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SAFECARE PROGRAM 

261. Ms S.E. WALKER to the Minister for Community Development, Women’s Interests, Seniors and 
Youth: 

It is Law Week in Western Australia, and its theme was outlined in The West Australian on Monday as follows - 

No one is above the law - not lawyers, nor the media, nor the Government. 

It offends our sense of justice if people can flout the law and get away with it . . .  

(1) Why is the minister’s Government continuing to allow the program SafeCare, which exposes sexually 
abused children to further sexual molestation by their offenders and undermines the criminal justice 
system, to exist? 

(2) Does the minister agree with the comments of SafeCare program director, Christabel Chamarette, who 
said on Channel Nine on Friday that SafeCare is independent of the law? 

Ms S.M. McHALE replied: 
(1)-(2) I thank the member for Nedlands for her question.  She has been peddling her dissatisfaction with 

SafeCare for quite a number of months.  She cannot get her head around the complexity of sexual abuse 
and the complexity of the behaviour of perpetrators.  I am not in the business of closing down a service 
just because a member of the Opposition cannot get her head around the complexity of perpetrators.   

I saw the article in The Australian today.  Once again the Opposition has put its support for mandatory 
reporting on the public record, and is somehow linking SafeCare to its policy position.  That is its right.  
However, is it not interesting that when in government it refused to support mandatory reporting and 
had nothing to do with it?  People can say whatever they like in opposition, but in government it is a 
different matter.   

SafeCare has been funded by both Governments since about 1990. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  In what form? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  For the service that the member is talking about.  The Liberal Government funded SafeCare 
and had no problems with it.  The Labor Government has funded the work around perpetrators and their families, 
and has had no problem with that.  However, the member for Nedlands has a problem with it because she cannot 
get her head around the complexities.   

It is important to understand that with child sexual abuse and the treatment of perpetrators, a range of services 
are needed.  The services for perpetrators are very limited.  This is one service that is attracting national interest.  
The importance of this service is that it grew out of a recognition by clients that they would come forward and 
seek treatment a lot earlier if they would not automatically be subject to proceedings in a criminal court.  The 
families did not want to raise the matter because of the fear of losing the perpetrator from the family.  This is the 
reality that we are dealing with. 

Therefore, I ask the question: is it not better to have a service which everybody other than the member for 
Nedlands thinks is serving a purpose and which allows perpetrators to come forward and seek treatment, rather 
than allowing them to continue to abuse the kids in their families behind closed doors?  That is the important 
message.  This service has been reviewed, and I understand that it has just received federal funding for another 
review.  I am not in the business of closing a service because the member for Nedlands does not like it and 
cannot get her head around it.  That is the important matter.   
 


