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Why and how I believe the Child, Youth and Family (CYF) Complaints system 
clearly breaches the principles of natural justice. 

 
A brief History: 
 
In 2009, the Ministry of Social Development (MSD) set up a Chief Executive's 
Advisory Panel (CEAP) to look at complaints about Child, Youth and Family (CYF). 
The MSD wrote the CEAP terms of reference and appoints the members to the 
Panel. The National Manager Review Secretariat that supports the CEAP also works 
for CYF. The CEAP members are paid a fee not a salary and therefore are not 
considered employees of the MSD. 
 
Background: 
 
In 2011, Parliaments, Social Services Select Committee agreed with me that the 
CEAP was not truly independent and suggested that they should be separated from 
the MSD. The Howard Broad review dated June 2013 of the CYF complaints system 
also supported the fact the CEAP was not truly independent of the MSD. In fact, the 
Howard Broad report was rather scathing of the complaints system over all. This 
report found there was more wrong with the CEAP then right. It’s clear from the 
Broad report that the CYF complaints system favoured CYF more than the 
complainants. 
In addition, the CEAP main chairperson Dr John Angus did not declare to 
complainants that he worked for the forerunner to CYF and the MSD for over 
20years. The MSD also excluded this fact from the public profiles for Dr Angus. 
 
It is my submission that the CEAP therefore entire CYF complaints procedure does 
not fulfil the requirements of being part of Natural Justice. 
 
I will briefly cover what I believe is meant by the term “natural justice” from two New 
Zealand sources: 
 

What is Natural Justice? 
The words “natural justice” has specific meaning in the law. Natural justice 
comprises two rules, the rule against bias and the rule of the right to a fair 
hearing. These rules are necessary for maintaining public confidence in the 
legal system. The legal system includes not only the courts but all public 
decision-making bodies. It is most important that people who are engaged 
in the legal system or complaints processes feel that they have had a fair 
hearing and that there has been no bias. 

 
Actual bias is where it can be established that the person making a decision was 
prejudiced for or against a party. If the decision maker had, a monetary, proprietary 
or personal interest in the matter then bias may be imputed. Apparent bias is when 
the conduct or behaviour of the decision maker suggests that their decisions are not 
impartial. 

13/04/2012 | Posted by Peter Smith 
Source: http://www.smithpartners.co.nz/library/articles/litigation/what-is-natural-justice/ 

Used with permission/ 

http://www.smithpartners.co.nz/library/articles/litigation/what-is-natural-justice/
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The test in regard to Natural Justice has been variously expressed by 
Australasian courts over the years - but in New Zealand it was recently held to 
be:  

 Whether the reasonable observer being 

 Aware of all the circumstances of the case 

 Would think that the impartiality of the decision-maker  

 Might be or might have been affected.   
Beverley Wakem, (page 7) 

Speech given at the Australian and New Zealand Ombudsman Association (ANZOA)  
Inaugural Conference MELBOURNE, 22 – 23 APRIL 2008 

 http://www.ombudsman.parliament.nz/ckeditor_assets/attachments/117/bw_anzoa_2008_speech_-
_achieving_administrative_justice_procedural_fairness_docx.pdf?1345076031 

 

 
This topic of Natural justice and bias can sometime be difficult to understand. You 
will find this comes under the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act (NZBORA) 1990 
Section 27 “Right to justice” 
 
Biased Claim: 
I believe the CEAP process is biased and nearly always works in CYF’s favour 
therefore the CEAP does not adhere to the principles of natural justice. Therefore 
my question is what, if anything can be done about this lack of natural justice as far 
as challenging the processes and structure rather than the outcomes.  The reason 
for wanting to challenge the process rather than individual cases is because of the 
number of individual claims which would make the process problematic and costly.  
 
I believe the CEAP process exhibits imputed or apparent bias at the least and one 
could say actual biased as detailed below. 
 
 
In summary this is why I believe they are biased: 
 

Dr John Angus [ex-chairperson CEAP] adjudicated on about 50 cases and he failed 
to declare he had previously worked for the forerunner to CYF and the Ministry of 
Social Development (MSD) for 20years.  
 

The Chief Executive's Advisory Panel was within the MSD who also oversees CYF. 
It was not outside of the MSD. 
 
The CEAP could not look at individual staff action or behaviours of staff as the MSD 
who wrote their terms of reference excluded them from being able to do this. 
 
It is, as the name, suggests the MSD’s CEO own personal panel rather than an 
independent advisory panel. 
 
All complaints to the CEAP went via CYF and the MSD CEO. So CEAP or CYF 
could block a complaint truly independent assessment happened third time around. 
 
On a personal note, I have been before the CEAP twice myself to do with the same case in 
2009 and again 2012. I also went as a support person for others going before them on a 
totally voluntary basses. 
 

http://www.ombudsman.parliament.nz/ckeditor_assets/attachments/117/bw_anzoa_2008_speech_-_achieving_administrative_justice_procedural_fairness_docx.pdf?1345076031
http://www.ombudsman.parliament.nz/ckeditor_assets/attachments/117/bw_anzoa_2008_speech_-_achieving_administrative_justice_procedural_fairness_docx.pdf?1345076031
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So based on that all I am claiming “Unfairness / Procedural Propriety” relating to 
the process by which the decision has been reached. My understanding is an aspect 
of fairness is the requirement to avoid bias, including the appearance of bias. 
Predetermination can also indicate bias. 
 
The Howard Broad Report could not look at cases that had already been through the 
CEAP processes for this because: 

It [Howard Broad] will not re-examine any particular case investigated by 
the Ministry or CYF Complaints Panel  (Paula Bennett 25 OCTOBER, 2012) 

http://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/independent-review-cyf-complaints-process-underway 

 
Some lawyers have suggested “absence of power” to look into something can be in 
itself be an issue. It seems odd to me that Howard Broad could look at everything but 
the CEAP outcomes and follow-through.  It was claimed by Minister Bennett the 
reason for not allowing this was because it created Natural Justice and Privacy 
issues.  
 
I believe that the restriction [about past cases] was placed on Howard Broad so he 
could not see the bias in decisions previously made or the lack of follow from the 
CEAP recommendations. 
 

First report from Parliament on topic of independence: 
 
Petition 2008/121 of Graeme Axford:  
The Social Services Committee has considered Petition 2008/121 of Graeme Axford, 
and recommends to the Government that it 

• investigate establishing an independent complaints mechanism for Child, 
Youth and Family which would be separate from the Ministry of Social 
Development 

 
• investigate establishing a mechanism to monitor complainants’ 
satisfaction with the complaints process in the Ministry of Social 
Development and Child, Youth and Family. 

Page 2, Link: http://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-nz/50DBSCH_SCR5635_1/e13295edf94c21e91defd08e66b94e1022ac3c0c 

 

The fact the Social Services Select Committee recommends “investigate 
establishing an independent complaints mechanism” implies the current one is 
not truly independent. 
 
During the hearing into my first petition between the MSD/CYF staff and Parliaments 
Social Service Select Committee an interesting comment was made.  
From the corrected and approved transcript of evidence dated 7 September 2011, 
Iona Holsted, Deputy Chief Executive, Corporate and Governance stated: 
 

Holsted 2006. “It was decided at that time that we wouldn’t go for an 
independent panel”. So it was discussed. It wasn’t ruled out” 

Petition 2008/121 of Graeme Axford(Page 22) 
http://www.parliament.nz/resource/mi-nz/50DBSCH_SCR5635_1/e13295edf94c21e91defd08e66b94e1022ac3c0c 

 

http://www.beehive.govt.nz/release/independent-review-cyf-complaints-process-underway
http://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-nz/50DBSCH_SCR5635_1/e13295edf94c21e91defd08e66b94e1022ac3c0c
http://www.parliament.nz/resource/mi-nz/50DBSCH_SCR5635_1/e13295edf94c21e91defd08e66b94e1022ac3c0c
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It seems to me from that Iona Holsted just admitted the CEAP is not truly 
independent and they were already aware of this. Yet let it continue. 
 
The view that the entire MSD/CYF complaint system is biased was very much 
supported by the Former Police Commissioner Howard Broad report into the Child 
Youth and Family complaints system dated June 2013. 
Link: https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/corporate/review-

of-cyf-complaints-system/review-of-child-youth-and-family-complaints-system-june-2013.pdf 
 

The following comments are from that Howard Broad report and show how the 
process favours and is biased towards CYF at every point: 

This is verbatim: 
 

Second, on topic of independence: 
Issue 3 - Independence in the Oversight of CYF Complaints 

The Chief Executive’s Advisory Panel (pages 79 to 80) 
 
The members of the panel are independent of MSD. One said to me that 
they would be most indignant if they or the panel were described in any 
other way. They have assured me that they have had no direction or 
interference from the Ministry and all of the recommendations that they have 
made to the Chief Executive have been accepted. I accept these points, but 
there is more to independence than that. 
Their very name being “Chief Executive’s” is apt as it their personal Panel. 
The CEO also appoints who goes on it and the MSD who they are CEO over 
set the Panel terms of reference. That’s to me amounts to direction or 
interference. 

 

1. The appointment of the Panel members through an independent process. 
This would be satisfied if the membership was appointed by the Minister, the 
Ombudsman, the Children’s Commissioner, or some other person 
independent of the Ministry.  

2. An opportunity for an independent approach to the Panel. Currently the 
Panel is a “Review” panel of matters that are channelled through the first 
phase of the CYF complaints resolution process. The value of an independent 
approach is that a complainant can be satisfied there is neither censorship nor 
narrowing of their complaint. It is vitally important to allow this mechanism, 
even if subsequent steps are then carried out in the CYF process.  

3. The resources available to the Panel ought not to be questioned on the 
basis of presumed partiality. Resources affect the amount of time that can be 
spent on a review, who and where relevant people may be spoken to, the 
amount of preparation that can be provided. The number of Panel members 
affects the timeliness of cases.  

4. The ability to act is also important for showing independence. Who the 
Panel reports to, what they are allowed to say and to whom, are all part of the 
freedoms to express an opinion without perceived bias.  

5. The protections that are available over process are also important.  Can 
they take information through confidential sources that can be protected? Can 

https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/corporate/review-of-cyf-complaints-system/review-of-child-youth-and-family-complaints-system-june-2013.pdf
https://www.msd.govt.nz/documents/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/corporate/review-of-cyf-complaints-system/review-of-child-youth-and-family-complaints-system-june-2013.pdf
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their work be stymied through fear of retribution against an expression of 
opinion (e.g. the threat of defamation)? Often independent authorities are 
required to observe confidentiality over their work and are protected from 
undue attack.  

6. The level of independence ought to be commensurate with the significance 
of the issue under discussion. The issue of the integrity of the child protection 
system seems to me to be an area where significant level of independent 

oversight is warranted.  
 

In these above listed respects the Panel is not independent. 

 
The Chief Executive's Advisory Panel (CEAP) Terms of reference also state: 
Principles of natural justice:  

“12 The principles of natural justice require absence of bias, and the 
opportunity to be heard. These principles apply to every stage of the 
complaints process, not just to the review panel… “ 
Child, Youth and Family Complaints Review Panel Terms of Ref – Final 13 March 2008: Page 4 

 
The Howard Broad findings seem to highlight a bias; I believe the CEAP process 
does not follow the principles of natural justice as it should. 
 
Other Comments from Broad report that point to a perceived bias: 

“The process of investigation was not clear leading to a belief that it was 
unnecessarily truncated or biased in favour of the social worker. 
It was difficult to complain. There was an absence of information about how 
to complain and a demeanour and attitude from staff to which complaints 
were addressed that impeded the complaint taking process. There was an 
absence of genuine listening involved. The complaint taking process 
reduced the complaint down to a core or narrow issue in which the overall 
importance of the complaint to the complainant was lost”, Page 26 
 

This is still very much the case even today and why my issues with CYF have been 
so prolonged. 
 

“The process was governed by those in the workplace that had been 
complained against”,       Page 27 

 
This next be has cased all sort of issues and helped CYF staff out no end: 

 
“....there may be an issue in supplying the Panel with some information 
held by CYF”       Page 80. 
 

Both the MSD and CYF still do this which has a direct effect on the outcome. They 
also create plausible deniability as I pointed out to the CEAP by seeking 
information two or three times removed, rather than from a more direct source. I did 
point that out to them and they acknowledged it, but then keep on doing this anyway. 
 

When the MSD wrote the terms of reference for the CEAP they included this: 
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“32 Therefore the panel will focus on organisational performance, processes 
and systems and organisational accountability - the panel will not focus on 
individual social workers actions or the actions of staff as individuals.” 

Child, Youth and Family Complaints Review Panel Terms of Ref – Final 13 March 2008 Page 7. 

 
Most complainants are most concerned about the performance of individual social 
workers. This ruled a lot of complaints outside of the CEAP jurisdiction as they were 
about their staff actions as individuals on behalf of their organization. 
 
Here is another clue how much the terms of reference for the CEAP favoured 
CYF. Not only could they not look at individual staff but the members were open to 
undue attack if they were seen to have commented on individual’s poor 
performance.  So in effect all the CEAP members were shackled and therefore 
reports censored (page 81).  
That means the reports were toned down therefore potentially favoured CYF all the 
more and therefore possibly created biased against the full truth being reported. 
 
 
The Hoard Broad review stated: 

“Most of the complaints related to behavioural factors (being treated 
with respect, being treated fairly, and communication)”,   Page 41 

 
The CEAP could not look at that aspect of complaints in relation to individual Social 
Workers which meant the majority of complaints could not be fully addressed. 
 

Most of the complaints related to behavioural factors (being treated with 
respect, being treated fairly, and communication),    Page 41 

Given the two aforementioned quotes that’s more about how individual staff treat 
clients on behalf of the organisation within the system is it not? The very thing the 
CEAP can’t look at as per their terms of reference. 
 
You will note the “fairly” bit as in a none-biased way…. So you can again see how 
the MSD set the rules that controlled the CEAP ability to function in a way that 
overtly favoured CYF in my view. How can that not be biased? 

 
Also from the Howard Broad report is this: 
 

13.Taking complaints in relation to a matter that is before, or has been before 
the Court requires an unpicking of what the jurisdiction of the Court is or has 
been, and what is properly a matter of administrative complaint. It is too easy 
to say "its before the Court, we can't do anything". Therefore a carefully 
researched piece of advice in the guidelines that goes beyond just identifying 
the areas which can be subject of complaint might be very useful. Page 78. 

 
Most case CYF deal with are before, during or following  the court processes and 
that is their main reason for refusing to let cases go before the CEAP. 

 
The appointment of Dr John Angus to Chief Executive's Advisory Panel in which 
they and he failed to declare he had worked for the MSD for 20 years: See the 
following profiles: 
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I mention this because Howard Broad stated he had seen no influence of the MSD or 
CYF over the CEAP. But he was not allowed to look either… 
 

About Dr John Angus 
The panel members 
John Angus - Panel Chair 
Dr Angus is a former front-line social worker, and was a senior public 
servant leading policy work on child support, the care and protection of 
children and support for vulnerable families. He worked on the review of the 
Children, Young Persons, and their Families Act 1989, played a leading role 
in the development of several family support initiatives such as Family Start 
and SKIP, and from early 2008 to April 2009 headed up work on the 
prevention of child abuse and neglect for the Taskforce for Action on Violence 
within Families. In April 2009 Dr Angus was appointed Children's 
Commissioner for six months while a permanent appointment was made. 
Source: https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/contact-us/complaints/ce-review-cyf-complaints.html 

You will note it says a “senior public servant” but not for whom he worked. 
Was that wording used to disguise the fact he worked for the MSD in the first place? 
I have taken snippets out of other profiles to do with Dr John that covers what 
the MSD left out of the profile for him. 

 
Dr John Angus, MNZM, Cromwell 
Friday 4 May 2012: 10 am › Dr John Angus, MNZM, Cromwell. 
He has worked in the public sector since 1977, firstly as a social worker 
for the Department of Social Welfare, and later becoming Principal 
Advisor in the Ministry of Social Development from 2001 to 2006.  
…He is a member of the Child, Youth and Family Complaints Panel.  
Source: http://gg.govt.nz/content/dr-john-angus-mnzm-cromwell 

 
Human Assisted Reproductive Technology (HART) Act 2004. 
After being a social worker in Dunedin from 1977 to 1986 and 
subsequently a social policy advisor in Wellington for 20 years…. 
Source: http://acart.health.govt.nz/about-us/committee-members 

Welfare Working Group Forum Speaker Victoria University 

Dr John Angus. 
….After 10 years as a social worker in Dunedin, he moved to Wellington and 
into social policy. 
 
From 1987 until 2006 he worked for the Ministry of Social Development as a 

social policy manager and principal advisor 

Source: http://igps.victoria.ac.nz/WelfareWorkingGroup/Forum/Speaker%20Bios.html#Angus 

 
On a more personal note we have actual biased as per this: 

7
 Addendum dated 18 May 2012. Dr Angus was contacted on 18 May 2012 

about this statement. He advised that the Panel was not aware of allegations 
that naming individual Child, Youth and Family staff was part of Mr Axford's 

https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/contact-us/complaints/ce-review-cyf-complaints.html
http://gg.govt.nz/content/dr-john-angus-mnzm-cromwell
http://acart.health.govt.nz/about-us/committee-members
http://igps.victoria.ac.nz/WelfareWorkingGroup/Forum/Speaker%20Bios.html#Angus
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megaphone address outside the Greymouth Office. Dr Angus was happy for 
this inaccuracy in his report to be brought to the Chief Executive's attention 

 
Reference Number GO/CA/01/01/01//11-24392 2012 CEAP report Dr John Angus. 
That’s from our Second CEAP the first one being in 2009 which CYF failed to 
honour.  
 
That addendum was put in at the request of CYF but was then removed when I 
asked to see the evidence. Dr John should have checked this in the first place and 
this shows a bias. If that’s not enough then we also have this: 
 

Hi Andrew 
This is about past debts and not a material change in circumstances. Nor is it 
new information. This matter was raised by Mr Axford at the panel hearing but 
not followed up on by the complainant, who did not seek specifically to have 
the costs met. Therefore 1 am not going to accept it under 8.7.1 because it is 
neither a material change in circumstances or new. In addition, I think we 
should adopt a practice of only considering subsequent representations 
from the complainant, not from their support people. 
 
Please: 
 
• Check the transcript to see if my recollection that Mr Axford did raise it is 
correct and let me know 
 
• If it is correct advise Mr Axford of these decisions and the reasons for it. 
 
If I am wrong I will still refuse it but will need to change the reasons 
above. 
 
Thanks 
John Angus 

The above note comes up as Page 20 on PDF file named C&G Release (Part 2 of 
13) however shows number 52 on their records. Files released under the Official 
Information Act and Privacy Act to Graeme Axford from Rob Brown General 
Manager Corporate and Governance dated 28th March 2014. 
 
Based on all this it’s clear from that note Dr John was biased towards me. The 
complaints process favoured CYF every step of the way…  
 
However when I quested the MSD CEO about how they ensured that they adhered 

to the Principles of natural Justice  

 

I asked the MSD CEO Mr Brendon Boyle about how the MSD ensures it ensured it 

adheres to the principles of natural justice. Given he is or was a lawyer I had hoped 

for a better response then this:  

21 SEP 2015 
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Graeme Axford (via email) 
 
Dear Mr Axford 
 
Thank you for your request of 3 August 2015 regarding the principles of 
natural justice and how these are applied at every stage of Child, Youth and 
Family's formal complaints process. 
 
The Chief Executive of the Ministry of Social Development asked me to reply 
to you on his behalf. 
 
Child, Youth and Family's formal complaints process is viewed as a whole and 
not assessed on its individual components in isolation of one another. 
Ultimately, the independence provided by the Chief Executive's Advisory 
Panel within the internal complaints process ensures that the process is fair. 
 
Overall, the principles of natural justice are covered in the State Sector Act 
1988, section 57, and the provisions are incorporated into the Ministry's 
Code of Conduct. The link to the State Sector Act 1988 can be found at: 
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1988/0020/latest/DLM129724.html#DLM129724 
 

Yours sincerely 
Rachel Sutherland 
General Manager 
Ministerial and Executive Services 

 
Given what Howard Broad stated about the Child, Youth and Family Complaints 
system and the lack of independence surrounding the Chief Executive's Advisory 
Panel, the Ministry of Social Development have not acted in a manner consistent 
with the principles of natural justice. The Social Services select committee stated in 
2011 the CEAP was not independent. So we now have two reports from outside 
sources stating that the CYF complaints system does not follow Natural Justice. 
 
As the MSD referred to the State Services Act it also reads: 

 
From the State Sector Act 1988 

57Commissioner may set minimum standards of integrity and conduct 

 (4)  The Commissioner’s functions include providing advice and guidance to 

the State services (except Crown Research Institutes and their subsidiaries) on 

matters, or at times, that affect the integrity and conduct of those within the 

State services (including, for example, on the interpretation of relevant 

standards and on the application of a code of conduct in specific cases) 
 
The State Services Commission has been made aware of these issues over many 
years but refused to address those aspects of my concerns.  
 

So after reading this all I hope it is obvious why I claim the entire CYF complaint 
system from beginning to end is biased and therefore clearly breaches the principles 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1988/0020/latest/DLM129724.html#DLM129724
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of natural justice. I can’t see how any reasonable observer being aware of all the 
circumstances as outlined in the document can disagree with my conclusions.   
 
There is also other issues and I left this to last deliberately as it slightly off track but 
does have a part to play in all of this. It’s about how staff can bypass the Privacy 
and Official Information Acts. They can also bypass CYF entire complaints system 
as well with this array of excuses. I will call this the MSD/CYF staffs switcheroo, 
scenarios as follows: 

 
If their employees acted “as staff but in their own personal capacity” or as 

a “private citizen” its unofficial whatever they are doing or saying at that 

time. 

Alternatively, if the staff does things without the specific instructions or 

with the explicit authority of their employer to do so per se, this makes 

their doings unofficial or private/personal business rather than work related 

and official. 

If they can say whatever happened occurred on their own lunch/break time 

(not work time) even if during working hours its again private not official 

business they are undertaking as staff. Even if the staff get caught doing or 

saying things from within their own organisations premises during working 

hours while the public have every expectation they are on duty, 

retrospectively it can be deemed private business. 

When staff used their own personal equipment (computers, mobiles) rather 
than work equipment, all of these factors mean it is nothing to do with the 
organisation/employer officially in the MSD/CYF view. 

 

The staff can under those scenarios circumvent the Codes of Ethics or conduct (if 
they are social workers) and the State Services Standards of Integrity as they all 
apply more to their working life then personal. Therefore they can bypass them as 
well with those excuses along with the CEAP, Ombudsman, and Privacy 
Commissioner. Let alone the Social Workers Registration Board (SWRB) and 
Aotearoa New Zealand Association of Social Workers (ANZASW) 
 
The State Services Commission (SSC), Ombudsman, and Privacy Commissioner 
are aware this happens and don’t seem to disagree with it going on either. 
 
If this all sounds farfetched and crazy this should highlight the level of protectionism 
afforded to the MSD/CYF staff and why some of them are out of control and go 
rogue. 
 
One thing that should be obvious in all this now is how the MSD/CYF went out of 
their way to avoid individual accountability by design.  If you doubt that read this all 
over again keeping that concept in mind. 
 

One of the things Ministers or Parliaments Committees tend to do when you seek 
their help like with CYF issues is ask if the aggrieved party used all the purported 
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avenues of redress like the Social Workers Registration Board, or Chief Executive's 
Advisory Panel just to name two of the eight recommended. 
Then they assume if someone had complained to them or others (like the 
Ombudsman) and they have taken no action or refuse to look into the complaints if 
people are disconnected with them that’s because the complaints don’t have any 
merit.  However they don’t consider the inadequacy of these purported avenues of 
redress to be able to hear all the complaints brought to their attention. I am talking 
about things like them having limited terms of reference and somethings being out of 
scope therefore their jurisdiction or the MSD/CYF staffs switcheroo, scenarios as I 
outlined before. As in the Ombudsman does not delve into private matters per se or 
look at staff behaviour or tactics. Codes of Ethics/Conduct more relevant to 
professional rather than personal life etc.. That’s how the staff can if allowed their 
organization they can circumvent all the purported avenues of redress as I stated 
before. I can prove this happens. 
 
After having read this document I hope it becomes obvious why and how I can say 
there are issues with the MSD/CYF no one apart from them can address.  
 
I believe that many of the purported avenues of redress have been set up to quash 
complaints or pacify them and if all else fails exhaust the complainants.  The CYF 
complaints system as set up by the MSD is the best example of this in action. 
 
So when a Committee of Parliaments hears someone went to the SWRB, CEAP, or 
Ombudsman's office. Let alone the Children’s or Privacy Commissioners.  As well as 
the Human Rights and State Services Commissions. We then get labelled as not 
being easily pleased or vexatious and frivolous or an unreasonable complainant.  
However the facts as I have outlined here speak for themselves. While the purported 
avenues of redress try to make the issues about me to deflect from their 
shortcomings I hope people can see through that as the facts I have stated remain 
the same. Things normally end up being an ad hominem argument rather than 
looking at the facts as the MSD/CYF do so well at times. 
 
All the aforementioned purported avenues of redress know about my claims and 
have ignored them allowing the CYF complaints system to keep going on and being 
biased. 
 
While pointing this out will not win friends and influence people they should look at 
the facts as I have outlined them and there within they will see the truth. 
 
I just want Justice and accountability for everyone hard done-by when using the CYF 
complaint system. Is that too much to ask and what always should have happened to 
start with is it not?  
 
To be clear I am asking for anyone to investigate my case again per se.  
What I am asking is they look at the administration processes not the outcome of any 
one case so you are not bogged down in semantics. Either I am right or wrong in law 
about the CEAP not complying with the principles of natural justice. What say 
you?  I have been waiting for a straight answer on this since 2013 so can someone 
finally address this for once and for all, please. 


