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CHILDREN AND COMMUNITY SERVICES (EARLY CHILDHOOD CARE) REGULATIONS 2006, 
CLAUSES 23(4)(b), 24, 81, 82, 94(3) AND SCHEDULE 1 - DISALLOWANCE 

Motion 
Pursuant to standing order 152(b), the following motion by Hon Barbara Scott was moved pro forma on 
23 May - 

That clauses 23(4)(b), 24, 81, 82, 94(3) and schedule 1 of the Children and Community Services (Early 
Childhood Care) Regulations 2006 published in the Gazette on 18 January 2006 and tabled in the 
Legislative Council on 15 March 2006 under the Children and Community Services Act 2004, be and 
are hereby disallowed. 

HON BARBARA SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [9.25 pm]:  On 9 May 2006, I gave notice of a motion to 
disallow clauses 23(4)(b), 24, 81, 82, and 94(3) and Schedule 1 of the Children and Community Services (Early 
Childhood Care) Regulations 2006.  The regulations for early childhood care in the Children and Community 
Services Act were gazetted on 18 January 2006 and laid on the table of Parliament on 15 March 2006.  There 
was a lot of discontent in the childcare industry from people who deliver services, particularly in country areas.  
Concerns were raised by centres that had very low numbers of children and small community services and 
private centres.  The centres in Narrogin, Katanning, Port Hedland, Broome and Byford were some of the many 
centres that made contact with me and other members of the opposition. 

The main area of concern, which is the reason that clauses 81 and the other clauses were disallowed, was to give 
time for the industry to consult with the Minister for Community Development and his department.  There was 
some confusion about the interpretation of the child to staff ratios, which in the past had been four to one.  That 
was considered an acceptable child to staff ratio.  The interpretation of clause 81 with schedule 1 was that there 
should be a much higher level of staff to children.  For example, one small centre that cared for a child under 
24 months, who is considered a baby, a child older than 24 months, who is considered a toddler, and two 
children who were one or two years older; that is, three and four-year-olds who are considered to be 
preschoolers, would need to have three trained staff on for these four children.  That was considered unworkable 
and untenable, and that is the reason I moved the disallowance motion. 

I am pleased to say that the disallowance motion has given time for some consultation to take place.  I have been 
given a commitment by the minister that during stage 2 of the regulations, further and proper consultation will 
take place and thorough clarity will be given to the interpretation of the childcare regulations.  As I said, the 
disallowance motion prompted those negotiations with the industry, myself, departmental staff and the minister, 
Hon David Templeman, about the matter and an acceptable outcome was arrived at late yesterday.  I am not sure 
whether the parliamentary secretary will respond to the motion.  However, for the purposes of the Parliament and 
for the record, I will table the letter I received from the minister yesterday afternoon.  I place on record that the 
letter contains the results of the examination of the issues that were of concern, and indicates that the minister 
has made an earnest effort to make allowances and has given acceptable commitments to the concerns that were 
raised, particularly regarding children to staff ratios.  In fact, it has been pointed out to me that many childcare 
centres are in breach of the present regulation, and that is of concern.  At the first public meeting I attended of 
childcare services, it was suggested that all the childcare centres across the state be closed for one day a week 
because of the major concern.  That has been averted.  I thank the minister and his staff for the consultation that 
has occurred since this motion was moved pro forma. 

I am aware that the standing orders of the house require that the disallowance motion be put on the final day.  As 
this is the final day, I cannot move to have the motion discharged, but indicate to the house that I no longer 
support the disallowance motion.  I will vote against it and thank the minister for his understanding.  We all want 
good regulations and good childcare facilities to protect children and to make sure that those regulations provide 
that, in the main, child care is in the interests of children.  The regulations that have been poorly drafted and 
interpreted in a misleading way have caused concern.  We must learn from these mistakes, and when stage 2 
regulations are drafted, proper consultation must be undertaken with the services that provide child care so that 
we provide good child care for children that satisfies parents.  I seek leave to table the letter from the minister.   

Leave granted.  [See paper 1635.]  

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [9.32 pm]:  I have been following this motion of disallowance by 
Hon Barbara Scott, and I thank her for providing me with copies of the correspondence between her, the minister 
and the childcare sector.  When the disallowance was moved, I too had concerns that adequate consultation had 
not occurred.  It is fair to say that Hon Barbara Scott has achieved some substantial commitments as a result of 
her moving the disallowance motion.  It was an example of a good use of a disallowance motion to amend a poor 
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process.  The Greens (WA) acknowledge that the disallowance will no longer be pursued and are happy with the 
outcome. 

Question put and negatived.   
 


