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COMMITTEE REPORTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Graham Giffard) in the chair. 

Select Committee on the Adequacy of Foster Care Assessment Procedures by the Department for Community 
Development - Report - Motion 

Resumed from 10 May on the following motion moved by Hon Robyn McSweeney - 

That the report be noted. 
Hon BARBARA SCOTT:  I made some remarks about this report some time ago; it is not easy to recollect how 
many remarks I have already made.  I know that we have examined a number of recommendations and that I 
have talked about foster caring in the context of volunteering.  I also made some remarks about the increased 
funding that was recently allocated to foster carers.  I agree with that; that is a good thing.  However, I also spoke 
about the origins of foster care.  It grew from a philanthropic movement under which people who had enough 
room in their house to do so would volunteer to take into their family a child who was in distress or needed a 
home.  Of course, during the past 10 to 15 years there has been a marked increase in the number of children who 
are placed in foster care.  That has happened for a number of reasons, as most members in this chamber would be 
fully aware.  There has been an increase in the breakdown of families, and an increased number of families have 
become dysfunctional.  The increase in the number of people who take drugs has been huge.  Many young 
parents are addicted to drugs and are unable to look after their children.  Although many young drug-addicted 
mothers love their children dearly, they are incapable of caring for them, and often the grandparents have to look 
after them.  That is an issue in itself, which the Select Committee on the Adequacy of Foster Care Assessment 
Procedures by the Department for Community Development considered.  There has been a huge increase in the 
need for crisis care for children.  When I last spoke on this issue, I said that there must be a thorough assessment 
of carers prior to the placement of children.  My colleague Hon Robyn McSweeney is of the view that such an 
assessment ought to be done by two people and perhaps a foster carer.  Although that idea has justification, it is 
important that those who volunteer to be foster carers are assessed and checked before a child is placed in their 
care.  That is not happening at the moment.  
One of the last comments I made when I first spoke on this issue was that when I was shadow Minister for 
Community Development, I received a phone call from an Aboriginal woman about her nine or 10-year-old 
grandson.  The boy in question had appeared on the front cover of The West Australian because he was on the 
run.  The media had nicknamed him Peter the rabbit.  I was very disappointed with the way the Department for 
Community Development handled this boy’s case and raised that issue with it.  According to the Aboriginal 
woman, her grandson was put on a plane and sent to Broome so that he could be placed in the care of his 
19-year-old cousin, who was a heroin addict.  This action was taken to remove the boy from the streets of Perth.  
If we want to protect children who are placed in relative care, that whole area requires thorough scrutiny.  
Vulnerable children need the basic comforts of home.  They need their basic needs met; that is, they need food, 
shelter, warmth and someone to love and nurture them.  That goes without saying for most parents.  However, 
some parents find themselves in a situation in which they cannot cope because they are addicted to drugs or 
alcohol or because, having been abused as children, they have become abusive towards their own children.  We 
must find protective measures for those children.  
I have paid tribute to the people who were on that committee: Hon Robyn McSweeney, Hon Giz Watson and 
Hon Sue Ellery.  A number of times in this chamber, I have not only commended the result of committees’ work, 
but also suggested that committees of this house provide a very good function.  The experience of sitting on that 
select committee would have prepared Hon Sue Ellery very well for her current role as Minister for Child 
Protection and Minister for Communities.  I know that being on the Select Committee on Advocacy for Children 
(Appointment of a Commissioner for Children) certainly exposed Hon Kate Doust, Hon Giz Watson and me to 
legislation throughout the world, and to the need for a children’s commissioner in Western Australia.  Therefore, 
committee work is very valuable.   
Chapter 5 of the report of the Select Committee on the Adequacy of Foster Care Assessment Procedures by the 
Department for Community Development is about the independent advocate for children in care and discusses 
the importance of that role.  This is something that I have supported for quite some time.  I have called on this 
government to look at what was done in Queensland: it set up a special section within child protection and 
appointed an advocate for children who are in care.  The advocate is for children of all ages, such as older 
children who are in hostels and young children who are in foster care, but particularly for children who are old 
enough to go to an advocate and for children whose grandparents or someone else would go on their behalf.  
Certainly, this select committee has supported that concept and a special advocate has now been appointed. 
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The role of the advocate, as the committee report stated, should focus on the interests of children and young 
people in out-of-home care.  Sadly, there have been a lot of complaints about some of the hostels that are used 
for older children who cannot be kept in foster homes and are in residential care.  There has been a lot of 
criticism about some of those hostels creating a culture that is staff focused rather than child focused.  People 
have seen me about this and I have referred on their complaints about staff in some of those hostels for young 
teenagers in which the proper programs are not delivered.  I have received complaints that the staff seem to 
spend more time considering matters such as what day they will have off, or whose turn it is to be in charge, or 
whatever.  One would hope that the Advocate for Children in Care will, as I said, have a main focus on the needs 
of the children.  The advocate should also ensure that children in out-of-home care have the charter of rights that 
this committee has spoken about and that is being formulated.  The charter will give children the ability to know 
and understand what rights and responsibilities they have when they do not have parents who are able to direct 
them.  The first Advocate for Children in Care, Mrs Judith Garsed, was appointed in January 2006, and she has a 
lot of experience.  I have not had the opportunity to meet with her, but, with her experience, I am sure that she 
will bring comfort to those children and that their care will be paramount to the people looking after them.  I 
notice that she has already visited young people at some of the Department for Community Development hostels 
in both the metropolitan area and country areas - for example, at Busselton.   

Last time this report was debated, I spoke about the whole issue of foster care and suggested that perhaps this 
report will lead to people thinking outside the square.  Although this select committee reported on the adequacy 
of foster care assessment procedures, this report encourages us to go a step further along the path to look at how 
we deal with children whose parents are unable to care for them.   

In the 16 years or so before I came into this Parliament, I worked voluntarily at Meerilinga and helped to 
establish the Meerilinga Young Children’s Foundation, and in that time the Foster Care Association of WA was 
in its infancy.  The association has grown in number and provides a very good support role for foster parents.  It 
is obvious that further ongoing support and ongoing assessment is needed for foster parents.  My concern is that 
the government will take up some of these recommendations to ensure that the people in whose homes these 
children will be accommodated are thoroughly assessed to properly determine whether they are suitable, 
adequate and have the skills to raise children.   
A number of research projects point to the fact that if children cannot be looked after in their own home, they are 
certainly better off in somebody else’s home rather than in a hostel.  I said previously that we should look at the 
models of care that we have in this state to ensure that they work very well and are not a hostel type of 
accommodation.  I previously mentioned the Parkerville Children’s Home.  It is worth reiterating that that home, 
which is situated in a lovely setting in the hills, is well resourced.  The people in a foster care role as house 
mothers or house fathers are thoroughly scrutinised, and they are well supported by a number of health 
professionals.  The children can be provided with extra help.  Very often children who have to be placed in care 
have been deprived of assistance in their early years and lag behind in their school development.  The Parkerville 
Children’s Home has a very good model of early intervention and therapeutic specialists are on-site.  The people 
who take on the foster care role and the children attending school are supported in a professional manner.  The 
government should play a role in ensuring that children who are not placed in a group home such as Parkerville 
but are placed in foster care are provided with the same kind of support as that provided at Parkerville.  It has 
come through strongly in the committee report that foster carers are seeking that kind of support.   

I have spoken about the government’s response to the select committee report.  I have also referred to some of 
the recommendations.  Recommendation 13 states -  

The Committee recommends that the Department for Community Development consider establishing a 
Carer Support Worker position in every District Office in the State. 

That position needs to be strengthened, so that families that take on the responsibility of fostering children can be 
given the support that they need.  The government’s response to that recommendation was as follows -  

Some District Offices in the Department for Community Development already have Carer Support 
Workers.  The Government will give consideration to expanding the current level of worker support to 
carers. 

I put on record that the government needs to improve the provision of support networks for people who choose 
to become foster carers.  People in regional Western Australia are often isolated and have few support networks.  
It is one thing for parents to deal with their own child when their child has a problem, because all parents very 
much love their own child.  It is very different when parents have to deal with a difficult child whom they are 
fostering and whom they might not necessarily love as much as their own child.  In addition to establishing a 
carer support worker position in every district office, district offices should provide highly trained professionals 
who can supervise and support foster families. 

Recommendation 16 of the committee report states -  
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The Committee recommends that the Government continue to allocate additional resources for 
supporting families and for reducing the demand for out-of-home care. 

I want to dwell on that a little, because it is very much part of a number of creative initiatives that I have 
supported in my work as a member of Parliament.  Help needs to be provided early in the process.  The earlier 
intervention can be provided, the better, because if families who are willing to foster young children do not get 
the help they need, they will struggle.  This very good recommendation requests that the government continue to 
allocate additional resources to support families whose children can be easily predicted as being in need of being 
taken away and put into out-of-home care.  If those support services are provided and those sorts of intensive 
interventions can take place - usually it is the natural mother, the main carer, who needs help - there is less 
likelihood of the children being placed under a care and protection order, thereby reducing the demand for 
out-of-home care.  I am speaking about support for simple matters such as nutrition and breast feeding.  When a 
mother brings a new baby home from hospital, she does not have a manual that says, “This is how to do it.”  We 
talk about the need for teachers to have curriculums and syllabuses, doctors to have guidelines and nurses to 
have protocols and whatever; however, we do not provide new parents with sufficient support in the area of 
parenting.  Some time ago when I spent a lot of time speaking to potential parents about understanding the need 
for good growth development in young children and how important it was for them to understand those things, it 
really bore very little relevance to them at an intellectual level, as the concept was quite removed from them.  
They might have studied for a science degree at university, or whatever, but they did not necessarily translate 
that study into the issues surrounding raising children.  Recommendation 16 in the committee’s report, therefore, 
is a very strong one, and it is important that governments acknowledge that parents of new babies and young 
children need that support. 
One initiative that needs to be looked at is regular home visits for new mothers.  I was recently in England and 
spoke with people about this service.  I also cut out a newspaper article - I do not have it with me - that said that 
there had been a reduction this year in home visitors from 9 800 to 9 000.  The article said that home visitors had 
been a great support network for new mothers, but their number had to be reduced because of their cost.  That 
seemed to me to be putting the cart before the horse.  If we invest in the early years of children and give them a 
good start by supporting their parents, the parents are more likely to proceed successfully in their parenting role.  
It is getting to the stage in Western Australia - it is certainly the case in England - that home visitors go only to 
low socioeconomic homes where parents are really struggling.  It does not matter how much income a parent 
has; it is still difficult for any parent to manage with no sleep, with a baby who will not sleep or settle, with a 
teething baby or with a baby who cannot feed properly.  No amount of money can get a parent over those 
hurdles.  What parents need is a supportive environment with somebody coming into their home to help them 
learn how to cope with those events.  For instance, with the high incidence in Western Australia of drug-addicted 
young mothers, there is a huge need for supporting networks for parents who want to prevent their children from 
going into foster care or who want to take them out of foster care.  The child health workers, nutritionists and the 
midwives helping mothers breastfeed who visit homes are very important.  I cannot commend highly enough the 
committee’s recommendation that urges the government to put more resources into those areas and reduce the 
number of children being taken away from their natural parents.   
I think I said the last time I spoke on this subject that I was at the government’s round table conference on child 
protection.  I spoke at length with George O’Neil, who works with drug-addicted people; he sees lots of young 
people and many parents.  He said it is frustrating to see these parents struggling with their children when he gets 
them off drugs and they get their children back.  These people need a lot of help.  The government agreed to that 
recommendation.  I challenge the government to not let this committee report just gather dust but to do what it 
said it will do and follow through with these recommendations.  We in the opposition will not put this report 
away in our bottom drawer.  We will get it out every now and again and go through those recommendations of 
the select committee that the government has agreed to.  We will ask questions about what has happened and 
what is happening with the recommendations agreed to by the government.   
Finally, I hope that the government does what it said it would do.  It made a detailed response.  In many 
instances it has just said that it agrees with certain recommendations.  I challenge members of this house to make 
sure that the government is continually reminded of the recommendations in this very good report about foster 
care assessment procedures.  We need to make sure that the government improves things for vulnerable children 
who have to be cared for out of their own homes by the very generous foster parents that we have in this state 
who also need to be assisted and helped. 

Adjournment of Debate 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I move - 

That the debate be adjourned.   
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As members are aware, the Minister for Child Protection is away on urgent parliamentary business.  I am sure 
that she would like to respond.  The opposition would like to hear comments from the government. 
Question put and passed. 
Debate thus adjourned. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission - Eleventh Report - “Public Hearing 
Examining Outreach Programmes of the Corruption and Crime Commission” - Motion 

Resumed from 10 May on the following motion moved by Hon Ray Halligan -  

That the report be noted.   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I was bringing to the attention of members the eleventh report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission relating to a public hearing in Geraldton examining the 
outreach programs that the commission had undertaken.  Members must be aware that these are in fact just the 
beginnings of the Aboriginal outreach programs.  The reason the committee decided to go to Geraldton was to 
find out exactly what had taken place and whether the committee believed that the commission was advising as 
many people as was possible.  Generally, those people are referred to as “the stakeholders”.  The committee 
wanted to find out whether the commission was able to provide information about the commission’s function 
and to provide the people in those areas with the opportunity to come forth with any concerns and issues that 
they believed the commission should take note of. 
In its report, the committee has included a transcript of evidence taken at that public hearing.  I believe the report 
gives members an opportunity to read about some of the problems that I believe exist in the minds of the public 
about the role of the Corruption and Crime Commission.  Again, this is one of the reasons why it is imperative 
for the commission to undertake an outreach program.  Its purpose is to try to educate as many people as 
possible.  I refer to not only the general public - that is, those who might be dealing with people who are paid by 
the public purse - but also government agencies themselves so that they can be better informed about what they 
are required to know and are better informed about the accountability and transparency associated with serious 
misconduct and corruption so that they might be able to foresee what is happening within the agencies, and to 
take whatever appropriate action is deemed necessary to bring that misconduct to an end.  Members will see in 
the transcript that one of the persons who came forward had issues that may or may not have been the 
responsibility of the commission under the act.  Again, that is all the more reason why resources must be made 
available to the commission to travel far and wide over this state to ensure that the information required - and it 
is required - is disseminated to those agencies and that it is done so in an appropriate manner.  It is all very well 
and good to expect agencies to read the act or to receive a brochure or publication explaining the role of the 
commission and its reason for being, but inevitably some people will read more than they should into the 
information that is provided.  The outreach program gives those people the opportunity on a one-to-one basis to 
bring their concerns to officers of the commission and to be advised about whether their concerns must be taken 
up by the commission or another body or agency, such as the police or otherwise.  As is mentioned in the report 
at page 4 - 

The Committee recognises the problems faced by the CCC in conducting open community forums in 
both regional and metropolitan settings.  Some disgruntled members of the public use these forums as 
opportunities to vent about government decisions they disagree with or about difficulties in accessing 
government services, instead of focussing debate on misconduct as defined in the Corruption and 
Crime Commission Act, 2003. 

The report goes on to state - 
This problem is no doubt due in part to a lack of understanding in the community about the CCC and its 
governing legislation.  The education programmes conducted by the CCC in the general community 
will ameliorate this problem over time.  The Committee suspects, however, that there will always be a 
small number of individuals who use every available opportunity to air their grievances about the 
“government” in public, even when the grievances are not relevant or appropriate to the occasion. 

That is just part and parcel of what happens.  I do not believe it is insurmountable; it just needs to be recognised.  
Certainly, the officers of the Corruption and Crime Commission, when recognising that fact, are able to 
communicate the standing of the CCC and whether it can undertake any investigative role of a complaint.  My 
understanding is that they also provide additional information to the complainant about where he may best take 
his complaint. 
I look forward in the future to providing further reports to the chamber on the outreach work of the CCC.  As I 
mentioned earlier, these are the early days of what the CCC is trying to communicate to the general public and 
government agencies.  Only with additional time, and possibly additional resources, is further work likely to be 
undertaken to the committee’s satisfaction.  The committee, as an agency of this Parliament, will continually 
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look to the CCC to ensure that the role the Parliament has given it to undertake is efficient and effective.  As I 
said, that will only occur when we have a number of these reports to look at over a period to see how the 
outreach programs are progressing. 
Question put and passed. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission - Twelfth Report -
“Annual Report 2005-2006” 

Resumed from 21 September 2006. 
Motion 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I move - 
That the report be noted. 

I bring to the attention of the chamber that the report I am speaking to is the twelfth report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission.  It is the annual report for 2005-06.  The report was tabled 
in this place on 21 September 2006.  It is a relatively small report that goes into the role of the committee over 
that period.   
Members will note that during that period the committee tabled 10 reports to both houses of Parliament.  It held 
21 deliberative meetings, six public hearings and six closed hearings.  It also held 14 briefings and participated 
in three conferences.  It also undertook investigative travel to Sydney, Singapore and England in conjunction 
with conference travel.   

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Before the lunch break I was advising members of the twelfth report of the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, which is its annual report for 2005-06, and went 
through some of the functions that were undertaken by the committee during that time.  Members will be aware 
that under Legislative Assembly standing order 264, the joint standing committee has the power to send for 
persons, papers and records.  During the reporting period, the committee conducted six public and six closed 
hearings, and took evidence from 12 witnesses to assist it with its investigations.  
The committee is conscious that any commission or agency is only as good as the people who operate it.  The 
committee believes the Parliament and the people of Western Australia have been most fortunate that the first 
commissioner, Kevin Hammond, was prepared to undertake that role.  I think that circumstances over the past 
number of months have indicated to members of this place, the other place and people in Western Australia that 
the integrity and commitment of the commissioner and staff of the Corruption and Crime Commission has been 
such, and has been demonstrated to the public as such, that should any corruption, misconduct or serious 
misconduct as defined in the act be found by the commission’s officers, it will be brought to the attention of the 
public and prosecutions will take place.  It was acknowledged some time ago that there was a need for such a 
body, and successive governments have tried to put in place an agency that had the power to undertake this role, 
but not usurp the power of Parliament or other agencies that Parliament decided had a law enforcement role.  A 
great deal of the legislation passed by this house is not perfect, and therefore we find on many occasions that we 
amend that legislation.  The Corruption and Crime Commission Act is no different.  Through investigations of 
the committee and the Attorney General, it has been found that some amendments to the act might be in the best 
interest of Parliament and the community in general.  That will be the subject of debate at another time, but it is 
important that members be aware that a system is in place that allows that to occur.   
During the year 2005-06, the joint standing committee held public and closed hearings with both the 
commissioner and the executive staff of the CCC, and the parliamentary inspector.  The committee operates in a 
manner that acknowledges that the general public and the press take a great interest in these hearings.  The 
committee tries to provide the opportunity for general discussion about the operations of the commission without 
getting into any detail on operational matters.  The committee members are conscious of topical issues associated 
with the commission.  One such issue was witness protection.  The death in Queensland of a person under 
witness protection was a very topical case in which the committee and the press were very interested, as were the 
parents of the deceased.  During those public hearings, the committee provided the opportunity for the 
commission to give public evidence that was then recorded by the press.   
As members would know, the parliamentary inspector is the connection between the joint standing committee 
and the commission itself, particularly on matters of operational importance.  The parliamentary inspector plays 
a very important role in being able to go into the commission and investigate and analyse operational matters 
that are not accessible to committee members.  The parliamentary inspector would undertake that role at the 
behest of the committee or, in fact, of his own volition if he believed the public interest warranted it.  The 
committee has found - I think it is self-evident in a lot of what has been recorded at public hearings, even with 
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the parliamentary inspector - that the demands are great on someone who is undertaking the role only part time.  
It is important that members of this chamber, and members of Parliament generally, are aware that assistant 
parliamentary inspectors have been employed.  Nonetheless, I believe it is important that we create at some stage 
an office of the parliamentary inspector so that there is someone of the ilk of Malcolm McCusker, QC, to head 
that office.  He, in turn, should have other assistant parliamentary inspectors to undertake the work.  Of course, 
the responsibility would remain with Malcolm McCusker.  
The amount of work undertaken by the Corruption and Crime Commission, certainly over the past couple of 
years, has been far in excess of what I think a great number of people first envisaged.  For that reason, the 
resources provided to the commission for the parliamentary inspector need to be revisited so that the Parliament 
can be comfortable that what was expected of the commission and the parliamentary inspector can be undertaken 
in the manner originally intended; that is, the commission can investigate allegations of misconduct, serious 
misconduct and corruption.  The parliamentary inspector would be placed in a position to oversee the 
commission, as was originally intended.  The difficulty is that, not just the quality of the work required, but often 
the quantity of the work can be overwhelming.  

The committee has had to openly make requests of the Attorney General for further resources to be made 
available by way of further assistant commissioners and certainly assistant parliamentary inspectors.  

Hon Graham Giffard:  How did the committee do that?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  By writing.  

Hon Graham Giffard:  By writing directly to the Attorney General?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Yes.  I was going to say it was a two-way street.  Often during public hearings, the 
parliamentary inspector would mention that certain things were not able to be undertaken for a variety of 
reasons, and indicated that additional resources would be most welcome.  As a result, dialogue and negotiation 
took place.  

Hon Graham Giffard:  Negotiation between whom?   

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  It was the parliamentary inspector through the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Corruption and Crime Commission and the Attorney General.  Of course the parliamentary inspector is at liberty 
to go directly to the Attorney General if he so wishes.  Usually, the committee was made aware of the concerns 
of both the commissioner and the parliamentary inspector in this regard, so that we all understood exactly what 
was happening and what was required.  Should there have been situations in which work was not undertaken in a 
timely manner, we had some understanding of the reasons for that. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  Did your committee then formally or informally negotiate with the Attorney General on 
behalf of the parliamentary inspector? 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Fortunately, the Attorney General was very forthcoming and had a great 
understanding of the requirements of both the commission and the parliamentary inspector.  Therefore, it was 
just a matter of showing the Attorney General that the committee was aware of the concerns and requests.  It was 
done collectively.  The requests were made known to the Attorney General, and the Attorney General already 
knew that the committee was aware. 
Hon Graham Giffard:  I look forward to receiving that report. 
Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  A lot of that will occur, particularly with the review of the act.  As we know, 
section 226, I think it is, of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act requires the Attorney General to go down 
a particular path and to look at certain matters.  Some of those matters are those that the joint standing committee 
is already looking at.  We have written some reports, and they will be discussed in this chamber at a later stage. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


