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MINISTER FOR EDUCATION — CONDEMNATION —  
CONDUCTIVE EDUCATION EVALUATION REPORT 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [2.39 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the following motion to be 
moved forthwith — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Education and her office for deceptive and 
misleading conduct over the contents of the report “Orchestrating Lives: an Evaluation of the 
Early Intervention Conductive Education Trial at Carson Street School”.  

I have moved this very serious suspension because the minister will not be in this place tomorrow; she 
has been paired before the Parliament embarks on its long winter recess. As the minister said today in 
her answer to my question about conductive education at Carson Street School, two things are 
happening here. Two things are indeed happening here. During question time last week, I asked the 
minister whether she would provide me with a copy of the Miles Morgan Australia Pty Ltd report into 
conductive education at Carson Street, and she said she would. Sure enough, the report arrived at my 
electorate office yesterday. At approximately the same time yesterday, Carson Street School also 
received the report. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is a very — 

Mr M.P. Murray: It’s your own people! 

The SPEAKER: I appreciate what you are going to say, member for Rockingham. Member for Collie–Preston, I 
formally call you to order for the first time today. I am going to guess what you are going to say, member for 
Rockingham, but I expect everybody in this place to remain silent at this point. I am not going to take it as a 
point of order, but, member for Rockingham, I believe that what you are going to say indicates that. I am going 
to give the call back to the member for Victoria Park. Members, if you do not want to stay in this place, simply 
leave and have your discussions elsewhere, but enable the member for Victoria Park to make his point.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yesterday, a copy of the Miles Morgan report arrived at my office, and at approximately the 
same time Carson Street School was also provided a copy, the only problem being that my report differs from 
the one provided to the school. The contents of the report given to me—the shadow Minister for Education who 
has been questioning the minister on the cutting of funding to an important program for kids with disabilities on 
behalf of the opposition—differ from the contents of the report provided to Carson Street School, and it is not an 
insubstantial difference. Page 7 of the reports are significantly different in that my report is missing a paragraph 
that features in the report provided to the school. I will read that paragraph to the Parliament. The paragraph 
states — 

Having assisted Carson St School to develop the early — 

Dr E. Constable: That’s ridiculous. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is it ridiculous, minister? Listen in. 

Dr E. Constable: I think it is ridiculous that you did not the get the whole report. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The paragraph states — 

Having assisted Carson St School to develop the early intervention program over the last four years, the 
Department now has an ethical or moral responsibility to continue to fund the program fully until that 
responsibility can be adequately transferred to a more appropriate agency with a mandate to cater for 
children 0 – 4 years with a disability, developmental delay or special needs, or until alternative and 
secure sources of recurrent funding can be identified.  

That paragraph was in the report provided to Carson Street School; unfortunately, that paragraph was not in the 
report provided to the opposition. The report provided to the opposition contained a much more moderate 
paragraph in the executive summary of that report that refers to the fact that departmental staff should actively 
work with Carson Street independent school to transfer funding responsibility to a more appropriate agency and 
to identify and secure alternative sources of reliable and recurrent funding. But if members then look at the body 
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of the report, it shows where there has clearly been a change; there has been a doctoring of this report, which is 
why this matter needs to be dealt with urgently. I became aware of this issue today. I put a question to the 
Minister for Education about whether she stood by the comments she made to the media that, “There is no 
evidence to suggest that this is a program worthy of our continued financial support”, and her response today 
that, “There are two stories going on here.” That is absolutely correct. If the opposition has been misled, as is 
clearly the case, Parliament needs to debate this issue as a matter of urgency today. The Minister for Education is 
away tomorrow—she is paired—and the Parliament will then rise for a long recess. This matter is urgent. I am 
interested in whether the Leader of the House is going to support this motion. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You can bring it up in private members’ business; you’ve got three hours.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Rubbish! Rubbish! We are dealing with kids with significant disabilities. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I am giving you an opportunity to speak to the suspension of 
standing orders; you have that opportunity at the moment. That is all you have at the moment—nothing else. 
Leader of the House, I am presuming that at some stage you might like to make some comments as well. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Certainly, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: But at the moment the member for Victoria Park has the call. Talk to the suspension, member 
for Victoria Park. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Indeed, Mr Speaker. 

There is a moral and ethical reason for the Parliament needing to debate this issue today, Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, it can—at four o’clock.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier can tell the Leader of the House why that is. As we know, on 9 June the 
department cut the funding to a successful program for kids with terrible disabilities—multiple disabilities—
leaving families all over the metropolitan area, not only in my electorate, but also in the electorates of the 
Minister for Education and the member for Joondalup, uncertain about the future; families all over Western 
Australia are uncertain about whether their children will be entitled to conductive education at Carson Street 
School in the future. We now know that potentially the department has based that decision on one of two—
possibly more—reports. We know that someone has gone into my version of the report and removed parts of the 
report provided to the opposition because members can see the words “Error! Bookmark not defined.” If that is 
not urgent, I do not know what is! This Parliament must debate this issue today. The Premier talks about 
accountability and transparency; we are talking about the provision of an important program for kids with 
significant disabilities. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: During question time, the minister finally acknowledged its importance, yet we have one of 
two versions floating around out there. But did Mr Axworthy, who cut the funding, base his decision on the 
report given to me, or did he base that decision on the report given to the school? If the minister, who said she 
read the report on 13 June, is now looking to make a decision, which report is she basing that decision on? Is she 
basing it on the report that outlines the fact that there is a moral and ethical reason why this program should be 
fully funded by the government, or is she basing it on the report provided to the opposition that, for some reason, 
has had that paragraph removed? I think this is worthy of debate. I think this is an issue of urgency. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I agree—at four o’clock. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier can sit there and make his snide remarks; this is reality!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, no—this is the purpose of suspension.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: At four o’clock we will accommodate you; we will bring it on.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: When I last moved a motion to suspend standing orders that involved the Minister for 
Education, the Premier was most upset because the minister was not in this place. She is in this place today; she 
will not be in this place tomorrow. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: She’ll be here at four o’clock. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: This gives her the chance to get to her feet now, because families are out there wanting to 
know which report is the correct report. Which one? Is it the one that the department provided to the school? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is it the one that the Minister for Education provided me? Conveniently, the report provided 
to the opposition left out the significant paragraph about the ethical and moral responsibility to continue funding 
this program. But it goes on; this is the next paragraph that was not provided to the opposition. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The motion before the house is to suspend standing orders; the member has had 
seven minutes now, during which time he has been speaking to the substantive motion.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I will formally call you to order for the first time today. Member for 
Joondalup, if I have not formally called you to order today, I will at this stage. Leader of the House, I believe 
that the member for Victoria Park has had an opportunity to put the case for the suspension of standard orders. I 
do not want to hear any more detail or any debate about the substantive motion as such, but if there is anything 
else the member for Victoria Park would like to offer on why we should suspend standing orders, he can do so 
now. Otherwise, I will sit the member down. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Has the opposition been deliberately deceived or have the families of Carson Street School 
been deliberately deceived? That warrants a debate as a matter of urgency by way of suspending standing orders. 
This is an independent report; this is not a departmental report. A consultant was paid to prepare this report and 
to provide it to the department in December last year; there are now two versions. Who has been deliberately 
deceived? If the opposition has been deliberately deceived and that deception goes to the minister’s office, she 
needs to resign. If that deception finds its way into the department and the minister knew about it, she also needs 
to resign. If the department is out there providing two separate documents, the minister needs to investigate.  

This is a matter of extreme urgency. This is not a matter for the Premier to flippantly flip off to private members’ 
business. This is a matter of extreme urgency now, because we are talking about potential deliberate deceit of the 
opposition. In question time in Parliament last week, the minister said that she would provide me with a copy of 
the independent consultant’s report. The report has been provided, but, unfortunately, there is more than one 
version. Who is responsible for that? The Parliament, all members in this place, should demand that this matter 
be debated now. The minister should get to her feet and answer these questions. If the education and quality of 
life of disabled kids at Carson Street School, and the potential deliberate deceit of the opposition and the families 
of kids at Carson Street School, are not issues of urgency, this Premier has already lost his way three years into 
his term.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [2.51 pm]: I want to talk about why this is such a serious matter. The 
member for Victoria Park has set out the case of what exactly took place, but this is a serious matter because it 
goes directly to heart of the honesty and integrity of the Minister for Education. It is a serious and urgent matter 
that requires a suspension of standing orders because it is a matter of the honesty and integrity of the Minister for 
Education. How can it be that a shadow minister and member of Parliament requests an important report into the 
education of disabled children in his electorate, receives that report and that report is significantly different in a 
material and substantial manner from another report? The report that was received by the member of Parliament 
has the most important paragraph in the other report deleted from it. Basically, another group in the community 
gets a report that is more significant and more serious and the member of Parliament, the person who is 
shadowing the Minister for Education, gets another version of the report that has the most significant paragraph 
deleted from it. That is a very significant matter, and it requires an urgent debate and an explanation from the 
minister responsible. The report did not come from an underling in the Department of Education. The report 
arrived on the desk of the shadow Minister for Education signed by the acting chief of staff for the Minister for 
Education.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: The issue is potentially serious. The opposition would be wise to take up our offer to allow it 
to come on in private members’ business at four o’clock for the simple reason that it will give the minister an 
opportunity to first find out whether there were two reports; and, if there were, how that came to pass. I think she 
deserves the opportunity to do that.  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: We will not do that, and I will explain why to the Premier. We already have matters 
scheduled for private members’ business.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Then it is obviously not an important enough issue! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier has made a suggestion, but we already have matters scheduled for private 
members’ business involving important issues, such as thousands of people receiving bills and the safety of 
people on our roads. The tradition of Parliament is that a motion to suspend standing orders is moved and is 
urgently required when questions about the honesty and integrity of a minister becomes apparent and when it 
comes to our attention. This matter came to our attention today. The opposition provides advice to the 
government on what it will debate in private members’ business the next day. We brought this to the attention of 
the house at the first available opportunity—right now. This was our first available opportunity and this is when 
we should have the debate. We are happy to have a debate with 15 minutes for either side, if it is okay with the 
government. We will explain our case and the minister can stand and explain her case. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Fifteen minutes is fine. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We are happy with that. The Leader of the House is happy with that; he has expressed it 
across the chamber. Is it required that the Leader of the House provide a form of words for the motion? 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [2.55 pm]: The government is prepared to take a very 
short debate on this motion—15 minutes for each side of the house. I do not think we need a form of words. I am 
happy to move that the following motion be debated subject to the allocation of 15 minutes to the government 
and 15 minutes to the opposition, and then it will conclude. I am happy to move that motion, which I will 
happily sign.  

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [2.56 pm]: The graciousness of the Leader of the House is on display 
here—and the agreement of the Premier. We will agree to a 15-minute debate from both sides of the house as 
soon as the words to amend the motion are ready. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [2.56 pm]: I move — 

To insert after “moved” — 

, subject to 15 minutes for debate being allocated to either side of the house 

Amendment put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [2.57 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Minister for Education and her office for deceptive and misleading 
conduct over the contents of the report “Orchestrating Lives: an Evaluation of the Early Intervention 
Conductive Education Trial at Carson Street School”.  

This matter has a protracted history. When the minister became the Minister for Education, the Conductive 
Education Centre of WA in September 2008 wrote to the minister to set out its concerns, to highlight the 
importance of conductive education to its students, and to say that the trial funding provided by the former 
government was to run out in another 15 months. The minister wrote back and acknowledged those concerns and 
indicated that it would be dealt with. This goes back to December 2008. In September 2010, the Department of 
Education engaged Miles Morgan Australia Pty Ltd to do a study into the trial of conductive education at Carson 
Street School. In December 2010, these independent consultants, Miles Morgan Australia, provided that report to 
the department. Conductive Education Centre of WA and parents at Carson Street emailed and called the 
department to ask where the report is and what is going on. It was six months into the year and the parents were 
funding conductive education because a decision had not been made. Ultimately, the school received a letter 
from Mr Axworthy, the acting deputy director general, schools, on 9 June 2011 to say that the department will 
fund this year and next year but that is it; we are cutting the funding. The exact words were — 

In consideration of the body of available evidence, including the evaluation of the Carson Street School 
program —  

That had just been independently studied — 
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and international research, I advise that Conductive Education will not become a system endorsed 
program in public schools. 

He then went on to say that the school needs to work out other funding mechanisms; it is an independent public 
school and it should fund the program out of its own money.  

As members know, I pursued this matter with the minister last week in Parliament. The minister said that she 
would provide me with a copy of the report that the school and I had not at that time been provided with. 
Yesterday, under cover of a letter from the acting chief of staff to the Minister for Education, I received a copy 
of the Miles Morgan Australia Pty Ltd report. I had a quick flick through that report and noted in my view that it 
was very positive for conductive education. I then found out that the school had also been provided—I believe 
by way of the department—with a copy of the Miles Morgan Australia Pty Ltd report. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: When did the school receive it? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Yesterday; the same day. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: So the school and you both received the report on the same day? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The same day, yesterday. The school did not receive a copy of this report until after it had 
been told that funding was to be cut. 

There is a significant difference. In the report that was provided to the school, but not in the report that was 
provided to the opposition, is this paragraph — 

Having assisted Carson St School to develop the early intervention program over the last four years, the 
Department now has an ethical or moral responsibility to continue to fund the program fully until that 
responsibility can be adequately transferred to a more appropriate agency with a mandate to cater for 
children 0 – 4 years with a disability, developmental delay or special needs, or until alternative and 
secure sources of recurrent funding can be identified. 

That is a killer paragraph. I want to know whether the deputy director general of the Department of Education 
based this letter when he wrote it on that finding from the independent report. The subsequent paragraph, which 
again was not in the opposition’s copy — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Did you receive a printed copy or a photocopy? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a copy that was provided to me by the acting chief of staff to the minister. It is a printed 
copy. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will quote from the second paragraph that was not in my copy of the report — 

Departmental staff with specialist and current knowledge of early childhood directions both nationally 
and in WA should actively work with Carson St Independent School to identify alternative sources of 
funding. Any transfer of responsibility should be undertaken within a timeframe that is manageable for 
the school, and which provides no disruption for parents of children who choose to participate in the 
Parent and Child Group for very young children. 

Again, did Mr Axworthy base his decision in that final sentence on the fact that the time frame he gave would 
provide no disruption to the parents of children at the school? I am led to believe that there has been no 
consultation whatsoever with the school on the outcomes of this report. The problem is that we just do not know 
which report Mr Axworthy was writing about. We do not know which report the minister was talking about 
when she said that she had been provided with a copy, that she had recommendations from the director general 
and that she had not signed any recommendation. Which report did the director general read? Did she read the 
report that contained the reference to the moral or ethical responsibility of this government to fully fund 
conductive education; or did she read the one that I received that was less forceful in its support for conductive 
education? 

That is why I asked the question of the minister today. When she said to the media that there was no evidence to 
suggest that this program was worthy of the government’s continued financial support, did she base that on the 
fact that she had been told by an independent report that the department now had an ethical or moral 
responsibility to continue to fund the program fully? Myriad questions need to be answered. It is clear that the 
report given to me has had some amendments made to it not just in the executive summary, but also in the body 
of the report from which the executive summary is pulled. It is worth noting in the contents page—for those who 
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are computer literate—that the conclusion section, which was changed in my report, does not have the page 
number; it just simply makes the point “Error! Bookmark not defined.” That is what happens when — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: So it was not a photocopying error? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It was not a photocopying error. This is a change. Someone has gone into this report and 
made changes. This is not a photocopying error. Someone has added paragraphs to my copy of the report that are 
not in the school’s copy of the report. This is not simply a matter of a photocopier gone wrong. There has been a 
deliberate change to the report that was provided to the opposition. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The author could have changed his report. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier can stand and respond. There has been a deliberate change to the report that was 
provided to the opposition. I want to know where that change took place. Did it take place in the office of the 
acting chief of staff to the minister who provided me with this report? Did it take place in the minister’s office? 
Did it take place in the departmental office? Is the minister aware? What report does the minister have? There 
are a number of questions that the minister needs to answer. Firstly, will the minister table the report that she has 
read? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Member for Victoria Park, did you receive it electronically or in physical form? 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I received it in physical form under cover of a letter. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: All right. I am just trying to work out what has happened here. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I received a hard copy of this report under cover of a letter from the Minister for Education’s 
office. Firstly, the minister needs to table the report that she has read personally. She said last week in Parliament 
that she got the report on 13 June and she was then reading it. She has read it and she needs to table that report in 
this chamber. 

Secondly, the minister needs to let the chamber know whether her office and the departmental office received a 
copy of this report from Miles Morgan electronically. Was this report provided to the minister’s office or to the 
departmental office electronically? I think we all know why the minister needs to answer that question. 

Thirdly, the minister needs to explain to this place whether anybody in her office since December 2010, when 
the executive of the Department of Education received a copy of the Miles Morgan report, contacted the 
consultant and requested changes to that report. Did anyone from the department since December 2008 request 
changes to the report, or did anybody from the minister’s personal office contact Miles Morgan and request 
changes to the report? 

The minister finally needs to confirm to this place which one is the real report. Is it the report that was provided 
to the school, or is it the report that was provided to the opposition? At the moment the opposition has been 
provided with a report that has clearly been amended. In this report subject headings have been changed, 
paragraphs have been removed and paragraphs have been inserted. The reason why I have pursued this issue 
with some vigour last week and this week is that we are dealing with some of our state’s most disabled children. 
The school is based in my electorate, but it deals with kids from all over Perth. I want to conclude my speech 
with again reading the paragraph that was excluded from the report that was provided to the opposition — 

Having assisted Carson St School to develop the early intervention program over the last four years, the 
Department now has an ethical or moral responsibility to continue to fund the program fully until that 
responsibility can be adequately transferred to a more appropriate agency with a mandate to cater for 
children 0 – 4 years with a disability, developmental delay or special needs, or until alternative and 
secure sources of recurrent funding can be identified. 

The report that was provided to the school, not the one that was provided to the opposition, protects the children 
at Carson Street School. It does not back up the letter from Mr Axworthy at the department that cut that funding. 
It is now incumbent on the minister to answer the questions that I have set out to her and for her to then 
immediately commit to funding conductive education at Carson Street School. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands — Minister for Education) [3.08 pm]: I have in my hand the copy of the 
report that I read, and I am quite happy to table it. It has some underlining and comments through it. It is the one 
I received and I was given in my office to read. I read it over the weekend and on Monday. I am very happy to 
show it to the member for Victoria Park. It is exactly the same as the one that he has. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Is the minister tabling it? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Absolutely. I am more than happy to table it. 
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[See paper 3515.] 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am at a loss to explain to the member for Victoria Park why the department would have 
a different version of this report and would send it to the school, because the copy — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I received it from your chief of staff. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The member received it from my chief of staff, so he received the one that I read. I need 
to investigate—and will certainly do so as a matter of urgency—why there are two versions of this document and 
why I received a different one from the one the school received, just like the member did. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: And the other questions that I went through, minister, with respect to who received electronic 
copies and whether the independent consultant has been contacted since December last year to request changes.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I did not receive my copy of the report until last week. Obviously, I do not know the 
answers to those questions. I am very happy to investigate all the questions that the member has asked. That is 
how it is.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: How do you propose to report to the house about the outcome of the investigation? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: As soon as I am able to, I will do so. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Why don’t you adjourn the debate and then carry on when you get those answers in the next 
hour? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I cannot guarantee that I will get those answers in the next hour. For example, I know that 
the director general is speaking at a conference this afternoon. I cannot guarantee that I will have those answers 
within an hour. If I have those answers before the end of today’s business, I will most certainly relay that 
information to the house. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Do you accept the fact that a moral and ethical responsibility changes the dynamics of that?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That is a very different question from the one the member asked, and I answered, in 
question time today. I gave the member my view of what should happen with the funding. I have not read that 
version of the report and until I do, I will not comment on it. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Minister, you’re paired tomorrow. Can you undertake to table the answers to those questions 
that I put before Parliament rises tomorrow?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I will not be here tomorrow. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You are paired tomorrow. Can you get one of your colleagues to table the answers? We need 
answers before we rise. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I will attempt to get those answers as quickly as possible. 

Mr M. McGowan: Why are you paired?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am going to Melbourne to launch something that John Dawkins asked me to launch 
relating to the Australian Qualifications Framework.  

Mr M. McGowan: Maybe you should stay around.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am going to Melbourne tomorrow. I will get those answers as quickly as I am able to.  

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [3.11 pm]: This is a very serious matter. The member for Victoria Park, 
the shadow Minister for Education, the member responsible for the school, received a report that is significantly 
different from the one that has been broadly distributed. It was not only significantly different, but also the most 
damaging paragraphs about what the government is doing at this school were deleted. Is it any wonder we smell 
a rat? The member for Victoria Park, whom the minister is clearly frightened of and nervous about, received a 
report on an issue of public moment involving parents of kids with disabilities, which is much milder than the 
report that is elsewhere, and the minister wonders why we are concerned about that. In question time we asked 
the minister a question to get her to say exactly what she said last week and she did. Therefore, we suspended 
seeking answers to the questions that we posed and she cannot provide us with the answers. 

What makes the situation even murkier is that the letter that was sent to the member for Victoria Park is signed 
by her chief of staff, the person who runs the office, enclosing the inaccurate report. The minister says that she 
received exactly the same report in her office and that is the one she read. How do we know that her staff have 
not interfered with the report in her office? How do we know any of those things? We need to know exactly what 
has gone on. The minister will miss a day of Parliament tomorrow to fly to Melbourne for what I understand is 
essentially a training matter relating to a body John Dawkins chairs. 
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Dr E. Constable: No, it’s a higher education matter. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: John Dawkins is the chair of a major national training board, which I think I was involved 
in appointing him to. 

Dr E. Constable: It is AQF.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is a training body. Mr Dawkins has told me about its activities himself. We have a 
Minister for Training and Workforce Development who might be able to perform those roles. The minister needs 
to be here to answer these questions. If she cannot provide us with the answers to the questions posed by the 
member for Victoria Park this afternoon or at the conclusion of private members’ business, she needs to cancel 
her flight and stay here. Her responsibility to the Parliament, her responsibility to those parents of kids with 
disabilities in Victoria Park and her responsibility to be open, honest and full of integrity as a minister is at stake. 
She should cancel her flight and stay behind to answer those questions. The minister, of all people, who made a 
career for 17 years out of claiming to be open, honest and accountable and calling for everyone else to be thus, 
should understand that it is her first and foremost responsibility to do that and to offer that to this Parliament. My 
demand of the minister is that she remain in Perth and tell us exactly what has gone on and why that report that 
was presented to the member for Victoria Park, designed to mollify his criticism, was doctored. Why was it 
doctored? Who was involved? 

Dr E. Constable: It’s the same one I got. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: So she says. The minister needs to give us an answer about exactly what her staff and her 
office did with this report and exactly how this series of events has transpired that we have received a doctored 
report on an incredibly serious issue. She needs to remain in Perth and give us those answers. 

Tabling of Papers 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I have three pages of that document that I need to table with the rest of the document.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: Further to the point of order: minister, is that from which report?  

Dr E. Constable: It was from the only report I received. I have not seen the other version. You are the one with 
the other version. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Why is the minister tabling extra copies of the report she has already tabled? 

Dr E. Constable: They were pages that were left on my bench when I tabled the report earlier.  

[See paper 3516.] 

Debate Resumed 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.16 pm]: The opposition has raised an issue that certainly has 
the potential to be extremely serious. The government recognises that. I think the minister deserves the 
opportunity to be able to determine exactly what has happened. 

Mr P. Papalia: What about the children? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is a motion condemning a minister. I accept what the member for Victoria Park has 
said—that the copy of the report on Carson Street School that the school received differed from the copy that the 
member received. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: If I were the government, I would check up on Mr Rutherford — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am trying to treat this seriously. Neither the member for Victoria Park nor the Leader of 
the Opposition is listening. If the member for Victoria Park is serious — 

Mr P. Papalia: You’re a disgrace. Get on with it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am trying to treat this matter seriously.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Members, this is a very serious matter in two respects: first, 
it is a matter relating to the minister; and, second, there has been some misleading. I would like to hear the 
complete explanation as best I can and I would like to hear that in silence.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The opposition brought this motion forward, as it is entitled to and as it should. The 
government offered it the opportunity to debate it at four o’clock to give the minister at least some opportunity to 
try to determine what has happened. The opposition decided that it would not accept that, so the motion came on 
immediately. Yes, the minister was absent for a few minutes trying to find out what happened. As I said, I accept 
what the member for Victoria Park has said—that the copy of the report that the school received yesterday 
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differed from the copy of the report that the member for Victoria Park received. I hope that the member for 
Victoria Park will provide the government with a copy of the report that the school received so that we can make 
those comparisons. I accept what the member is saying. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Why did the department send it to the school? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am relying on the evidence that the member has referred to. I think he should provide it.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Don’t you trust the department?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I want to — 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Is the opposition serious about this issue or not? I am trying to deal with it in a fair way. I 
accept what the member for Victoria Park said—that there are differences in the two reports. To the best of the 
knowledge of the minister—this is what she was trying to determine when out of the chamber—the copy of the 
report was sent to her office from the department electronically. It was printed out in her office and given to the 
minister and a copy was provided to the member for Victoria Park by her office. Both the minister and the 
member for Victoria Park have received and read an identical copy. Apparently the school, on the word of the 
member for Victoria Park, received a copy yesterday which differed. We need to determine why the copy that 
went to the school differed from the copy sent to the minister, which the minister’s office then sent to the 
opposition. That is what we need to determine, and I think — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member is trying to imply that somehow the minister or her staff have interfered with 
this report. On all the information that we have, that is what members opposite are trying to imply. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have just explained to the member for Girrawheen that it was received electronically in 
the minister’s office. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Order, members! We need to hear this debate in silence. It 
does not help when people on my left interject. We need to hear this debate in silence so that we can get it all 
down. It is a very serious matter and one that I have a big interest in as well. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As I was trying to explain, the report was received electronically from the department to 
the minister’s office. Obviously, the minister had a copy printed out and that is the copy of the report that the 
minister read over the weekend, and the minister’s office provided a copy of that same report to the member for 
Victoria Park. Therefore, what the minister received is identical to what the member for Victoria Park received. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Not necessarily. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is — 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is the accusation that members opposite are trying to make. However, the minister 
has tabled the copy of the report that she received and which has her notes all over it—that was the report that 
she read and commented on and wrote notes on over the weekend. So, the minister has behaved correctly in 
tabling that report. Members opposite can check it. I am sure that the member for Victoria Park will find that it is 
the same as the copy he received. If that is the case—it is to the best knowledge of both the minister and me—the 
question is: how and why did the school receive a copy that differed? I cannot answer that, and the minister 
cannot answer that at this stage, but we will do all that we can to find the answer to that question because I find it 
unacceptable — 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will continue if the member would be courteous just for a moment; I know that is a 
challenge. 

As Premier of this state, I find it absolutely unacceptable, as does the minister, that two varied reports should be 
in circulation. I repeat—it is absolutely unacceptable! 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Absolutely unacceptable! I do not need the member’s assistance! If there is anything 
inappropriate — 
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Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Listen for a moment! 

If there is anything inappropriate, I assure members that I will act, and the minister will act. But at the moment, 
we need to determine exactly what happened. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.22 pm] — in reply: The opposition will continue with this motion 
because this is how governments are held to account. We do not move motions condemning public servants; we 
move motions condemning ministers. Ultimately, ministers are responsible. The minister’s office received an 
electronic copy of the report. That, I dare say, is where the source of this change will be—somewhere in the 
minister’s office. Ultimately, it is the Minister for Education who has — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That may be where this change took place. We will continue with this condemnation motion 
because the Minister for Education is responsible for her staff and she is responsible for the department. There is 
no way that the Premier, when he sat on this side of the house, would have simply accepted the response offered 
as an adequate way to deal with ministerial accountability. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (25) 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr R.H. Cook Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens Ms R. Saffioti (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell  

Noes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr J.M. Francis Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr B.J. Grylls Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Ms L.L. Baker Mr A.J. Simpson 
 Mr D.A. Templeman Mrs L.M. Harvey 

Question thus negatived. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Members, we are trying to deal with legislation. If you are 
not happy, go outside. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Kalgoorlie! I call you to order, member for Kalgoorlie! 
 


