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PROTECTION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIAN CHILDREN 
Motion 

MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.11 pm]:  I move - 

That this House condemns the Gallop Labor Government for failing to protect Western Australian 
children.  

This is an important issue for the Opposition.  Since becoming a member of this Parliament I have been sickened 
at the way ministers of this Government have been prepared to use forms of abuse of children for political ends - 
not all forms of abuse but sexual abuse of children.  I intend to demonstrate how ministers have done that over 
time.  
Mr M. McGowan:  God!  That is outrageous. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Rockingham should listen to me.  I am quite serious.  I have a bit of a track 
record with victims of child sexual abuse and I am sincere in what I say.  The member for Rockingham should 
stand in this Parliament and talk about it.  He should tell me what he would do about it.  I have seen him say and 
do nothing since I became a member of this House.  He might have bobbed up next to the Premier when he was 
on a political stunt in relation to children somewhere, but I have not heard the member for Rockingham speak 
once on this issue.  I will tell the House what these ministers have done - I include the Attorney General, the 
Minister for Community Development, the Minister for Police and Emergency Services; Justice and the Minister 
for Education and Training. 
[Quorum formed.] 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I thank the member for Kingsley for drawing attention to the state of the House.  No 
ministers were in the House then and still no ministers are in the House - except for the Leader of the House - to 
listen to this important topic of child sexual abuse. 

From what I have seen in the time I have been a member of this Parliament, all I can say, frankly, is that there 
has been a cold-blooded and heartless playing with the lives of suffering little boys and girls in Western 
Australia.  That is what they are - suffering - and this Government just plays with their lives.  Some of that is just 
from plain ignorance and most of it is from incompetence but the rest of it is because ministers in this 
Government put politics first.  There has been a litter of examples of this in my three years in office. 

The first example I will refer to is the child card.  Do members remember the child card?  What happened to the 
child card?  The child card was introduced with great fanfare during the Hollingworth crisis in May last year.  
The child card was introduced not only by the Minister for Community Development.  She said that she intended 
to introduce the child card to get rid of child sexual abuse.  She introduced it after the then federal Leader of the 
Labor Party performed the same stunt on the ABC during the Hollingworth crisis.  I refer to an interview he had 
with Tony Jones on the ABC on 26 May 2003, in which he said - 

And interestingly today, what the Labor Party put into the Parliament was a private members bill to 
address that very question, to ensure that this child sex abuse issue is wiped out, is eradicated, and 
we’ve proposed a number of initiatives to achieve that objective. 

. . .  

If such a code had have been in place, Peter Hollingworth would not have been able to ignore, could not 
have refused to pass it on, and, thirdly, that there be a check on people who work with children to 
satisfy parents that their backgrounds that have been appropriately scrutinised so that the kids are safe. 

This Minister for Community Development introduced her own version of the child card a few days later.  The 
minister did not issue a ministerial media statement - at least I cannot find one - but went on the Liam Bartlett 
show and said that she would introduce a child card.  There was an article in The West Australian on Tuesday, 13 
May 2003 with the big headline “Tough new checks to fight child abuse”, which stated - 

Scout leaders, schoolteachers, priests and anyone else working with children in WA will face police 
background checks and be issued with special identification under a new move to weed out 
paedophiles. 

Under a plan State Cabinet endorsed yesterday, anybody seeking work involving close contact with 
children, whether in public, private, non-profit, church or volunteer positions, will soon be required to 
prove to police that they are not a danger.  
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Community Development Minister Sheila McHale plans to put the new registration system to 
Parliament by October . . .  

That referred to October last year.  This was just a despicable spin by the minister.  The minister said - 

In order to increase the protective measures for children, it is time to introduce more stringent checks 
. . .  

Strangely enough, at that time the budget estimates hearings were on.  I remember sitting in the budget estimates 
hearings last year and raising the issue of the child card with the minister.  I said that it was not a guarantee 
because paedophiles could apply for a child card if they had not been convicted of an offence involving children.  
This minister had no understanding of that and called it a bizarre statement.  However, when she thought about it 
overnight and came to her senses, she realised that what I had said was right.  There were three things that were 
despicable about this minister and the way she announced the child card.  Firstly, it was done on the run in 
response to the Hollingworth crisis; secondly, neither a child card nor anything like it has been introduced in 
Western Australia; and, thirdly, no resources have been given to it.  Recently a member of the Legislative 
Council raised the issue of police criminal checks.  It is obvious that the Government wants to implement a 
system for screening people who work with children, but where are the resources from this Government to 
introduce a child card and deal with compulsory screening of people who work with children?  I raised the issue 
of child card funding in the House on 24 June 2003.  I asked the minister the following - 

Given that similar schemes in other States are costed at approximately $3 million, has the minister 
ascertained how the project will be funded?  

The minister replied in part - 

It is interesting that during the estimates hearings, the member for Nedlands was quite critical of that 
project.  Hers is the only critical voice.  

I was critical because this scheme lulls parents into a false sense of security.  The minister did that to score a 
political point at the height of the Hollingworth crisis.  I view that as a despicable act by the minister against 
children in Western Australia because she has never introduced that scheme.  The announcement was made a 
year ago and the minister has never introduced it.  It was not in this year’s budget either.  In June last year the 
minister said this about the child card - 

If we are to be serious about child abuse, as this Government is, we need to undertake consultation to 
ensure we get things as accurate as possible.  The cost of this will be considerable.  

It would cost $3 million to protect children under this scheme, and the railway has already cost an extra 
$400 million!  The minister continued -  

When we have worked through the details and the financial and bureaucratic implications, I will be very 
happy to take a comprehensive proposal to Cabinet. 

The minister had a year to do this, but she would need only a couple of days.  She continued - 

I conclude on this note.  The third question by the member for Nedlands was absurd.  My department 
has not advised me against going down this line.  

On another occasion I asked the minister - 

Will the minister inform the House whether the Department for Community Development advised her 
against the introduction of a child card?  

Obviously it has because the minister has not brought in the scheme.  The minister was prepared to raise that 
matter during the Hollingworth crisis as a political stunt.  As a political stunt, the minister was prepared to lull 
parents into a false sense of security about the safety and protection of their children from paedophiles.  That is 
very evident because, so far, the minister has certainly not been forthcoming with the child card.   

We can see the minister’s seriousness reflected in the Bill that she brought into this House last year.  There was 
no vision in that Bill.  It was a set of 1987 instructions from the previous Government.  The minister does not 
even have the gumption, the energy, the drive or the vision to develop her own legislation.  She had to bring in 
some old drafting provisions from the previous Government that never got to Cabinet and were never passed 
through the party room.  In that Bill the minister raised the threshold of abuse for children; that is how serious 
she is about children.  When she brought in that Bill it did not matter that children were going to be sexually 
abused.  The minister said that her department was not going to interfere unless it looked like the involved child 
had been significantly harmed.  The minister was not going to interfere if those children suffered from emotional 
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abuse, unless it was evident to the department that they had been significantly harmed, and the same applied with 
neglect.  No energy was put into that Bill.  It was just brought in to create a perception in the community that the 
minister was serious about children.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Perhaps it was brought in to cover up a failure that occurred within the department in an 
investigation.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Absolutely.  What emerged during the debate on that Bill was that it was a guideline 
document being put into legislation to protect the department.  I am very grateful in one sense that the minister 
brought in that Bill because it forced me to look at what was happening in other States.  I consider my time spent 
working in that portfolio to be very valuable.  I read reports by Robyn Layton, QC, which the minister has not 
read, and the Crime and Misconduct Commission that occurred in Queensland as a result of the abuse of children 
in foster care, which the minister has also not read.  The latter is a brilliant report that lays out a vision for child 
protection for a State.  I am horrified to know that for years and years this State has been like a backwater when 
it comes to child protection -  

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  We are like a backwater, member for Girrawheen.  The member should tell me to whom is 
the department accountable.  What external accountability does that department have?  I will tell the member the 
answer: it has zilch, zero and nothing in terms of accountability, which is disturbing.  That department should be 
accountable.  The Child Protection Council is another token offering from this minister.  It is a toothless tiger.  
The Child Protection Council cannot do or direct anything in relation to the department.  The Child Protection 
Council consists of a bunch of highly qualified, probably very nice, people.  The new chairman is Judge Hal 
Jackson, a very nice person.  He has a full-time job in the District Court that requires a lot of thought day and 
night.  He is the chairman of this council.  What can it do for child protection in this State?  It gets some funding 
from the department and the minister, but it can do nothing with regard to the department and nothing with 
regard to protecting children in this State from sexual abuse.  The irony is that in this Parliament we have laid 
down very serious laws in the Criminal Code in respect of child sexual abuse.  We say in Parliament that child 
sexual abuse is a serious criminal offence.  Intra-familial child sexual abuse or a sexual relationship does not 
have to involve intercourse or sexual penetration; three separate sexual touchings will carry a penalty of 20 
years.  I know that as a prosecutor, as does the member for Girrawheen.  Admittedly, she has not worked in the 
criminal justice system at that level, but she knows - 

Ms M.M. Quirk:  I have actually.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I know.  I am not having a shot at the member.   

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  All right then, not in this State.  I was referring to the matter when the member was on the 
National Crime Authority.  The member should calm down.  I was not having a go at her. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I was saying that the member would have an appreciation or an understanding that this is a 
very serious matter.  However, what do we have here?  We have token gestures.  No resources have been put 
into this area by this Government.  An example is the Gordon Inquiry into Response by Government Agencies to 
Complaints of Family Violence and Child Abuse in Aboriginal Communities.  Sure, the Gordon inquiry was set 
up.  Today we heard from the minister that she has put in place 50 new child protection workers; she told us that 
a year ago.  Where are they?  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  They are not at Warburton, that is for sure.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  They are not at Warburton. 

Ms S.M. McHale interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No, I am not a disgrace minister.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  I did not say that you were a disgrace. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No, the minister has said a lot of things because when she does not have the answers, she 
starts her verbal abuse and says things to the effect that I have made a bizarre statement.  I do not make bizarre 
statements.  The minister does not think things through.  In fact, the minister has no pull in the Cabinet, 
otherwise she would be getting the funds.   
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After the Gordon inquiry and the recommendations, the situation was so bad in Onslow that the police rang me 
to ask if I could please help them.  This is the truth.  They rang me and said, “We need some child protection 
workers up here.  We have children who we know are showing outward signs of sexual abuse.  We know they 
need help but we just cannot get it.”  A story in The West Australian on 7 June 2003 titled “State accused over 
Onslow” reads -   

The State Government had failed the remote North-West town of Onslow, which was struggling to cope 
with child abuse and juvenile crime, the Opposition has claimed.   

The West Australian confirmed with the police that - 

•  A nine-year-old girl was found wandering the streets of Onslow since Easter looking for food.   

•  On Tuesday, there were 19 children, aged between seven and 14, wandering through the town when 
they should have been at school.   

•  Last week, two homeless teenagers were helped by our charity to go to stay with relatives in Geraldton.   

It goes on and on.  What did the minister say?  The article later stated - 

. . . Minister Sheila McHale said her department was recruiting two more staff members for Onslow.  
They were expected to start work in July.   

However, she never quite told the right story.  Those two child protection workers were not going to Onslow; 
they were from another town up north and they would be popping into Onslow during the week.  How can we 
get a composite picture of what is happening in Onslow with those sorts of resources?  We cannot.   

The Government’s implementation of the recommendations of the Gordon inquiry has been found wanting, and 
the Premier must take full responsibility for it.  He is the one who gets up in this place and talks about the 
Gordon inquiry, its recommendations and how good he has been, but there is no follow-through.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Unless there is a media opportunity or a photo opportunity. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Exactly.  The Government pulls stunts like the Child Protection Council and the child card 
but it provides no resources to back them up.  Where is the implementation of the recommendations of the 
Gordon inquiry?  The media plays some part in this.  In Onslow and other regional centres The West Australian 
should be playing a greater part.  Why do I say that?  I get The West Australian and The Australian every day.  I 
think The Australian on the same day or the next day carried on page 2 a big story on sexual abuse in, I think, 
Papua New Guinea, although I cannot quite remember.  It was an island that is under the influence of Australia.   

I have lived in isolation in the north of the State.  It is easy when people come to Perth to forget what happens in 
the regions.  I do not want us to forget what happens in the regions.  I was staggered when during this year’s 
budget estimates committee deliberations the Attorney General came into this Chamber and talked about the 
legislation that he intended to bring in that would make it an offence to give young people petrol, glue or 
solvents to sniff.  I was pleased that he talked about it.  He said that he would move quickly to bring in this 
legislation.  What about the children who the magistrate in Kalgoorlie told him were being sexually abused by 
paedophiles?  The Attorney General mentioned that in this Chamber.  What has the Government done?  It has 
done nothing.  The Minister for Community Development has done nothing.  I was staggered that the Attorney 
General came into this Chamber and said that, having had a conversation the week before with the magistrate in 
Kalgoorlie and having been told that paedophiles were operating in the Warburton community, giving children 
substances for sexual favours.  He talked about the effects of those substances, but what had he done?  That is 
why when I raised the matter just now I said that I was looking at a series of ministers in this Government.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What had the Minister for Police done?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Exactly.  I raised this matter with the Minister for Police.  As far as I am aware she has sent 
no police to Warburton.  No minister has raised the matter this week.  The Minister for Community 
Development has not said that the Government has sent police or child protection workers to Warburton.  An 
ABC journalist told me that two child protection workers had been sent to the Warburton community for a week 
to collect material.  Surely the Attorney General has been told.  He said on the Paul Murray program that it was 
not just a beat-up but that children were being sexually abused by paedophiles in the Warburton community.  
The Minister for Community Development is the only minister in the House at the moment.  She is doing 
nothing about this.  What makes it worse is that the matter should have been attended to 18 months ago, after the 
Gordon inquiry.  The Government has given token promises.  My motion is demonstrating that this Government 
has adopted a very cavalier, heartless approach and lacks a sincere and genuine commitment to children in this 
State. 
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Another stunt has come to mind as I am on my feet.  Who can forget when World Vision Australia came to town 
to help Aboriginal children?  World Vision came to town because of underprivileged Aboriginal children in this 
State.  That is an indictment of the minister’s department.  She came out the next day with a political stunt, 
saying that she would introduce 14 new child protection workers.  She had forgotten that she had made that 
media statement the year before.  It was just a stunt. 

Point of Order 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The member is misleading Parliament.  I made it very clear at the time that they were a 
different set of workers.  We had announced 14 workers as a result of the Gordon inquiry.  She is now either 
misunderstanding or peddling untruths and misrepresenting what I have done.  I ask the member to withdraw 
those remarks. 

Mrs C.L. EDWARDES:  There is no point of order.  The minister is simply debating.  She will have an 
opportunity to speak.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  There is no point of order.  It was a point of view that was put forward. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Let us put those child protection workers aside.  I will stay with the Gordon inquiry.  Let us 
examine what the Minister for Police said during the budget estimates.  The Minister for Police, with a bit of 
help from the member for Girrawheen, said that the Government intended to put on some new police officers.  I 
love having the member for Girrawheen along to budget estimates because she gives me such great leads into 
questions.  It is unbelievable.  The member for Girrawheen asked the Minister for Police about the Gordon 
inquiry and whether she had introduced new police officers.  The member for Girrawheen asked whether there 
were some new police officers there.  The minister said - 

There are 14 such officers at sergeant level. 

I asked whether they were new officers.  The Minister for Police did not answer the question.  She went round 
and round the subject, as ministers do.  I kept coming back to the question and asking whether she was 
appointing new officers and whether they would be sworn officers.  She said that they were.  I asked whether 
they were new.  I asked the member for Girrawheen not to stop coming to budget estimates because she gives me 
such great leads in.  I asked the Minister for Police - 

I ask the minister, as she has not answered, whether the 14 officers have just been renamed child 
protection and family violence officers, or are they police officers newly appointed into the Police 
Force?   

The minister said - 

I said quite clearly that there are 14 new positions at sergeant level in each of the districts. 

I asked whether they were new positions and the Minister for Police went on to something else.  I think one of 
her advisers said they were not new positions.  It is all smoke and mirrors.  The greatest tragedy I experience in 
Parliament is to see the bulldust that emanates from the other side of the House.  

Mr P.B. Watson:  What about parliamentary standards? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Where is the child card? 

Mr P.B. Watson:  I am talking about the standards of Parliament. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I will ask the member for Albany a question.  Is he interested in seeing a child card 
introduced?  Has he asked the minister where it is?  Is he interested in preventing children being sexually abused 
in Albany?  If he has not asked them, he is not interested in preventing child sexual abuse.  When I asked a 
question, the member for Perth jumped in and told me to stop harassing the advisers, because I was getting to the 
heart of the issue.  The heart of the issue is that this year during the budget estimates hearings we heard of a new 
child protection register.  We can forget the child card because there is now a link with the national child 
protection register.   

This next example is a beauty.  I believe that the member for Girrawheen raised this matter when she asked a 
question of the minister.  The minister said - 

As the member for Nedlands will be aware, we are linking into a national sex offender register.  
Legislation has been in place for some time in New South Wales, national model legislation is being 
drafted and Western Australia will be introducing its own legislation.  When I introduce that legislation, 
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the member for Nedlands will be able to debate it if she does not agree with the categories of people 
being included. 

She said that because I asked who was going on the child register.  She said - 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  I pull the member up at that point.  Yesterday there was a point of order about 
referring to people as “she”. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I beg your pardon, Madam Deputy Speaker.  I said - 

Is the minister saying that only convicted child sex offenders will be included on the register; that is, 
people with a criminal record? 

She said - 

How is it determined that someone is a child sex offender if that person has not been convicted? 

She asked how else an offender would get his name on the register.  I said I would tell her where else there was a 
bunch of paedophiles roaming around the community - those in the SafeCare program.  In the past 11 years 500 
offenders have participated in that program.  That raised one of the issues with the SafeCare program.  

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Girrawheen is laughing her head off.  Does she think paedophilia is funny?   

Mr P.B. Watson:  Grow up and get on with the job. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No.  I will not grow up; I am asking the member for Girrawheen, who is laughing, whether 
she thinks the issue is funny.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  She was talking to someone else.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Is the member for Albany concerned that known paedophiles will not be on the child 
protection register?  

Mr P.B. Watson:  Just get on with what you are saying; don’t worry about what they are doing.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The member for Albany is not in the Chair.  

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order, member for Albany! 

Mr P.B. Watson:  You are more concerned with what we are doing over here than what you are saying. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Of course I am concerned with what members on that side are doing; they are in 
government.  I am concerned about child protection.   

I said that, for instance, that person could be in the SafeCare program.  As many as 500 paedophiles that we 
know of have been in that program without being subject to conviction.  I asked whether we would know about 
them.  The minister could not answer.  Before I touch briefly on the SafeCare program I will point out that the 
child protection register is just another stunt; it is not resourced.  How will we find out about the paedophiles 
who pass through the SafeCare program?  I asked the minister who they were.  The next day in the estimates 
committee, while the minister’s advisers were sitting in the Chamber, I asked what were the names of the people 
who take part in the program.  They shrugged their shoulders.  Can you believe that, Madam Deputy Speaker?  
In her game of smoke and mirrors, the minister said today in this Parliament that 80 per cent of offenders who 
participate in the SafeCare program were sent there through the Department of Justice, the Police Service or the 
Department for Community Development.  However, she did not mention that 80 per cent of offenders are sent 
through DCD, as I was advised at a briefing.  SafeCare would have us believe, through Christabel Chamarette, 
that people walk in off the street and say, “Hey, I’m a paedophile.”  They do not do that.  The Department for 
Community Development is alerted from the home to the fact that children are being subjected to sexual abuse.  
The offenders are given the option of going into the SafeCare program or being reported to the police.  They then 
sign on for a two-year program.  They are supposed to stay out of the homes and away from other children 
without another adult present.  Can members believe that is the reality?  What is the justification for that?  The 
minister said in this place today that SafeCare is a child protection agency.  It is not a child protection agency.  
The people from the department who saw me, the ones the minister accused me of treating appallingly when I 
spoke to them briefly in the foyer of Parliament House, could not tell me who is on the program or who has 
participated in it.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Were you asking for names of people who were referred to a program?   
Ms S.E. WALKER:  I want to know whether the department knows.  
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  When you say they couldn’t tell you the names; you were misleading this place.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The minister should be quiet; he has just walked into the Chamber.  The point I wanted to 
make is that following my crucial question to those people, I was sent the very person who deals with this 
program because the minister is too scared to deal with it.  
Ms S.M. McHale interjected. 
Ms S.E. WALKER:  The minister has had every opportunity to debate this but she has refused.  The crucial 
question is: how can the department guarantee that the paedophiles on that program will not sneak back into the 
home at night?  The officer said, “That is just it, Sue; you must keep your wits about you, you know.”  Will the 
child tell someone?  The justification for maintaining the program is that purportedly the recidivism rate is 1.9.  
Do members know why it is only 1.9?  Those are the only people who are caught.  

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  They do not know.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  They do not know.  It is almost evil.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Are you saying that SafeCare determines whether a matter goes to the police?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The name of the offender is never recorded.  That is why I disagree with the way DCD 
deals with children in those situations.  If the offences were reported to the police, the police would charge the 
offender and the offender could be released on bail.  The family would know that that person was on bail, subject 
to charges, and that a law enforcement agency was involved.  The bail conditions would require that the offender 
keep away from the child.  If he went anywhere near the child, he would be sent to prison.  Parliament has 
enshrined that in legislation.  The SafeCare program usurps the laws of Parliament.  

The coalition does not object to sex offender programs.  The justification for this program continuing is so that 
some academics can claim credit for achieving a recidivism rate of 1.9.  It is bulldust.  Why?  The Minister for 
Police and Emergency Services came into this Chamber during the estimates committee hearings last week and 
told us about the high recidivism rates among paedophiles.  She said that it makes her sick.  I noticed in my 
office today volume V of the Royal Commission into the New South Wales Police Service, entitled “The 
Paedophile Inquiry”.  I turned to the page containing the heading “Treatment for offenders”.  It reads - 

The Report emphasises that therapeutic intervention is not to be used as a means of avoiding or 
minimising any criminal action against the offender.  Rather it encourages deferment of treatment and 
risk assessment until all court matters are finalised, otherwise -  

I know this is true - 

offenders will deny/minimise the offence, report excellent progress for any intervention, and deny risk 
for further offences with the hope of influencing the courts to impose more lenient penalties.  

That is happening now.  These offenders participate in that program.  Would not anyone participate in it if he 
were a paedophile who had been caught red-handed?  Offenders are advised to participate in the program or 
spend 15 years in jail.  The danger is that an offender can slip back to the family home at night and continue 
sexual intercourse - adult sexual practices - with the little boy or girl concerned or he can continue to roam at 
large.  Who is with the children holding their hands?  Are Christabel Chamarette, the minister or DCD workers 
holding the childrens hands?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Can this minister guarantee that will not happen?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What has she done to ensure it cannot happen? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Nothing; she has said that she will continue to fund the program.   

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Although it has been brought to her attention, has no action been taken?   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  No, none at all.  I have made an issue of it.  Yes, I have, minister. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I did not open my mouth.  

Ms S.E. WALKER:  As I have said before, when I raised that in the briefing, everyone from the minister’s 
department went quiet because they knew.  It was scary to hear Christabel Chamarette say on television that 
SafeCare is a child protection agency and it is above the law.  One of the consequences of DCD workers 
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referring offenders to the SafeCare program is that those people can apply to get a child card.  I proved during 
the estimates committee hearings that the minister and her advisers do not have a clue who they are.  Those 
offenders can get a child card; become foster carers, work with children or go into voluntary organisations, yet 
the Minister for Police and Emergency Services came into this Chamber and referred to a national child 
protection register.  It is bulldust.  That is why I believe sincerely, in my heart, that this group of ministers is 
either incompetent or ignorant or is simply so lost in political spin that it is not protecting the interests of 
children in this State.  That is why I support mandatory reporting.  

When another issue arose the other day SafeCare said that it believed that victims should be left to decide to go 
to the police of their own accord.  What a load of bulldust.  Are we protecting children or what?  Anyone who 
has worked with child sexual abuse victims knows that they do not come forward until they are older.  By then, 
they are outraged about what has happened to them.  I will not hold the position I hold now without speaking 
passionately about this issue and without trying to help those children as much as I can.  When I was a 
prosecutor I had to deal with children who had had those experiences and listen to what had happened to them.  
It is dreadful to think that they are suffering behind closed doors.  I wondered what I could do to help them.  The 
best I think I, and we as a community, can do is to bring in mandatory reporting.  From the time I was involved 
in the community development portfolio, it seemed that a group of people in the community had control of the 
way things operated in this town about this issue.  They are the same group of people who have been on child 
sexual abuse task forces, they are the same people who have been asked to go on the minister’s council and they 
are the same people who are asked to write reports. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Such as Cheryl Edwardes. 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  That was nine years ago.  It has been drawn to the minister’s attention.  She should be 
doing something about it now. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  You were one of the ministers. 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Yes, for 11 months.  Now the minister knows what is going on and she should do 
something about it.  That was nine years ago.   

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I do not have the power, but if I did, I would be doing something about it. 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  Absolutely. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The Deputy Premier should be quiet.  I will refer to what the Minister for Police and 
Emergency Services had to say on 18 May about paedophiles and the child protection register.  The Minister for 
Community Development should listen to this.  The minister stated - 

As the member will be aware, child sex offenders are predatory in their nature.  They engage in 
occupations and frequent areas in which they expect to come into contact with children.  The aim of the 
establishment of the child protection offender registration unit will be to maximise the victim’s safety, 
to reduce the opportunity for child sex tourism, to provide a coordinated and consistent investigative 
and intelligence-driven approach to child protection that will be managed on a statewide basis within 
the crime portfolio . . .  

The minister continued - 

We want to be able to prevent it from occurring.  As we have said with other areas of crime, people who 
have offended previously are more likely to offend again.  There is a very high recidivism rate amongst 
child sex offenders.  It is certainly enough to make me sick thinking about it, but for many of these 
people it is obviously some form of illness. 

That is from one minister in this Government.  The Minister for Community Development is allowing these 
people, who make the Minister for Police and Emergency Services sick - and all of us on this side of the House - 
to roam at large in the community.  When I said that before, the minister scoffed, but it is true.  Uncles and 
grandparents can go along to the SafeCare program.  Does the minister think that after years of enjoying 
themselves in an evil way with one particular child, they will stop there?  The Minister for Police knows they 
will not, and that is why there is a child protection register, and for the people in the SafeCare program to say 
there is a 1.9 per cent recidivism rate is bulldust. 
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The member for Kingsley said that the minister has the power.  I am trying to do everything I can in my power, 
now that I am in this position, to make sure that I give these children the best opportunities and to make sure that 
my conscience is clear. 

Today the minister quoted from a report that she dragged up from somewhere.  Fortunately, I have a report from 
Robyn Layton, QC, who was the Chair of the Review of Child Protection in South Australia.  Mandatory 
reporting has been operating in South Australia since 1967.  Ms Layton said that mandatory reporting has 
significant support within the community, whereas the minister does not see it as a child protection tool at all.  
The minister raises her argument about former Governments having funded SafeCare, but I do not know what 
form that took. 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  They cannot hide behind that. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  I know they cannot.  I do not know what form it took, and the department does not have a 
clue about it.  The point is that the introduction of this Bill forced me to look in this area and it gave me an 
opportunity to push this barrow, in which I truly believe.  This is the only Australian State where mandatory 
reporting does not form a central pillar of child protection, and this minister does not think it is a child protection 
tool.  The minister will stand in a minute and she will come up with platitudes, as she normally does, but it is our 
intention and vision to provide the most modern state-administered child protection service and not do it as a 
token gesture with the political spin that the minister has applied.  I think I have demonstrated that by referring to 
a series of matters.  The minister pinched our idea of a children’s commissioner.  She does not have any ideas of 
her own.  She pinched the child card from Simon Crean, she pinched the Bill from some old drafting instructions 
that we had, and she will probably pinch our mandatory reporting procedure because people in the community 
will be on side with that, as they are in every other State.  The position paper that we put out has been finely 
thought through.  We recognise that other States, such as Victoria, are buckling under the system, but I think the 
way we are going to approach it means it will work.  We will draw on the experience of other States.  I do not 
want to see this State remain the backwater that it currently is with this department being overseen by this 
minister, because during debate on the Children and Community Services Bill the minister could not answer 
many questions about how the department operates.   
I will conclude by saying this: the Corruption and Crime Commission conducted a review of the department, but 
the department resisted an inspection of its records.  The CCC looked at mandatory reporting and extended it.  
South Australia has looked at mandatory reporting and has extended it.  Our position paper on mandatory 
reporting is a fine paper and I am proud of it.  If I can save one more child as a result of our position paper, I will 
be very, very happy.  I am sad, but I am also proud to be able to stand here and debate this issue and say that I do 
not believe this Government is looking after children in this State.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [4.56 pm]:  I confess that I have not become closely 
involved in this issue during my parliamentary career until recently.  There is enough disquiet in the community 
and there is enough evidence coming out about the abuse of children and of inefficiencies within the department 
and other agencies to show that this issue must be dealt with.  This Government is going to simply hide behind 
some line that issues occurred back in the 1990s - yes, I am sure they did - but there is no doubt that problems of 
child abuse, the sexual and physical abuse of children, are reaching an alarming level.  If that problem has 
always been there and concealed, the lid is off.  That is the difference.  The Minister for Community 
Development, Women’s Interests, Seniors and Youth has the responsibility.  When I see the minister at 
occasional functions she takes delight when people list how many portfolios and titles she has, and she says she 
is so busy.  She has one responsibility.  As Minister for Community Development she has one responsibility and 
that is the protection of children.  She is on notice in this Parliament today as failing in her responsibility.   
Ms S.M. McHale:  That is stupid. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is what this motion is about.  It is significant that until recently not one of her 
ministerial colleagues came into this House to defend her.  Where is the Premier?  If a minister is under attack, a 
Premier with confidence in that minister will be in the House.  The Deputy Premier has wandered in now, 
flicking through notes, looking for things that might have happened under a previous Government.  No doubt he 
has been pilfering through files looking for letters and correspondence so he can say what happened in 1995 and 
1998 or whatever.  This minister is on notice.  She is the minister of the Crown charged with protecting children 
in this State and she is failing in her duty.  That is why this motion is before this House.   
Ms S.M. McHale interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister will have an opportunity to get up and speak. 
Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Order! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Nothing is more important than the protection of children.  I remind the minister that the 
physical and sexual abuse of a small boy or a small girl is a crime.  That is where the minister should start.  She 
should not fund organisations like SafeCare and she should not allow people to make decisions about whether 
the police are informed.  It is a crime.  The minister and her colleagues the Minister for Police and Emergency 
Services and the Attorney General know of cases of sexual abuse.  They know of the situation in Warburton, 
which came to light recently.  The minister knows her department is not on top of it.  That is not directly the 
minister’s fault, but it becomes her fault if she does not take action to correct it.  The minister knows statistics 
show that increasing numbers of children in care are coming to harm.  What has she done about that?  I am sure 
the issue of child abuse has been around through every society and every era in history, but in this State it is now 
coming to the surface.   
The Minister for Community Development is the responsible minister.  I do not suggest for a moment that the 
minister’s lethargy or apathy on this issue is in any way related to a desire to see paedophiles and abusers of 
children getting away with it.  However, I suspect that the minister’s lack of action is that she is protective of the 
agencies that report to her.  They may well be seriously failing to meet their responsibilities.  If they are failing 
and the minister is aware of it - and she has been made aware by this debate alone - and she does not act, she will 
have failed as a minister.  It becomes her responsibility.  She is a minister of the Crown.  It is her responsibility.  
The shadow Attorney General detailed with compassion what is happening and the concerns the community has.  
The matter has been raised repeatedly in the past two or three months in this House and by members in the other 
place.  Case after case has been reported in the media but the minister has not been there for those children.  She 
has not provided protection for them.  She has not demanded of her colleagues the Minister for Police and the 
Attorney General that the perpetrators of violence and sexual abuse against children be brought to account.  That 
is why the minister is failing in her duty.   

I will refer to mandatory reporting.  As the member for Nedlands has outlined, the coalition released a paper 
today stating its commitment to introduce mandatory reporting.  I have no doubt that the minister will do a 
backflip.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  I guarantee we will not.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I predict that before the election the minister will say that the Government will introduce 
mandatory reporting.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No we will not. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Government opposed the appointment of a children’s commissioner.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  Be careful what you say.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I will.  I will quote what the minister said. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  We have said we will not oppose the creation of a children’s commissioner.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister opposed the establishment of a children’s commissioner, and government 
members in the other House argued against it.  Even the Premier has commented against it.  The Government 
backflipped.  Why?  For two reasons: firstly, as the member for Nedlands said, the Government had no policies 
and no sense of direction; secondly, the Government realised that the community supported the concept of the 
establishment of a children’s commissioner.  It supports the concept of creating a statutory office that would look 
after policies created for children in a positive, proactive way.  The Government backflipped, and I am glad it 
did.  However, neither the minister nor the Premier had the grace to acknowledge Hon Barbara Scott, who has 
campaigned for three or more years for the establishment of a children’s commissioner.  She organised a seminar 
in Fremantle at which 200 or 300 people attended.  To canvass opinion, she brought experts together from 
Australia and overseas.  The Government was critical of the establishment of that body throughout that period, 
and now it has backflipped.  It will also do a backflip on mandatory reporting.   

As I said, child abuse is a crime.  Mandatory reporting requires professionals who deal with children to report 
cases of sexual or physical abuse.  In some jurisdictions the net is cast wider.  Mandatory reporting is recognised 
nationally and internationally as a tool of child protection.  Mandatory reporting is in place in every other State 
and Territory of Australia as well as in a number of other countries, including the United States, Canada and 
Sweden.  Every other State of Australia has legislated for mandatory reporting.  If I am correct, South Australia 
legislated for mandatory reporting in the 1960s or 1970s; it was a long time ago.  Every other jurisdiction in 
Australia has recognised, some for decades, that nothing can be more important than the protection of vulnerable 
children.  Every other State and Territory has put in place a system of mandatory reporting.  Yes, it does cost 
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money.  Yes, it might place some responsibilities on professionals who deal with children.  However, surely that 
is a small price to pay if a little girl or boy is protected from constant sexual abuse.  Will we say in this 
Parliament that we will not introduce mandatory reporting because it is administratively expensive?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, because it produces child protection disasters.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Is Labor’s response that it is administratively difficult?  Will we allow little girls and little 
boys to continue to be abused?  That is bad policy.  Every other State in Australia has mandatory reporting, as 
does the United States, Sweden, Denmark, Canada and other countries.  I agree that we must define the 
application of any proposed legislation.  The coalition’s position paper that was released today defines the 
professionals who would be required to report cases of sexual and physical abuse against children.  They would 
include doctors, nurses, teachers and child protection workers.  We have defined also the types of abuse.  We 
have made a commitment that we would put in place training to assist the professionals who would be 
responsible for reporting the abuse.  Some professionals would be confronted with ethical and legal 
considerations.  However, putting in place a system of mandatory reporting would relieve professionals of any 
doubt in their mind because they would be required to report abuse.  They could not argue that it would be 
unethical to report child abuse because it would breach the confidentiality arrangement between the professional 
and the client.  The professionals would be required to report that abuse and those reports would be treated 
confidentially.  Protections would be put in place to stop scurrilous, mischievous reports being made.  The 
reports would be made not by members of the wider public but by trained professionals who would be given 
additional training and guidance on what to look for at what level and would be advised on who to report to.   

The coalition also has said it would create an office of child guardian.  We would appoint someone who is 
independent of the Department for Community Development.  The office of child guardian would be attached to 
the children’s commission but would be independent of the commissioner.  The office of child guardian would 
be informed of all cases.  It would be given the powers to audit, it would follow up the cases and their results and 
it would provide policy advice.  An independent person would oversee the reporting and protection of children.  
The child guardian would have in interest in seeing the perpetrators of abuse against children being charged and 
brought to account.  The child guardian would have an interest in knowing that the children were protected and 
given the necessary treatment to recover if they had been abused, thereby reducing any physical or emotional 
ongoing harm.   

Not a single minister is in this Chamber.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Not a single minister is in his or her seat in this Chamber.  More than anything else, that 
reflects the absolute disregard of Labor when it comes to the protection of children.  The Premier has not shown 
his face.  He might be unwell, but where is the Minister for Police, the Minister for Education and Training, the 
Attorney General or the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure?  Where are they?  They leave the Minister for 
Community Development to cop it on her own.  I feel sorry for her.  She has been left to hang out to dry.  The 
Government knows that it is failing to do the job.  The minister has been left to hang out to dry.  No other 
ministers are in the Chamber to support the Minister for Community Development.  Why?  It is because they 
know that the problem exists and they know that the minister releases flim-flam press releases and goes to 
cocktail functions.  They know that the minister does not get down to the hard work.  They know that the 
minister does not confront her department or the police in this area.  They know that this minister does not 
confront the Minister for Police or the Commissioner of Police.  The other ministers know that this minister is 
not up to it.  That is what this is about.  Community development is not an easy portfolio.  However, we know, 
the public knows and probably those who abuse children know that the minister is not up to it.  That is the 
reality.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  You are a failure in government and a failure in opposition.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I hope the minister will get to her feet and explain to me how little boys and girls are being 
abused and what the minister is doing about it.  I admit that as a member of Parliament I have not taken the 
interest in this issue that I should have.  I will cop that.  I was a minister who was responsible for the economy 
and education.  As an education minister, when I became aware of cases of paedophiles around schools, the 
director general and I acted immediately by imposing checks on staff.  We were ahead of the nation because the 
director general and I realised that for a long time the school system had been negligent.  Up to that point, 
previous ministers and I had not recognised the risk to children in schools and from people living around 
schools.  The difference is that we acted.  It was a huge task, with 25 000 teachers and 40 000 people working 
around schools and in surrounding areas, but we acted.  It cost a lot of money, it took a lot of time and it caused a 
lot of stress to a number of people, but we acted.  There is still more to be done in that area.  I do not see signs of 
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the minister acting.  I see signs of her putting out press releases and making announcements, but not doing the 
real work.   

She will do a backflip, because she will find that the public will support mandatory reporting, and for one simple 
reason: it does not want one more little boy or girl to be abused or harmed again.  The public believes that we, as 
parliamentarians, legislators and administrators, should do absolutely everything we can to protect every child in 
this State.  Just in the past couple of weeks the issue of children in Warburton was raised in this place.  It is 
distressing to think, if I have interpreted the comments correctly, that paedophiles are going to Warburton and 
trading petrol for sexual favours from boys and girls.  Is that happening in Western Australia?  Is that happening 
in our society in the twenty-first century?  I realise that there are issues within Aboriginal communities; we all 
understand that.  I presume we are talking about white people going into Aboriginal communities -  

Ms S.E. Walker:  No, not necessarily.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It may be Aboriginals, too.  I presume that it includes white people going into Aboriginal 
communities and trading petrol for children.  Is that happening in Western Australia?  Is that the bright new 
future for this State that the Premier thinks is happening?  If the minister were on top of her job, she would have 
got in a plane, flown to Warburton and demanded that that be fixed.  She would have gone with the Minister for 
Police and Emergency Services into the police station and she would have taken senior staff from her department 
to Warburton.  She would have blitzed the place and arm wrestled those paedophiles, had them charged and got 
them out of the town.  That is what a minister who is committed to children would have done.  Yet she will sit 
here and say that she sent two officers, but it turns out that she did not.  A couple of officers went to Warburton.  
What did they do?  They did some accounting. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  They collated evidence.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  They collated.  The minister sent two people to Warburton to collate!   

Ms S.M. McHale:  Don’t be stupid.  They were investigating those claims.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  How long were they in Warburton for?   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Ask the Attorney General.  He told us. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Attorney General came back exasperated.  If the minister had been doing her job, she 
would have been in Warburton.  She would have had the head of her department in Warburton.  When issues 
arose about Onslow, which were raised by the member for Nedlands, again we found that the minister had not 
done anything.  I do not think she even knew where Onslow was.   

I went on a tour through the Kimberley late last year.  It was the first time I had travelled right through the 
Kimberley by car.  I was amazed.  I heard a story, which I recounted in this place, of two Aboriginal men 
standing 30 or 40 metres apart and throwing rocks and stones at each other while a little Aboriginal girl sat in the 
middle.  They were fighting for her.  She was crying and distressed, and two Aboriginal men were fighting for 
the right to that girl.  That is happening today in Western Australia.  I was told that story by a group of people in 
the community.  Where is this Government?  What is it doing?  It puts out media releases and it does media 
stunts.  The Premier likes a photo opportunity.  What is the Government doing for the little Aboriginal girl in the 
Kimberley?  What is it doing for the boys and girls in Warburton?  What is it doing with the cases of abuse, most 
of which probably occur within the families?  It funds a program called SafeCare.  It allows people in SafeCare, 
whomever they might be, to make decisions about whether those who have abused children are charged.  The 
minister should stop mucking around.  Even the minister is not listening now.  This is an attempt to divert 
attention before the minister loses it.  Is the minister listening?  She is not interested.  It needs to be on the public 
record that the minister is not interested.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  For the record, I am not interested in listening to the Leader of the Opposition’s dribbling on 
and wanting to point score - end of comment.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I hope the media reports that.  If that is the level of the minister’s response -  

Ms S.M. McHale:  You failed in government and you have failed in opposition, and I will expose you for that.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister has been a minister for three and a half years and the issues of the abuse of 
children have come to the fore during her time.  The numbers are increasing.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  And why?  It is because we have been accountable and we have set up processes.  We expose 
it and we know what is happening.  You had no idea what was happening in your government departments when 
you were in government.   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister will have her chance.  I am placing her on account today.  I will pursue her 
and her department unless she does something tangible to protect the children in this State.  I do not do it in a 
sense that I have any dislike or antipathy for the minister, but she is a minister of the Crown.  From what I have 
seen and heard in this place in recent weeks, her department is failing in its responsibility to protect children.  If 
her department is failing, and there is increasing evidence that that is the case, she is failing as a minister.  She is 
responsible.  She takes the big pay packet, she enjoys the social events and she does the international travel.  
There is a price that goes with that, and that is responsibility and accountability for the children in this State.   
MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [5.15 pm]:  The motion before the House is crucial.  As the Leader of the 
Opposition has said, I believe that not only the Premier but also the Minister for Health and the Minister for 
Police should be in the Chamber to take part in this essential debate.  I will look at the camera and hope that the 
Premier, if he is not too busy doing other things, will see me on the television screen.  I ask him to come into the 
Chamber now and listen to the debate, because, as Premier of this State, he has an absolute duty to care for all its 
citizens and, in this case, those who are most vulnerable - the children of this State.  As the Premier of this State, 
that is his prime duty and responsibility.  That is why this is such a very important debate.  I think he should 
come back into the Chamber.  Very often the Premier and ministers go missing during private members’ 
business, because they do not want to hear the truth and the arguments and they do not want to take part in the 
debate.  I can tell the Premier that this one will cost him dearly.  We all know that when there is some news that 
he thinks will go down well with the public, he will be in front of the television cameras.  He will be backed up 
by his spin doctors and his nodding ministers, whom we see all the time agreeing with everything he says.  I used 
to have a plastic animal in the back of my car and its head used to bob all the time.  I saw the same thing on 
Sunday.  That minister, who is well known for nodding his head and agreeing with the Premier, was nodding his 
head again.  He did not have much to say, but he was nodding his head.  I ask the Premier to come back into the 
Chamber and listen to this very important debate.  We are not trying to score political points; we are trying to get 
through to the Premier and his ministers to deal with the perpetrators of child sexual abuse, child abuse and 
neglect.  Probably the most important abuse is child sexual and physical abuse.  I have asked the Premier to 
come into the Chamber.  Obviously he will not take any notice, but I hope his spin doctors and minders, who 
might be watching me on their television screens at the moment, tell him that he is failing in his duty by not 
being in the Chamber.   
There are laws in this country to deal with paedophiles when they go abroad to Thailand and places such as that 
to commit child sexual abuse.  However, I must question whether there are laws in this country that adequately 
deal with the perpetrators of child sexual abuse if it happens in another State, because a case has been brought to 
my attention, which the Minister for Community Development is aware of as I shared it with her because I 
wanted some action taken.  She has not got back to me yet to tell me how things are going.  I will not mention 
names because I do not want to expose the children or the families involved.  Some children from Western 
Australia were taken to New South Wales, where they were allegedly sexually abused by a Western Australian 
man.  The minister knows about that abuse because I informed her of it.  The Minister for Police should know 
about it because the police have been involved.  The Minister for Health should know about it because he would 
have been involved.  Even the member for Armadale, I am told, was aware of this case.  However, nothing has 
been done.  Children from this State have been sexually abused in the eastern States but nothing has been done to 
bring the perpetrator to justice.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  You are wrong.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I am very glad to hear that I am wrong because the minister knew nothing about it when I 
told her at the budget estimates hearings.  As I said, I will not mention the names of the children because it 
would not be fair.  I will not give the whole picture either.  The minister knows the whole story, as I told it to 
her.  However, I have been told that the problem is in the jurisdiction of the New South Wales Police, where the 
event is alleged to have happened.  I have also been told that the New South Wales Police do not regard it as a 
priority and do not intend to come to Western Australia and investigate or charge that person.  I have been told 
that the police in Western Australia have done some investigation, but they have drawn to a halt because they 
say there is nothing much they can do.  The Premier came into this place, went in front of the cameras, talked 
about spending millions of dollars on the Gordon inquiry - that is fair enough - and promised to enormously 
increase the number of child protection workers.  It has taken two years to get close to the number that was 
promised.  I have been told that although the number of child protection workers has increased, it has been at the 
cost of other jobs in the Department for Community Development.  That is an absolute disgrace.  It makes no 
difference whether these Western Australian children are Aboriginal or non-indigenous children; they are 
children and they all deserve protection.  The Government has spent millions of dollars implementing the 
recommendations of the Gordon inquiry.  Some recommendations have been adopted by the Government and 
others it quite frankly said it would not implement, until a few days ago when it announced that there would be a 
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children’s commissioner.  Some of the people who conducted the Gordon inquiry are the same people who 
conducted the Warren inquiry back in the late 1980s.  Those people have, once again, recommended against the 
appointment of a children’s commissioner.  They also recommended against mandatory reporting.  Is this State 
out of step with every other State of Australia?  Did this State get it right - the Labor Government would say so - 
because it does not have mandatory reporting?  Alternatively, did it get it wrong because it does not have 
mandatory reporting and all the other States are right?  It is not only the other States that have mandatory 
reporting but also the United Kingdom, America and a lot of European countries.  They have mandatory 
reporting because they feel they have a duty to protect children.  I have always been greatly concerned about 
child abuse, whether it be sexual abuse, physical abuse, emotional abuse or neglect; they are all forms of abuse.  
The minister does not have to reveal the names of the children I am referring to or the organisations that have 
been involved with them; however, I want to know whether the alleged perpetrator was or is having contact with 
children’s groups since his return from New South Wales.  I have been told that the proper checks through the 
department have not been done.  Therefore, a government department has fallen down on the protocols it should 
have carried out to ensure that nobody with a record of paedophilia or child sexual abuse is in a position to have 
contact with children.  I have been told that the person in this case is known to be in that category.  A big 
mistake has been made here.  That mistake has cost some Western Australian children dearly, as they have 
suffered at the hands of somebody who has allegedly abused them.  It is not just one child who has said that; it is 
children - plural.  When the minister responds, therefore, I ask her to put my mind at rest and tell me that 
something has been done.  The minister did not get back to me, as she said she would. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  You didn’t ask me. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  Yes, I did.  I asked the minister to please get back to me. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  You said to leave it and I said I would investigate it.  I am happy to tell you when I respond 
what I found out. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The minister’s memory is very different from mine.  I gave her the information and I said I 
did not want to mention the names of children, families or any organisations. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  Yes. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  However, I asked her to let me know exactly what was happening or whether anything was 
happening, because if nothing was happening, I was prepared to go further.  I asked the minister to do that a little 
while ago now and she did not get back to me.  If the minister responds to me today, that is fine, I will accept 
that. 

Ms S.M. McHale:  I am happy to respond to you. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I hope the minister does.  However, I hope that the minister will tell me that some action 
has been taken by her Government, which has the responsibility for caring for children in this State, even if a 
crime is committed against them in another State or another country.  If those children are Western Australian 
citizens, this Government has an absolute duty and obligation to protect them.  The Premier is the prime person 
whose first responsibility must be to protect and care for children.  I hope the minister will do that.  I also want to 
know whether things have improved in the minister’s department.  About a year ago I received some confidential 
e-mails which had been sent from DCD and which had a quite horrifying tale to tell.  I brought those e-mails to 
the attention of the minister in this House some time ago - I suggest a year or so ago.  I also remind the minister 
that I moved a motion in this House in late 2002 to establish a select committee to inquire into child abuse in 
WA.  I moved that motion with the support of the whole of this side of the House, including the Independent 
members, because everybody on this side of the House believed that we should appoint a select committee to 
look into this very important subject; not just a select committee controlled by the Labor Party but a true 
bipartisan committee.  We all know that every day of the week children in Western Australia are being abused.  
However, we had concerns about whether the minister’s department was up to the job; whether it had the 
resources to do the job; and whether it had the commitment to do the job.  I hope that the department had the first 
and last of those three points; however, it is down to the minister and the Government if it did not have the 
resources.  That is why the Opposition lays the blame on the minister.  The motion to appoint a select committee 
was voted down on party lines.  The motion, in part, sought as follows - 

. . . to inquire into child abuse in Western Australia, including - 

(a) the extent of and reasons for all forms of child abuse; 

(b) the effectiveness of current stratagems for preventing child abuse, assisting abused children 
and dealing with abusers; and 
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(c) the adequacy of the system for the placement and helping of children in care. 

That is the motion I moved in this House just a year ago.  Nothing happened because this Government voted it 
down on party lines.  It did not want to know about.  It did not want anybody inquiring into its departments, in 
which things are obviously going wrong.  They must be going wrong because children are still being abused.  I 
take issue with the minister because she also has a responsibility.  My information on the children who were 
taken to New South Wales and abused was that the minister’s department was not interested in them because the 
abuse was not intrafamilial.  It seems that the only area of child sexual abuse that the Department for Community 
Development is interested in is the abuse that takes place within a family.  If that is the case, that is also wrong.  
The minister has a duty and an obligation to all children.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  Are you saying that the person is related to the children? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, I am not.  My information is that the minister’s department did not really want to do 
anything about it because it was not intrafamilial.  The minister can tell me whether that is true or not.   

Ms S.M. McHale:  I will tell you.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  It appears to me that the minister’s department concentrates on abuse within the family.  
The minister may very well say that abuse outside the family is a police matter.  I accept that it is a police matter, 
but the minister still has a responsibility and duty to care for and protect those children.  That is the purpose of 
the children’s division of her department.  It is one of the most important divisions because children are among 
the most vulnerable.  The two other areas, of course, cover people with disabilities and seniors.  Children are not 
able to protect themselves.  They need responsible adults to protect them.  They need a Government that is 
prepared to commit itself to ensuring that protection is put in place and that care is put in place.  Equally 
important, they need a Government that ensures that perpetrators are brought to justice.   

I want to hear from the minister that the alleged perpetrator in these child sexual abuse cases will be brought to 
justice in Western Australia, which is where the person should be brought to justice, and not in the eastern 
States.  I do not think it matters where the offence took place.  If the offence involves Western Australian 
children and a Western Australian perpetrator, I believe Western Australia should be dealing with it.  If we must 
wait for another State to deal with it, we could wait forever, because other States have enough problems and 
enough crimes.  This would be low on the list of priorities of other States but should be high on the list of 
priorities of this State, because it is our children who are being abused. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands) [5.32 pm]:  I support the motion because it is about the protection of 
children in Western Australia and whether or not the Gallop Government has been able to achieve the aim of 
protecting children.  I have some information in black and white that tells me the Gallop Government has failed 
in its attempts to protect children.  When we are talking about the protection of children we are talking about 
child abuse in its many forms.  We are talking about children who are harmed.  We use the term “substantiated 
child maltreatment”, but whatever term we want to use it must be of grave concern to this Parliament.  We are 
talking about children’s emotional and physical wellbeing, the sexual abuse of children and the neglect of 
children.   

Several of us in this House were involved in the very lengthy debate, and certainly very lengthy consideration in 
detail stage, of a recent Bill that was a rewrite of the Child Welfare Act.  During that debate the minister on 
many occasions tried very hard indeed to convince us that she was across these issues.  It was a good debate and 
we got into some of the issues, but all the way through there was this attitude of, “Trust me.  I am the minister.  I 
am informed.  I am across these issues”; in fact, “I am from the Government” was very much the attitude that we 
heard.  Whenever I hear that, bells immediately go off in my head and I think that maybe we should look into the 
matter more deeply.  We have especially had the attitude that this Government is better than past Governments 
and that it is certainly doing better than the Court Government did in its last years.  The evidence I have in front 
of me in an answer from the minister shows that both Governments failed dismally, and this Government much 
more so than the Court Government.  I will look at those figures in just a moment. 

One thing that has concerned me since the estimates committee last year was some evidence about children who 
were receiving legal aid because of their allegations of abuse while in the care and protection of the State.  That 
matter was raised last year.  Since then I have asked a number of questions.  It is one reason among many that I 
took a lot of interest in the new Bill.  It is the reason I asked the questions during the estimates committee and 
why I looked closely at the Crime and Misconduct Commission report of the situation in Queensland, and it is 
the reason I have asked a lot of questions on notice about this issue.  Yesterday I received a great wad of 
responses, and today probably the most telling response of all.  It is the one I will concentrate on.  The first 
question I asked in the question on notice was - 
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How many children have been harmed while in the care and protection of the State in each year since 
1993? 

The question therefore covers a period of 10 years, including the Court Government years.  Another question 
related to how many allegations had been made by children.  Children have made some 447 allegations of harm 
since 1993, a massive 253 of which have been substantiated - there have been 253 substantiated allegations of 
abuse by children while in the care and protection of this State.  That is a huge number.  An average of 25 a year 
have been substantiated.  We must bear in mind that Premier Beattie in Queensland initiated the CMC 
investigation on the basis of two cases that came to his attention.  We have had 253 cases substantiated in 10 
years. 
The answer covers the period 1 July 2001 to 29 March 2004, which is two and three-quarter years of the Gallop 
Government’s term.  There were 88 substantiations.  Members must bear that number in mind.  I took the figures 
in three-year chunks to compare them.  In the three years before that, during the term of the Court Government 
and the first few months of the current Government, there were 70 substantiations.  In the three years before that, 
from the 1995-96 financial year to the 1997-98 financial year, there were 67 substantiations.  The situation has 
got much worse, not better, since nine years ago.  It has got much, much worse under the Gallop Government.  I 
do not know why we have a Government that was happy to spend $28 million on the Royal Commission Into 
Whether There Has Been Any Corrupt or Criminal Conduct by Western Australian Police Officers, which I 
supported, but is not prepared to initiate a full inquiry into the practices and policies of the Department for 
Community Development when it comes to the care and protection of children.  In anyone’s language, these 
children are not being protected by the State.  If it were one case a year, we should be worried, but 88 cases in 
the two and three-quarter years of the Gallop Government represents 88 children too many who have been 
harmed while in the care and protection of this State.  Nothing this minister says in response to this will convince 
me that she is doing her job and that her department is doing its job.  They are not doing their job if 88 children 
so far in the term of this Government have had allegations of maltreatment substantiated.  We have a crisis on 
our hands in just this group of children, let alone what is happening in the wider community with the care and 
protection of these children. 
As the minister has said many times, we are talking about children, many of whom have already been abused.  
They are put into the care and protection of the State, and they are abused and maltreated again.  We know also 
from the estimates committees this year that in the past year 10 children have been maltreated by foster carers; in 
fact, in at least two cases charges have been laid.  The minister can do whatever smooth talking and use whatever 
words she likes, but she cannot possibly accept this.  We need a proper, open, transparent inquiry so that we can 
all be reassured that, whatever happens after, we will ensure that we protect these children.  It is a terrible state 
of affairs.  The minister should not seek to wear a badge of honour claiming that the Gallop Government has 
been able to protect children.  It has not done that; it has failed dismally and, as a result, we have a crisis on our 
hands.  I strongly suggest that the minister talk to the Premier and see whether he will initiate an inquiry just as 
Peter Beattie did.  I am sure that the minister will be aware that yesterday I gave notice that I would move to 
establish a select committee to examine the care and protection of children in this State.  I will be very 
disappointed if the Gallop Government does not support that.  What will rejection of that motion say about the 
Government?  It will say that the Government is not prepared to have this issue scrutinised and dealt with in the 
same open way as government members’ colleagues in Queensland are prepared to do.  I totally support this 
motion, which reads - 

That this House condemns the Gallop Labor Government for failing to protect Western Australian 
children.  

Boy, has it failed to protect children in its care! 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin) [5.40 pm]: This is probably one of the most important issues that this 
Parliament could debate.  I am surprised that there are not more ministers and members present on the 
government side during debate on such an important issue.  
Tonight I have listened to people who probably have more expertise in this area than I do.  Their comments have 
given me even more resolve to argue my position.  I encourage the minister to listen closely and take note of 
what has been said tonight.  I do not claim to be an expert in this area.  However, over the years I have worked 
closely with children through my heavy involvement in sports development.  I am a parent and have been a 
single parent.  I have spoken at length on this issue to two of my family members who have had professional 
involvement in this area.   
I think of myself as an average sort of person and I find it difficult to understand how anyone could ever abuse 
children in this way.  The problem is that it happens; therefore, the National Party strongly supports the 
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introduction of mandatory reporting of child abuse.  There can be no doubt whatsoever that we must do whatever 
possible to ensure that our children are afforded every protection they deserve.  

There is no doubt in my mind, especially after listening to the members who spoke tonight, that our current 
system is deficient.  We must take on board the figures quoted by the member for Churchlands and commit to 
doing something.  

I prepared some notes because I want to make sure that what I say is correct.  According to the report of the 
Gordon Inquiry into Response by Government Agencies to Complaints of Family Violence and Child Abuse in 
Aboriginal Communities, the rate of substantiated child abuse in Western Australia has increased from 1.7 cases 
per 1 000 children since 1995-96 to 2.5 cases per 1 000 children in 2000-01.  I stress that they are the cases we 
know about.  As members have said before, there are those that we do not know about.  That is why mandatory 
reporting is critical.  The present system ensures that we will never know the full extent of child abuse in our 
community.  Surely, members here will agree that that must change.  We should follow the lead of other 
jurisdictions in Australia by considering the introduction of mandatory reporting and by addressing some of the 
noted deficiencies rather than ignoring what has been proved to be a valuable way of identifying and helping 
abused children.  I agree wholeheartedly with my coalition colleagues and the member for Churchlands that it is 
important that incidents of abuse be identified, not just to ensure that we punish the people concerned but, more 
importantly, to ensure that children are protected.  As I said before and will say again, I will support anything in 
this place that seeks to better the lot of children.  I have crossed the floor on one of those issues for the sake of 
children because I believed it was in the best interests of children.  I will always do that.  

Policies vary across government departments on reporting obligations concerning child sexual abuse.  I 
understand from page 450 of the Gordon inquiry that the Department of Justice requires any staff member who 
becomes aware of abuse of children to report the matter.  The Department of Health says that health care 
providers are expected to report suspected child abuse allegations at their discretion.  However, of course they do 
not have to; it is at their discretion, and that puts a fair amount of pressure on them.  The Department of 
Education and Training places an obligation on staff to report suspicions of child abuse.  The policy contains 
latitude for staff discretion.  That also puts pressure on employees.  From some experiences that I have heard 
about, sometimes people shy away from reporting because it is all too hard.  However, if it were mandatory to 
report suspected cases, it would be done.  We would have to implement systems to look after those staff, and this 
is what this issue is about.  

The current system is deficient in many areas; for example, the necessity to better educate people on the need to 
report family violence and child abuse to the appropriate authorities.  We must better educate people about that.  
Lack of information sharing between agencies about family violence and child abuse limits service delivery.  
Confidentiality issues must be resolved.  Confidentiality right across this subject is an important area.  There is 
also failure to identify and respond to many cases of child abuse.  

I want to be fair and reasonable.  I am also aware of well-documented opposition to mandatory reporting.  
Primarily, due to the great incidence of reports of suspected child abuse, mandatory reporting would divert 
resources from support and treatment to investigation.  Although I accept that is a real issue that we must deal 
with, that is by no means a logical argument for scrapping mandatory reporting.  Are we more concerned about 
the workload or the children?  Surely, we are more concerned about child abuse.  

The position on mandatory reporting of child abuse enunciated by the coalition in this place today deals with 
these issues in a considered way.  Given what we have been talking about and what has been put forward, we 
must deal with this issue in a considered way.  I will clarify that by saying that our position limits the class of 
professionals to be mandated; limits the forms of child abuse that must be reported; provides for the education 
and training of mandated professionals - that is an important area that must be improved - provides legal 
protection for professionals who make reports in good faith; creates a central position for receiving child abuse 
complaints and from which to oversee their investigation; and does not impinge on the rights of private citizens 
or others to make reports of suspected child abuse.  That also is an important position.  The position as outlined 
by my colleagues is sensible and addresses concerns about mandatory reporting that have been raised in the past.  

Two additional areas in which I have a personal interest are about addressing confidentiality.  Confidentiality is 
very important to the people involved on both sides of this argument.  I am referring also to confidentiality 
concerning someone who is suspected of indulging in child abuse and whose name has been referred.  
Confidentiality should be afforded to that person until he is charged and found guilty, at which time, obviously, 
he or she should be fully exposed.  The other issue is that appropriate resources must be allocated to implement 
the policy and to make sure that ongoing support and care is provided for the abused children.  
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I support the introduction of mandatory reporting of child abuse.  We must do all that is possible to protect 
children at risk of abuse and send a clear message to people concerned that it will not be tolerated and that we 
will not let it slip under the carpet or go through to the keeper.  I have read one of the latest reports prepared for 
this Government on the mandatory reporting of child abuse.  That report was done through the University of 
Western Australia and it sets out the arguments for and against mandatory reporting.  There is no doubt that the 
arguments for it clearly outweigh the arguments against it.  However, in fairness, I will go through both.  The 
arguments against mandatory reporting are that it does more harm than good and may result in further abuse; it 
can intrude on the sanctity of the family; it can overload the child welfare system; it may be unenforceable - I do 
not really buy that; it inhibits self-disclosure of child concern and child maltreatment - I do not buy that; and it 
can discriminate against vulnerable populations.  We acknowledge those concerns and take them seriously.  As a 
coalition we will continue to consult with people in positions of power and, more importantly, the public.  
However, at the end of the day it is about protecting children.   

The arguments in the report presented to the Government make it clear that mandatory reporting protects 
children at risk and prevents child deaths.  There it is in black and white.  Mandatory reporting facilitates early 
notification, which leads to successful intervention.  It actually prevents situations from occurring in the future.  
Mandatory reporting is essential because it recognises and protects the overall rights of the child.  People on both 
sides of the House have talked about the overall rights of the child, and I agree with them.  Mandatory reporting 
leads to increased reporting of abuse of children to authorities.  Mandatory reporting will provide a standardised 
and uniform database on child protection in Australia.  Mandatory reporting educates the population about the 
appropriate processes for reporting child abuse.  Mandatory reporting demonstrates that government is sending a 
clear message that child abuse will not be tolerated.  It is important that we send that clear message to the public.  
From my discussions with members of the public, I am very confident that they support mandatory reporting, 
because people are getting the message that we need to have mandatory reporting - but they are not getting that 
message from this Government.  Mandatory reporting is the only way that the legal and ethical obstacles to 
reporting can be addressed without compromising the integrity of professionals.  That is very important for the 
professionals in the field, such as educators and doctors etc. 

I stress again and ask everyone to remember that at the end of the day this issue is about protecting children.  
That must be the number one focus.  As law-makers and legislators we must always give priority to that.  I stress 
that the policy of mandatory reporting of child abuse as enunciated by the coalition today deals with these issues 
in a considered way.  It limits the class of professionals to be mandated, it initially limits the forms of child abuse 
that must be reported, it provides for the education and training of mandated professionals, it provides legal 
protection to those professionals making a report in good faith, it creates a central position to receive child abuse 
complaints and oversee their investigation, and it does not impinge on the rights of private citizens or others to 
make reports of suspected child abuse.  I hope the minister has listened really closely to what has been said 
today, because it has been said with real belief and compassion towards children and with the idea of putting 
them first.  That is something we must always do. 

MS S.M. McHALE (Thornlie - Minister for Community Development, Women’s Interests, Seniors and Youth) 
[5.53 pm]:  I thank all members for their contributions.  This motion seeks to condemn our Government, a 
Government that has actually done more for vulnerable children than any previous Government in the past 15 
years.  We seem to be condemned on arguments that are either untrue or spurious.  We seem to be condemned 
because we have not yet introduced our employment screening, which is in draft form.  We seem to be 
condemned because we introduced old legislation, yet the Opposition will not support that legislation.  We have 
been told that we are condemned because we have put no money into this area.  I cannot say it any more clearly: 
in this budget we have put in funding for 50 new positions, and as a result of the Gordon inquiry we put in 50 
new positions.  That makes 100 new positions that have gone into the Department for Community Development 
for the first time in the history of that department or its former bodies.  To say that we have put in no money is 
absolutely untrue and misleading.  We seem to be condemned because we acted on material about Warburton.  
We have been condemned because the Attorney General has acted swiftly in signalling his intent to introduce 
legislation.  We are being condemned because we acted swiftly on anecdotal information from the magistrate 
about Warburton.  We are being condemned because the member for Nedlands says we have not put on 14 new 
staff, when we have.  We are being condemned because we are maintaining funding to SafeCare, and we are 
now being condemned because we have introduced a children’s commissioner.  It must have hurt the Opposition 
when we announced our intention to introduce a children’s commissioner.  The contribution from the member 
for Churchlands was perhaps the most sound, but I will comment on her analysis.  We are being condemned 
because of a case that the member for Hillarys says we have not done anything about, when we have.  The 
problem with the argument from the Opposition is that it has no substance whatsoever.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 2 June 2004] 

 p3338b-3364a 
Ms Sue Walker; Ms Sheila McHale; Mrs Cheryl Edwardes; Deputy Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Rob 

Johnson; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Terry Waldron; Acting Speaker; The Acting Speaker (mr A.P. O’gorman); 
Mrs Carol Martin; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr John Kobelke 

 [19] 

Our Government, in its three and a half years, has achieved more for child protection than other Governments 
achieved in the previous decade.  We have opened up the debate on subjects that previous Governments were 
scared of dealing with and were unwilling to tackle - matters that were previously taboo.  As a result, there is 
greater recognition, particularly in Aboriginal communities, of the importance of dealing with sexual abuse of 
children.  We have introduced legislation which is well overdue and which the community recognises as 
important and commends and applauds, and which this Opposition cannot see its way to support.  Indeed, the 
Opposition has opposed the legislation.  We have put 100 new staff into the Department for Community 
Development.  It has received the biggest funding ever and the biggest injection of staff.  As I indicated, we have 
announced our intention to establish a children’s commissioner.   

There is much more to be done.  The more questions I have asked about child protection the more I have set up 
quality assurance processes, and the more I have come to realise that previous ministers and Governments have 
not shown leadership in this area.  We have done more to open up the system to accountability, scrutiny and 
quality assurance and to improve the system.  By doing that the Government has improved the system to protect 
vulnerable children and families.  I am not saying that the Government has done everything that needs to be 
done; however, it has started the process of change and it is increasing the department’s resources to adequately 
deal with the most vulnerable children who have been abused or neglected.  The Government stands on its record 
and believes that the Opposition’s motion is nothing more than political grandstanding.  I will systematically 
demonstrate what this Government has done and I will systematically expose the former Government’s failure to 
act.  Indeed, I will demonstrate its failure to act as a responsible Opposition.  The Opposition has failed to 
support measures to protect children.  Today it announced its mandatory reporting policy.  It is not a child abuse 
strategy; it is a position statement that the Opposition will support mandatory sentencing.  That is its prerogative.  
It is amazing how former Governments change their positions when in opposition.  When in government, the 
coalition opposed mandatory reporting.  The former Government argued that there was no evidence to support 
the assumption that mandatory reporting protects children and reduces child abuse.  It was the former 
Government’s view that mandatory reporting fuelled the alienation of the child welfare agency as a coercive and 
intrusive organisation.  The former Government opposed mandatory reporting because the high number of 
investigations tends to hide the serious cases of maltreatment.  I think that in the Opposition’s deliberations it is 
incumbent on its members to argue why it has now changed its view from adamantly opposing mandatory 
reporting because it was not a tool for child protection, to supporting mandatory reporting.   

I have been criticised by Paul Murray in particular for having been on the 1986 task force that looked into child 
sexual abuse and mandatory reporting.  Putting that report aside, because I was on that task force as the 
executive officer, a report was undertaken in 1995 by Muriel Patterson on behalf of the Liberal Party when it 
was in government.  That task force reaffirmed the view that there was no evidence to show that mandatory 
reporting was an effective tool against child abuse.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  That was nine years ago.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  It is interesting that the Opposition now believes that there is evidence to show that 
mandatory reporting is effective.  The work that the Government has undertaken on behalf of the Government 
and the Western Australian Child Protection Council says otherwise.  A debate on this matter will occur in the 
community.  Mandatory reporting appears simplistically attractive as a tool.  However, I urge the Opposition to 
look beyond the simplistic attractions of mandatory reporting to what it will actually do for children.   

I refer to the children’s commission.  The Government has never opposed the establishment of a children’s 
commission.  We opposed its introduction when the department was under-resourced and needed vital resources 
to lift its game to improve the support it could provide for vulnerable children.  The Labor Party has always 
maintained that position.  The Government was not prepared to invest in a children’s commission while the 
department was stretched and under-resourced.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  It still is, you just do not know.  You could not tell us the other day.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The member for Nedlands cannot accept what this Government has achieved.  The addition 
of 100 new staff to the department will have a positive impact on working with children.   

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The figures that the member for Churchlands has quoted tonight are of concern.   

Dr E. Constable:  They are your figures.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  They are.  I compiled them, and I will talk about that process.  The figures illustrate the 
importance of providing more resources to the department.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 2 June 2004] 

 p3338b-3364a 
Ms Sue Walker; Ms Sheila McHale; Mrs Cheryl Edwardes; Deputy Speaker; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Rob 

Johnson; Dr Elizabeth Constable; Mr Terry Waldron; Acting Speaker; The Acting Speaker (mr A.P. O’gorman); 
Mrs Carol Martin; Ms Margaret Quirk; Mr John Kobelke 

 [20] 

Dr E. Constable:  It highlights the fact that too many children are being abused.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I would appreciate it if the member ceased carping because I want her to listen to what I am 
saying.   

Dr E. Constable:  I don’t like being lectured by you.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I will talk about the impact of workload issues over the past decade.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I am not prepared to let the conversation at the back of the 
Chamber continue.  The minister is speaking and I ask that members let her continue to speak.  This is a very 
important issue and I would like to hear the minister’s answer.  I ask that she be allowed to continue 
uninterrupted. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  It is important that members understand the impact of not having proper solutions to 
workload issues.  The lack of resources over the past decade has impacted on the quality of the work of the 
department.  The Government’s priority is to employ staff at the frontline to work with children, and it has 
delivered on that, unlike the former Government.   

Dr E. Constable interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, member for Churchlands! 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  For the record, I will clarify that the money for the extra staff has been allocated in this 
year’s budget.  The staff have not been employed yet because the budget has not even been passed.  The member 
for Churchlands should know better than to say that it has had no impact because the staff have not yet been 
employed.  The decision to employ staff following the Gordon Inquiry into Response by Government Agencies 
to Complaints of Family Violence and Child Abuse in Aboriginal Communities is beginning to have an effect.  
Let us look at this in a very considered and strategic way.  We are dealing with a department that has been under-
resourced and we are putting in place the necessary staff.  It will take time for the impact, member for 
Churchlands -  

Dr E. Constable:  Money will not solve all your problems.  It goes much deeper than that.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  It will take time for the impact of those resources to be felt.  I am saying that we should 
look at the several reports that were written over the past 10 years that plainly pointed to the issues of resources 
and workload issues, the need for more resources and the need for workers on the ground to be given more time 
to devote to vulnerable children.  That is exactly what the Government is endeavouring to do.  I will look back 
over the past 10 years to see why we have the problems that this Government is now addressing.  An increasing 
number of reports and investigations of child maltreatment were written from 1992 onwards.  The reports refer 
to issues confronting children, young people and their families.  The subjects of those reports and allegations 
have increasingly more complex social problems.  These issues draw an increasing demand on the Department 
for Community Development’s services.  Sometimes they are outside the control of the agency’s management.  
The important issue to remember in the context of the figures that the member for Churchlands has quoted is that 
the number of children in care has steadily risen over the past 10 years.  In 1993 there were 920 children in care.   

Dr E. Constable:  Are you saying it is okay to have an increase in the number of children who are maltreated 
while in care because the number of children in care has increased?  Is the minister’s explanation that it is okay?  
What are you trying to tell us?   
Ms S.M. McHALE:  If the member for Churchlands has the courtesy to let me finish, I will explain it to her.  In 
1993, 18 children were harmed and 920 children were in care.  Those figures are too high.  I am saying that they 
are, in part, a consequence of the under-resourcing of the department.  In 2003, 20 children were harmed and 
there were 2 000 children in care.  To be fair - I am still saying that the figures are too high - per capita there has 
been a reduction in the number of children in care who have been harmed.  It is not good enough.  However, 
members should look at the facts and not talk about crises when the total number of children in care and the ratio 
of children who are harmed must be taken into account.  The increase in the number of children in care and the 
increase in the complexity of the cases was not matched by an increase in funding to the department under the 
previous Government.  There was no increase in funding from the former Government for full-time equivalents 
for child protection services.  From the 1980s until 2002 former Governments did not increase the department’s 
funding to enable it to provide those services to deliver its core functions.  The consequences were very simple.  
The case loads carried by the department and its staff were increasing at an unacceptable rate, and the ratio of 
staff to case load was becoming larger, which was problematic for the department, but no money was being put 
in for front-line workers.  Our Government has done that, and that is a great step forward for this department.   
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During the 10 years of the coalition’s mismanagement of child protection in this State, there were a number of 
reviews.  There were child deaths.  There were child death inquiries, which showed that the issue of severe 
workloads affected to varying degrees the ability of the department to respond to children and child protection 
issues.  Recommendations did come out of those inquiries.  Some of those inquiries reported on the under-
resourcing of the department.  Recommendations relating to case practice issues were responded to by the 
department after each inquiry, but no additional resourcing was provided by the Government to address the 
issues that caused the workload problems.  I am not saying that we have managed to get the level of resourcing 
right at this moment.  However, I can tell members, from the feedback I have received from departmental staff, 
that the increase of 100 new FTEs - new resources - for that department has been very positively received.  It 
will reduce the ratio of staff to case load, thereby ensuring that there is better management, better supervision 
and greater involvement, and also, I should say, that fewer mistakes are made.  
The position statement released today is not a child abuse policy.  It is a mandatory reporting policy.  The 
Opposition has committed to introduce mandatory reporting.  Yes, it is counter intuitive to say that we will not 
introduce mandatory reporting.  However, we have looked at mandatory reporting as a child protection tool, and 
we have looked at the research nationally and internationally, and as a Government we have determined that 
mandatory reporting is not the right way to go to increase the protective measures and protective framework for 
children.  If the Opposition has done that, so be it.   
The Government commissioned the Harries report in 2002, because it was clear that the 1986 report somehow 
was being discredited - I was the executive officer at the time - and it was clear that the 1994 report of the task 
force that was chaired by Hon Muriel Patterson had determined that mandatory reporting was not an effective 
tool.  That was the Liberal Party’s own task force.  The Harries report in 2002 - I notice the member for Wagin 
has quoted from that report - was commissioned by the Ministerial Advisory Council on Child Protection.  That 
report found that there was no evidence that mandatory reporting systems in other jurisdictions had improved the 
protection of children.  The report found also that in some jurisdictions it may have weakened the child 
protection system.  There is a more recent report, which is about to be released, again commissioned by the 
Ministerial Advisory Council on Child Protection, which goes further to say that child protection systems with 
mandatory reporting are in crisis.  The child protection systems in New South Wales, the Australian Capital 
Territory, Victoria and Queensland are under severe stress and are the subject of concerted efforts by those 
Governments to improve their capacity to protect children.  The mandatory reporting system is not improving the 
capacity of those Governments to protect children.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  That is not correct. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The mandatory reporting requirements in those jurisdictions have not increased the capacity 
of those Governments to protect children.  Indeed, the ACT Government is not extending its system.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are misrepresenting it.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The ACT is not extending it.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are misrepresenting it.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I will say it again: the ACT is not extending its mandatory reporting mechanisms; indeed, it 
is reviewing them.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Researchers and commentators in Victoria and New South Wales have identified that 
mandatory reporting has significantly undermined the capacity of those States and their child protection systems 
to deal with the complex needs of very struggling families.  Mandatory reporting and their requirements have, in 
many instances, drawn unwarranted reports.  The most difficult and concerning element of mandatory reporting 
is that the children who do need the protection of the State often become hidden among a great many other 
reports about children and families who have needs that must be addressed to promote their wellbeing, but who 
do not need to be protected by mandatory reporting.  They need a different sort of intervention.  They need 
family supports and services to support them, but they do not need mandatory reporting.   

For example, in Victoria in 2001-02, 61 per cent of all children who were the subject of notifications had been 
the subject of a previous notification, in comparison with 36 per cent in 1993-94, pre-mandatory reporting.  
Nearly one-quarter of those children were the subject of four or five previous notifications.  Surveys in Victoria 
have found that professionals who are mandated to report are inclined not to report, believing that the 
circumstances that they work with will not be improved if a report is made.  In fact, the findings from Victoria 
indicate that the whole system is working against the intention, which is to increase the protection of children.  
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We will not introduce mandatory reporting.  We do not believe it is a mechanism that improves the lives of 
children.  Indeed, we know from some of the evidence elsewhere that it can compromise the safety of children.   

Before I go on to talk about what our Government has achieved, I want to assure the member for Hillarys about 
the particular case he raised.  He was absolutely right not to identify the children, and I will not jeopardise police 
inquiries.  However, I assure the member for Hillarys that the police in Western Australia have been involved in 
the case.  They have been investigating and talking with the victims.  I assure him that police in New South 
Wales also are investigating.  Once again it is wrong for him to say that nothing has happened.  The police in 
New South Wales have been active in this case.  The police in Western Australia have been active in this case.  
The fact that the alleged offence occurred in New South Wales means that it is the responsibility of the police in 
New South Wales to have carriage of the prosecution.  The department had no issue with the protective capacity 
of the parents of the children involved; therefore, it was not a matter for the Department for Community 
Development to intervene, because the parents were absolutely protective.  It therefore became a matter of 
criminality to ensure that the alleged perpetrator is brought to trial, and that is happening at the moment.  I trust 
that that satisfies the member for Hillarys and the one assertion he made about that case.   

The Opposition has moved to condemn our Government.  It is absolutely amazing that it tries to condemn a 
Government that has actually achieved significantly in the past three and a half years.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The statistics cited by the member for Churchlands do not look like an achievement to me.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I will come to that.  I am very happy to expose the previous Government for its lack of 
quality assurance and attention to detail.  It is attention to detail and attention to what the department is doing 
that protects children.  Quite frankly, I believe that this Opposition, when in government, did not care a hoot 
about what was happening in the Department for Community Development.  Otherwise, it would have known 
about the problems of referring children for legal advice, increased the resources for front-line officers and taken 
a much greater involvement and interest in the day-to-day workings of the department, which I have done.  As a 
result, we have better information.   

I now want to put on record what this Government has done, because the Opposition will not listen to what it has 
done.  It keeps peddling misinformation about that.  The member for Nedlands, in particular, is incapable of 
accepting the facts.  I remind all members of this House that the Government’s response to the findings of the 
Gordon inquiry resulted in $75 million being committed over four years. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Where has it gone?  It has certainly not gone to Warburton. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am very happy to refer the member for Nedlands, if she is remotely interested, to the 
updates of the Gordon inquiry, which are publicly available on the web site.  We had the courage to examine the 
shortcomings of the child protection system, which had been left under-resourced.  I will say again that new 
funding of $75 million over four years has been committed across government in response to the Gordon 
inquiry.  Members opposite know that 25 new child protection workers have been funded.  I said in estimates 
that, from memory, all but six had been appointed.  Two have not been appointed in Warburton.  We have 
advertised the positions in Warburton two or three times.  We are now looking at a salary and incentive package 
to try to attract more workers. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  As minister, have you visited Aboriginal communities?  Which Aboriginal communities have 
you been to?  Have you been to any? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Suffice to say, in response to the Leader of the Opposition, the answer is yes.  Funds have 
been made available for 14 Aboriginal counselling and support services; 10 additional strong family initiatives, 
all of which have been employed; expansion of the Princess Margaret Hospital for Children child protection unit; 
and the development of multifunction policing facilities.  The funds made available through the Government’s 
response were the most substantial since the 1980s.  In addition to that - I want the member for Nedlands to 
listen very carefully -  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Don’t lecture us. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I want her to listen very carefully.  I know that is difficult, because she does not like to hear 
the truth.  However, I say to the member for Nedlands that, as a result of the response to the Gordon inquiry, 
there are 50 new workers.  In addition - this is what I want the member to listen to - there is provision for 50 new 
staff in the 2004-05 budget.  Has the member for Kimberley understood that - 50 and 50?   

Mrs C.A. Martin:  Yes.  In my area they are welcome. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Member for Girrawheen, does 50 plus 50 make 100, or does it make 50? 
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Ms M.M. Quirk:  It makes 100. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  There are 100 new staff.  The impact of those additional workers will be felt over the 
coming months and, indeed, the coming years.  We announced - the Opposition did not like it because it was 
caught off balance - that we believe it is now time for us to pursue a children’s commission.  Yes, Cabinet 
approved the development of the model of an independent commission to be headed by a children’s 
commissioner.  This will add more strength to our child protection system.  We will develop a suitable model 
that will examine the best and the less than best aspects in other jurisdictions.  We have not only put in additional 
resources that will flow into an increase in the quality of services, but also we have looked at improving the 
protocols between agencies.  We have established a new ministerial advisory council, which is doing some very 
good work.  The ministerial advisory committee on child protection has representation from across government, 
non-government agencies, academic people and community agencies to provide good quality advice to me, as 
the minister, and to the Government.  A major contribution of that committee was a report on the evidence and 
options on mandatory reporting.  The advice from that council was not to introduce mandatory reporting, 
because it does not improve the safety of children.  As I have said before, the safety of children can be 
compromised by mandatory reporting because it is sometimes hard to distinguish between reports of abuse and 
families who are finding it difficult to cope with parenting and are merely distressed and in need of support.  We 
need to build a child protection system based on evidence rather than on sentiment. 

We have also established an interagency child protection coordination committee, which will provide a 
framework to promote that collaborative responsibility for the protection and care of children.  It is very 
important that we get agencies working together.  It is acknowledged from the Gordon inquiry and other 
inquiries that agencies that deal with families and vulnerable children have in the past not worked with each 
other in a way that has supported children.  Reciprocal child protection procedures have been strengthened and 
are being monitored by that committee.  The protocols are with the Western Australia Police Service, the 
Department of Education and Training, the Department of Education Services, King Edward Memorial Hospital, 
the Disability Services Commission and the Department of Justice. 

The joint approach to the investigation of child abuse is, again, an initiative from the Gordon inquiry.  The 
Department for Community Development and the police have entered into a tripartite agreement with Princess 
Margaret Hospital for Children to support the manner in which investigations are conducted, to enable the 
collection of forensic medical information to protect children, and to facilitate the lawful exchange of 
information - all vital aspects of a child protection system that actually works. 

A special video evidentiary unit has been established and will commence in July this year.  Again, this is a 
collaborative effort between DCD, the police and Princess Margaret Hospital to minimise the emotional harm 
that can arise from multiple interviews and delivery of evidence in court.  There must be a suite of initiatives in a 
strong child protection system to protect vulnerable children.  The Opposition does not understand that.  The 
Opposition believes that mandatory reporting is the way to go and that is it.  That is a false approach to child 
protection.  We need a suite of services. 

We have also introduced an independent child death review committee.  The member for Nedlands is very keen 
to quote the Queensland Crime and Misconduct Commission report.  It recommended a child death review 
committee.  We have already set up that committee.  The committee is independent of the department and will 
examine cases of children who have died and who were known to the department.  The objective of the 
committee is to examine the way the department has handled cases and for the department to learn from an 
independent review by the child death review committee.  That is a very powerful committee, which is 
independent of the department.  The establishment of the committee was regarded as a good initiative, and the 
Queensland Crime and Misconduct Commission adopted the idea. 

The advisory council on the prevention of deaths of children and young people is another committee that we 
have established to examine the data on child deaths across the State. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  It’s all talk, talk, talk. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The committee will examine the trends of those deaths so that they can be linked into 
service delivery and practice.  The member for Nedlands might think this is all talk, but the sector out there 
welcomes these initiatives.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Who is the sector?  Tell me?  
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Ms S.M. McHALE:  I will tell the member.  I will quote people from the sector.  Members opposite ask me to 
digress, and I am happy do to so.  I turn to the sector in relation to the Children and Community Services Bill, 
which the Opposition does not like - it opposed it.  I will consider the support the Government received for its 
Bill, if the member for Nedlands will kindly desist interjecting.   

I refer first to the Ethnic Communities Council, which is part of the sector.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  It is very difficult for members to hear the debate, and 
for Hansard to take the speech properly if the member for Nedlands continually throws comment across the 
Chamber at the minister.  I am finding it difficult to follow proceedings; I am sure Hansard is as well.  Please do 
not continue to interject.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The Ethnic Communities Council wrote and noted that it was pleased that the children’s 
Bill was being debated in Parliament, and expressed views about the guidelines for the placement of certain 
children.  The Ethnic Communities Council had no hesitation in strongly supporting clause 80 relating to the 
child placement issue, and had indicated previously that I should consider a shorter period for its 
implementation.  

The member asked about vulnerable children.  The CREATE Foundation is run by, and for, children and young 
people in care, and these are the very children, the vulnerable children in care, we are talking about.  The 
CREATE Foundation wrote to indicate its support for the passage of the then Children and Community 
Development Bill.  It believes that the Bill will ensure that children and young people in care will participate and 
be consulted regarding decision-making processes.  Therefore, the CREATE Foundation supports the Bill.   

The member for Nedlands knows that the Children, Youth and Family Agencies Association - CYFAA - 
supports the Bill.  Mr Francis Lynch has written to a number of members of this House emphasising the 
importance CYFAA places on the introduction of new child welfare legislation.  He indicated that the current 
legislative framework is inadequate, and that CYFAA supported the vast majority of the Bill then before the 
Assembly.  He wrote that CYFAA wanted the legislation to be as good as it can be.  Members know that I 
amended the Bill as a result of CYFAA’s comments.   

The social work and social policy department at the University of Western Australia also made comment on the 
Bill.  These are the academic people that the Opposition does not like because they present evidence.  
Notwithstanding that, Associate Professor Mike Clare wrote to outline that he had just returned from another 
opportunity to learn about United Kingdom initiatives in child and family welfare.  He commended me for the 
development and presentation of the Children and Community Services Bill.  He stated that, as an academic, he 
recognised the strengths within the proposed Bill, and expressed concerns about any further delay in its 
successful passage through Parliament. 
The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission also supported the Bill.  Members cannot ask me what 
parts of the sector supports the Bill, and then criticise me for telling members about the sector. 
Ms S.E. Walker:  Tell us about the children.  Get down to the grassroots!   
The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order!   
Ms S.M. McHALE:  Let me tell the House about the audit of abuse in care.  As a result of the work I instituted 
back in May, figures are now available.  I can say that the department had lax processes and inadequate systems 
in place to deal with the most vulnerable people in our community; namely, children in care who have been 
abused.  I say to the Opposition - 
Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I would like the member for Churchlands to be quiet for a minute, please.  This is getting to 
the heart of the issue.  The Opposition should be ashamed at its lack of accountability for the department while it 
was in government.  The member for Churchlands has quoted the figures that I provided about the number of 
children who have been harmed.  Yes, the figures are not acceptable, but I think we need to recognise that, in 
reality, with the increased number of children in care the actual rate of harm, albeit still not acceptable, has gone 
down.  The other point I will put on record is my absolute anger that children who were abused were not given 
the courtesy or the legal rights under the previous Government to access legal advice.   

Dr E. Constable:  You are equally culpable in that regard. 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I reject that statement absolutely.  This is the reason: as minister, I instructed the 
department to start telling me how many children had been referred for legal advice.  The figures going back to a 
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period before 1993 were shameful.  As a result of a High Court decision in 1993 every department in this nation, 
not just the Department for Community Development of Western Australia, had responsibility if a child had been 
harmed while in its care.  The department had a duty to ensure that child was referred for legal advice.  

Dr E. Constable:  Children are now first assessed by your departmental people who decide whether to refer them 
or not, so that is a conflict of interest.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  This is critically important.  I ask the Opposition to listen.  Opposition members will not 
like it because it shows them up as poor, ineffective and failing when in government.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are the weakest minister.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The member for Nedlands can carp as much as she likes, but I will get this on the public 
record.  The previous Government had no idea of its responsibilities.  I can tell the member the number of 
children who were referred and provided with legal advice while the Opposition was in government, and I can 
tell the member the number of children who have been referred since I have been minister. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, member for Nedlands and member for Girrawheen!  We 
cannot have conversations across the Chamber, especially when members are sitting in front of the minister who 
is speaking.  The minister has the floor.  She is trying to make a point.  The continuous interjections are not 
allowing that to happen.  It is also causing a major problem for Hansard’s ability to hear and get the information 
down properly.  I ask the members to stop.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I will get this on the public record.  It is absolutely shameful that this Opposition when in 
government did not ensure that the children in its care were provided with the legal advice to which they were 
entitled.  When I found out about it in May 2003, I set up an audit, which is ongoing.  I have insisted that every 
case of substantiated abuse be examined, going back to 1993, to make sure that those children have been referred 
for legal advice.   

Dr E. Constable:  They are assessed internally.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The number who have been referred since May is severalfold greater than in the nine years 
from 1993 to 2001.  It is a disgrace.  We have not got there yet and we are still in the process of doing it, but I 
defy anybody to criticise me for setting up the audit to make sure that children have the right to that legal advice.  
Because of the laxity and slackness of the former Government, some cases may be out of time because of the 
statute of limitations, but I am ensuring that from 1 May the system has been absolutely tightened up.  I am 
ashamed of what the former Government did.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Does every child who alleges abuse get legal advice every time from 1 May? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am saying that there is a system in place.  There was no system.  It was an absolute 
shambles and mess.  Under the High Court decision, every child has a right to legal action and legal advice.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  How dare you come in here and spin!   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  We are making sure that that happens.  The member for Nedlands can carp as much as she 
likes. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Are you guaranteeing all children?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  We are going through the process of auditing every case to see what happened and to see 
whether those children were referred when they were abused in care in 1995 or 1996.  If we find they were not 
referred for legal advice, that process occurs.  They are referred to the Legal Aid Commission of Western 
Australia. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It sounds like you are going back and doing the work that should have been done by the 
member for Kingsley, Rhonda Parker and Roger Nicholls. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Instead of doing that she should be looking after children.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  I am doing the work that a responsible minister should do.  There is no evidence that 
previous ministers did that.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are in denial.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Mr Acting Speaker - 
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Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  You are not doing anything at all.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Mr Acting Speaker - 

Mrs C.L. Edwardes:  You count your ability by dollars.  What about the 88 children who have been abused in 
care?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The member for Kingsley has just come into the Chamber.  I refer her to Hansard.  She can 
read that, because I am not going over the point again.   

This motion condemns a Government that has done more to improve the child protection system than has 
happened in the past.  The member for Churchlands said that it has not been enough, but the motion does not say 
that.  We are not yet at the end point.  We are redressing the issues of the past 10 years.  We are redressing the 
neglect of the past 10 years in terms of resources, legislation, quality assurance and management, and we are 
producing a change in the culture.  The member for Churchlands was right; we are trying to change the culture of 
a department.   

Dr E. Constable:  I doubt that.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  It is a slow process.  That is what we are doing.  The Opposition’s answer to child abuse is 
mandatory reporting.  I am sorry, but that will not protect children.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You have adopted the policy of a children’s commissioner.  What about the child guardian?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  The child guardian.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The Leader of the Opposition interjected and asked whether I support the child guardian.  I 
indicated that a week or so ago.  I said that it is going to be one of the functions of a children’s commissioner 
that we will seriously examine.  I have already indicated that.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You do not know the difference between a guardian and a commissioner.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  This is a pathetic Opposition.  It was pathetic in government when it came to child 
protection because it had no interest in that issue.  The previous Government was not prepared to listen to what 
people were saying to it about the importance of increasing resources and of dealing with the workload issues 
and the culture.  Systems did not exist to fully protect children, particularly vulnerable children.  No, we have not 
yet fixed all the problems.  No, we have not yet dealt with all the issues that I think need to be dealt with.  
However, I can tell members that our record and achievements are a darn sight better than those of any previous 
Government in a long time.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  You are so mediocre.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The member for Nedlands and the Leader of the Opposition cannot see it because they are 
full of political stunts, but the people whose attitudes and opinions we do care about - that is, the children and the 
organisations that work in this vexed, sensitive and highly complex area - understand what we are trying to do.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  Do you oppose mandatory reporting?   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You have not spoken on mandatory reporting yet.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Those people and groups commend the work we are doing, because we have stood up for 
vulnerable people and have been working to support children in care and the children - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You will not answer because you will do a backflip next week.  Do you oppose mandatory 
reporting? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  Our position on that is clear. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I do not know what it is; tell me.   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  We are not prepared to sanction mandatory reporting as a child protection tool because 
there is no evidence to show that it works. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  So will you bring it in when there is evidence?   

Ms S.M. McHALE:  There is no evidence, and the Opposition does not have any evidence.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Don’t you support mandatory reporting? 

Ms S.M. McHALE:  The Government does not support mandatory reporting.  It has made that very clear so there 
is no great - 
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Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I think I have given the member for Nedlands sufficient 
latitude.  I call her to order for the third time today.  

Ms S.M. McHALE:  There is no great revelation in that statement.  We have been very open about our views on 
mandatory reporting.  The Opposition has announced that, if elected, it will implement it; so be it.  The 
Opposition will be judged on that by the people who understand the complex area of working with vulnerable 
children.  

MRS C.A. MARTIN (Kimberley) [6.45 pm]:  I oppose the motion.  One of the issues I will raise is how we 
attempt to consider resolutions.  We have known for years that child sexual abuse has been a problem.  Two 
people in this Chamber have been involved in child welfare; namely, I and the previous minister who was 
responsible for the community development portfolio and for whom I have worked.  I have also been a child 
protection worker, not in Perth but in a place mentioned in an article in the Broome Advertiser.  The comments 
in the article suggest that one of the great ironies is that although Australia is a first world nation, the majority of 
the population in the Kimberley is living in third world standards.  When I read this article I thought that 
someone had been enlightened.  I thought, good one.  A statement such as that in no way reflects the reality of 
actually working in a community as a child protection worker trying to address the needs and rights of children.  
The minister has highlighted a number of issues that I, as a practitioner in that community, had to face.  There 
were huge caseloads but no resources to deal with the myriad issues we confronted when we were trying to do a 
job to protect the rights and interests of children.  

We in this place have been talking about making decisions that will affect all sorts of child protection issues.  
However, when people from a privileged position who do not know -  

Ms S.E. Walker:  What privileged position? 
Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  This article refers to that privileged position as “an ivory tower”.  It is there for members 
opposite to read. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  What is the privilege?   
Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  The Leader of the Opposition is not out there in that community.  He asked me whether I 
had been to Warburton or Halls Creek.  I live in my community.  
Mr C.J. Barnett:  I thought you lived in Rockingham.  
Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  I do not; I live in my community and I always have.  That is a reality that the Leader of the 
Opposition should check. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Have you always lived in the community?   

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  The Leader of the Opposition should check the facts.  It is not up to me to check the facts; 
it is up to the Leader of the Opposition.  

I oppose the motion.  Some of the points raised are good points because many of those issues need to be aired.  I 
thought the minister addressed all of them.  The reality for people who work in these situations is much different 
from that of people who sit in this place and make decisions about it.  If people in my community who we know 
should take their children to a doctor because of suspected child abuse believe their situation will be reported, 
they will not take them.  It is as simple as that.  There are many other issues to consider.   
Ms S.E. Walker interjected.   

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  What does the member for Nedlands want to do about it?   
Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  I am thinking of the interests of the child.  People like me have a life.  I have been to 
Warburton and I live in my community and face these issues every day.  I do not sit back and point my little 
finger at people.  There is a reality here and the member for Nedlands should deal with it.  
Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  I do.  That is why I am on my feet.  The rubbish the member for Nedlands espouses in this 
place is ridiculous.  I have sat here and listened to it but I have had enough.  
Ms S.E. Walker:  Where were you on Onslow?    
Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  I have been in Onslow.  The member should go there and read the plaques; I will show her 
the address.   
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Point of Order 
Ms M.M. QUIRK:  I observe that the Hansard reporters are having great difficulty recording the debate.  I do not 
think the interjections were invited, Mr Acting Speaker.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  I have cautioned members a number of times about the 
interjections and conversations getting very loud across the Chamber.  Hansard is indeed having great difficulty 
trying to hear the speaker.  I ask that members let the speaker on her feet deliver her speech quietly.  Interjections 
are unparliamentary and make it very difficult for Hansard.  I again ask that members refrain.   

Mrs C.L. EDWARDES:  It might also be very nice if the speaker on her feet addressed her comments to the 
Chair; that would obviously be of assistance to the House. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Member for Kimberley, can you please address your comments to the motion.   

Debate Resumed 

Mrs C.A. MARTIN:  A couple of statements that were made here tonight need a response.  Certain people in this 
Chamber have been here for 14 years and, all of a sudden, they are shocked to hear that these things are 
happening in the community.  From 23 March 1982 until 1999 I was working at the coalface and dealing with 
the exact issues that we are now talking about.  This is not a matter of, all of a sudden, people in this Chamber 
being surprised about this issue; it has been out there all along.  We talk about poverty and Third World 
conditions.  In a First World country, this is the effect.  When I read that article - this is not a criticism - I thought 
that this man must have gone up there and had a good look.  On that basis, I thought, “Fair enough”, and I 
needed to state that.  When I read that somebody from this place visited where I live to meet the people whom I 
represent, I thought he would actually see what I see.  Yes, I do visit Halls Creek and my communities.  When I 
am not in this place, that is where I am.  I am there because I actually think that people like us make a difference.  
When I saw that article I thought that, hopefully, we are getting the message across.  It is all about poverty, and 
this is an effect.  It is one of those things that we find in First World countries.  This is a third world concept, so 
why are we dealing with it?  The Gordon Inquiry into Response by Government Agencies to Complaints of 
Family Violence and Child Abuse in Aboriginal Communities also brought about a lot of shock and horror in the 
community, but not from me or from people who have worked in the field.  This Government had the courage to 
take on an issue as controversial as that to provide an outcome and to look for resolutions.  The Gordon inquiry 
is making a difference in my community.  I must say that my community is what I am about.  I have been 
responsible for investigating child protection cases.  A person knows in his or her heart that the child must be 
protected; however, there is this thing called proof.  If a person does not have the evidence, he cannot charge 
anyone, but the child can still be protected.  From my experience, if we are going to err on the side of the child, 
mandatory reporting is not the way to go.  The Premier put his neck on the line.  The Gordon inquiry has been 
the way forward for us.  We have set up committees and panels that are working towards resolution.  Let us get it 
right and let us work with it.  However, this motion should be opposed because it is rubbish.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [6.53 pm]:  This is a serious matter.  The Opposition 
has been simply shown up by the Minister for Community Development, Women’s Interests, Seniors and 
Youth’s speech about what she has done in this area, for which she should be commended, and the speech of the 
member for Kimberley, who has worked in this area and has a real concern for children.  Although this is a 
serious matter, what has come through in the debate is the insincerity of members opposite.  All we have seen is 
a whole lot of cant and yelling at the minister and members not being willing to listen to what she was saying.  
What did members opposite do when they were in government?  Absolutely nothing.  The minister now 
responsible has seen an extra 100 staff go into this area to do something about the problem.  It was the Premier 
who, when advised of what was happening at the camp at the Swan Valley Nyungah Community, made sure 
action was taken to close it to protect people.  That was going on for years under the previous Government.  It 
knew it was happening but it did absolutely nothing.   

I was in Geraldton last week.  As the Minister for Indigenous Affairs I visit many communities and I enjoy the 
opportunity to meet people.  On many occasions people have told me that they appreciate what the Gallop 
Government is doing to protect children from abuse and that it is actually trying to tackle this very difficult 
problem.  We do not have all the answers, because it is a difficult issue, but for the first time the State 
Government is willing to tackle this issue.  It was sickening to hear the hypocrisy from the other side during the 
debate, when it has done nothing.  The Leader of the Opposition, in seeking to attack the minister, said this was 
not an easy portfolio.  What insincerity!  His shadow ministry does not even include a shadow minister with that 
portfolio.  It is an out-of-Cabinet portfolio.  That is how important this Opposition regards this matter - it is not 
even in the shadow Cabinet.  Those opposite have the gall to come into this Chamber and say that this 
Government is not tackling the issue, yet it is doing far better than they ever did.  As I said, in Geraldton just a 
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few days ago I met with many people.  One person came up to me and said, “Thank you for what you are doing 
to protect children by taking on these very difficult issues of child sexual abuse.”  I rang Sandy Davies today and 
asked him whether I could use his name.  He said, “Yes.”  Sandy Davies is the state chair of the Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander Commission.  He raised this matter with me when I was in Geraldton.  He said that the 
Government has more work to do in this area, but he is thankful for the work that it is doing.  He also said that 
on several occasions he went to Liberal ministers in the previous Government and asked them to take action, and 
nothing happened.  Mr Sandy Davies, as the chair of ATSIC in Western Australia, and others went to those 
opposite when they were in government and asked them to take action, and they did nothing.  In fact, the 
member for Ningaloo, in a contribution to this House, pointed out that he went to his minister when in 
government and did not get the action that he had hoped for.  Some members opposite have tried to sweep this 
under the carpet, but their Government did not want to do anything about it.  This Government is serious about 
trying to tackle the matter.  It is providing more staff, it has closed down the Swan Valley Nyungah camp, it 
instigated the Gordon inquiry and funded the response to that inquiry, it has gone full bore to tackle this issue, 
and all we hear from those opposite is cant - absolute cant.  Those opposite should hang their heads in shame.  
We certainly oppose the motion. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (20) 

Mr R.A. Ainsworth Dr E. Constable Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr B.K. Masters Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.G. Pendal Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.F. Board Mr B.J. Grylls Mr R.N. Sweetman Mr J.L. Bradshaw (Teller) 

Noes (24) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr C.M. Brown Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr W.J. McNee Mrs M.H. Roberts 
 Mr M.G. House Mr A.J. Carpenter 
 Mr P.D. Omodei Mr R.C. Kucera 
 Mr A.D. Marshall Dr G.I. Gallop 

Question thus negatived. 

House adjourned at 7.01 pm 

__________ 
 


