is 
consistent with the government’s intensive supervision policies for juveniles and is quite satisfactory. However, I 
continue to be concerned about incidents at other DCP juvenile facilities, which show that there is a very 
different reality when carers are distracted with another situation and a juvenile escapes supervision. These are 
the issues that worry both me and my constituents, but, so far the responses from the department have failed to 
ease our minds. Simply put, the department cannot guarantee the safety and amenity of the surrounding residents 
once these homes are occupied by juveniles in its care. Having seen the log kept by a Wellard resident adjoining 
a similar DCD juvenile facility, I am not at all reassured that the residents in these two rural estates in my 
electorate will continue to enjoy the quiet lifestyle that they have chosen to pursue.  
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I ask that the Minister for Child Protection review her decision to purchase these properties, in light of my 
constituents’ very valid concerns, with a view to selling these properties before occupancy takes place and 
relocating these young people to more suitable premises.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [9.57 am]: I thank the member for Wanneroo for his grievance. I 
can well understand that some of the residents in those two areas fear from their perspective what they might 
consider to be the worst possible outcomes. I also am concerned by the member’s comments that residents do not 
feel that they were properly consulted and given advance notice. I cannot comment, because I was not there, but 
I would hope the department does take the time to properly talk to the local government and local residents in the 
area, and, indeed, local members of Parliament.  

Obviously the state does have responsibility for the care of a large number of young people. These are young 
people who for various reasons cannot live with their parents any longer, primarily due to neglect and abuse. 
These are damaged young people who need the support of the state, and, hopefully, the support of the 
community in the area in which they live. As members would be aware, for many years the Department of 
Community Development has had a policy of providing accommodation for up to 18 of these young people in an 
institutional-type hostel. The change in policy direction that is taking place is one that I support and that I would 
imagine most members of Parliament would support. Under this policy, young people in the age range of 12 to 
17 will be accommodated in a more conventional home-like environment in an urban or semi-urban area. It is 
hoped that this will provide these young people with greater stability and normality in their lives—something 
that they have been deprived of in the past. It is also proposed that they will attend school and hopefully 
participate in community organisations in the area. The overall program is to provide 10 such homes, which will 
each accommodate about four children, and to place another 16 children in short-stay accommodation. It is 
anticipated that each of these young people will be accommodated in this type of setting for about two years. 
That would be a fairly typical time period.  

The department does have a responsibility to consult with neighbours. I can understand why neighbours would 
be fearful and concerned. They are concerned that their lifestyle could be jeopardised. Issues have been raised 
about the fact that Mariginiup is an equestrian estate. Some of the concerns that have been raised are whether 
these young people will be safe if they come into contact with horses, and the risk that horses might be let out. A 
concern has also been raised that young people who do not come from a semi-rural background may not be 
aware of the risk of fire in those areas.  

The department has met with the Mariginiup residents. I accept, as the member has said, that they are not happy. 
I think there probably could have been better consultation in that case. I note that at least one person in the 
Mariginiup area has offered to help teach these young people about horses and encourage them in that activity. I 
think that is very good, and I congratulate and thank that resident. Hopefully over time more residents will 
engage with these young people and play a supportive role in helping these young people develop into good 
citizens. 

As I understand it, the residents adjoining the Wanneroo property have declined to meet with the department. I 
think they would prefer to hold some sort of mass public meeting. I have to say that I would not support that. I 
do not think that is the way to go. I would urge the residents in Wanneroo to sit down with the department and 
raise their concerns, and hopefully the department will be able to address their concerns.  

The sorts of properties that the department is looking to purchase must be appropriate family-type dwellings, 
with a minimum of five bedrooms, and with a fairly large outdoor area. That is why the department is attracted 
to these sorts of small, semi-rural holdings. The houses will be operated on a rostered staff arrangement. Two 
staff will be on duty on every shift, and those two staff will be in the home with the kids for 24 hours, seven days 
a week. I think that is a very high level of supervision and care for these children. It reminds us of just how 
expensive it is to care for these children who have now become the responsibility of the state because of the 
abuse and neglect that they have suffered. The department intends to go ahead with this, and I am not about to 
interfere with that decision. However, I urge the department and the residents to try to work together. I know that 
does not make either the residents or the member for Wanneroo happy at this stage. The member is doing his job 
representing his constituents. It is intended that these residences will proceed in both of these areas. The 
department has had experience in higher fire risk areas such as Stoneville and Darlington, and that has been 
managed okay. 

I urge members to not categorise these children and teenagers. They are not necessarily juvenile offenders; some 
of them are traumatised kids who have suffered greatly in their lives. If we can overcome some of those 
difficulties and the kids are well cared for in these homes, hopefully some members of the community will also 
play a role in assisting them. I recognise that it is the responsibility of the department to make sure that no 
damage is caused and that no antisocial behaviour impacts on the community. That is the job the department 
needs to do. This is one of those difficult situations. Most of us, if we were honest, would have concerns about 
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this type of home being set up next to our house. We would be concerned about what it might mean and whether 
our family and property would be at risk. I hope that is not the case and that the department can manage these 
kids successfully. The children and staff have been carefully selected. I urge the community, particularly in 
Wanneroo, to agree to sit down with the department, because that is important. The community should raise its 
concerns with the department and at least hear what it has to say and see whether those concerns can be 
addressed. I am optimistic that this will work out but I can understand the concerns that the residents are having 
before the homes have been set up and the children have moved in. I thank the member for Wanneroo. He is 
doing his job as a local member and, although he does not like the decision to proceed, I know that as a 
responsible member of Parliament he will do what he can to make it work. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier just answered a grievance under section 146 of the standing orders. Although 
I do not disagree with a single word of the content and I believe that he took a courageous stand, the grievance 
related to matters concerning child welfare and, at a stretch, perhaps housing. My point of order is that a minister 
or a member deputed will have the right to reply to each of the grievances that are raised by a member. I would 
have thought the most appropriate minister to respond to the member for Wanneroo’s grievance would have 
been the Minister for Housing, but I understand that the Premier undertook to respond to this particular 
grievance. I am seeking your guidance, Mr Speaker, about who should ordinarily respond to a grievance raised 
by a member when the subject matter comes within another minister’s portfolio. I do that in the context that the 
opposition has sought to grieve to the Premier on a number of occasions and he has declined to respond but on 
this occasion he has accepted a grievance from a member of the government. Is it appropriate for the Premier to 
respond to a grievance, and, if so, why does it appear that one rule applies to some members of Parliament who 
grieve to the Premier and another rule applies to other members of Parliament? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Premier has authority over all ministers and ministerial portfolios. If the Premier is 
prepared to answer a grievance about any issue contained within any portfolio, that is his right, just as it is the 
right of any member of Parliament to grieve to the Premier should he so wish. That was the case in this instance. 
There has been no breach of the standing orders whatsoever. 

The SPEAKER: I acquainted myself with standing order 146 while the Premier was responding because it was 
the first time that I had observed that being done in the two sessions of Parliament that I have been a member of. 
When familiarising myself with standing order 146, I also sought further information. The Premier has overall 
responsibility for government policy. Therefore, if the Premier decides that he will respond to a grievance, that is 
appropriate. There is no point of order. 
 


