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COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINISTERIAL STATEMENTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chairman of Committees (Hon George Cash) in the chair. 

Standing Committee on Public Administration and Finance - Tenth Report - Local Government Rating System 
and Distribution of Funds, Motion 

Resumed from 22 September on the following motion moved by Hon Ed Dermer - 

That the report be noted. 

Hon ED DERMER:  I will endeavour to conclude the comments that I started three weeks ago.  When I was last 
addressing this matter I referred to recommendation 5 of the report which, in part, was designed to seek an 
analysis of the contribution made by the state and Western Australian local government authorities to providing 
infrastructure and support for the employees of the resource industry, and request that the Minister for Federal 
Affairs raise with the commonwealth minister responsible for the Commonwealth Grants Commission Act 1973 
the outcome of that analysis, in support of Western Australia receiving a greater share of the money distributed 
by the Commonwealth Grants Commission, in recognition of the support provided by the state and Western 
Australian local government authorities to the resource industry.   
I suggested at that time that the recommendation had not been adopted by the government.  The government had 
said basically that it would be an enormous task to do the analysis to find out how much the state contributes to 
support the resource industry and how much each Western Australian local government authority contributes by 
way of support to the resource industry employees.  The reason the government would not undertake such a task 
is that it believes that the Commonwealth Grants Commission and the commonwealth government would not 
listen anyway.  That is my paraphrase of what was said.  I think it is worth quoting for the record the exact words 
of the response by the Treasurer and the Minister for State Development.  The letter reads -  

 . . . while the objective of encouraging the Commonwealth Grants Commission to take better account 
of Western Australia’s economic development needs is supported, the Department of Treasury and 
Finance advises that more detailed information on Western Australia’s economic development activities 
would not by itself strengthen the State’s case to the Commonwealth Grants Commission.  Although the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission already considers any information that States wish to provide and 
does not object in principle to considering economic development issues, it has to date been unable to 
develop a satisfactory method for assessing States’ relative needs.  The Western Australian Government 
will continue to present its case to the Commonwealth Government that infrastructure expenditure 
necessary to facilitate resource development should be taken into account by the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission.  If the Grants Commission were to develop a methodology which required more detailed 
information on economic development activities, then additional data could be collected at that stage. 

In essence, the government is saying that no indication has been given to the state that the Commonwealth 
Grants Commission would take into account the information that would support the case that Western Australia 
should receive a greater share of commonwealth grants in recognition of its support for the resource industry, but 
it is saying that if it were to receive such an indication, and if the Commonwealth Grants Commission were to 
develop a methodology that required more detailed information, naturally the state would respond by collecting 
information to support it. 
Other recommendations are also worthy of note.  The report included a minority report, because the government 
members on the committee did not support recommendations 8 and 9.  Recommendation 8 in part states - 

. . . that the State should immediately provide funding support, on a needs basis and with full 
accountability, to the affected local government authorities in regional areas of Western Australia . . .  

Those are local government authorities affected by state agreement acts.   

Recommendation 9 in part states - 

. . . the State Government should enter into negotiations with the parties to the State Agreement Acts, 
with a view of negotiating a restitution to negate the impact of the rating restrictions imposed on certain 
local government authorities under State Agreement Acts.   

Recommendation 8 would require a very significant outlay of money by the state.  It is not surprising that 
government members chose not to support that recommendation, because government members of the 
committee were well aware of the concept of opportunity cost and that if the state were to proceed to that 
immediate outlay, the state would no longer have that expended revenue available to spend on providing other 
services to Western Australians.  The government members similarly took the view with recommendation 9 that 
negotiating restitution was not the appropriate course.  Therefore, a minority report is included in the report.  The 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 13 October 2005] 

 p6313c-6322a 
Hon Ed Dermer; Hon Norman Moore; Chairman; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 

 [2] 

minority report included a further five recommendations.  In summary - I am endeavouring to wind up as quickly 
as I can - the two recommendations of the full report that the government members on the committee objected to 
were recommendations 8 and 9.  I have probably spoken at sufficient length.  There were those and other points 
that I wished to share with the house.  I thoroughly recommend that members of the house commit time to study 
the report.  I am sure they will find it very instructive. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am keen to make a few comments on this report, having been the member who 
moved the motion referring the terms of reference to the committee for consideration.  The reason I did it, as 
members may recall, is the situation that has arisen in the Pilbara, where the four Pilbara local authorities are 
facing serious financial difficulties as a result of the significant growth that is taking place in the Pilbara at the 
present time because of the resource boom, and also because most of the social infrastructure in those towns has 
now virtually reached its use-by date.  Most of those communities, which were built in the 1960s, are beginning 
to deteriorate very rapidly.  The problem is that because most of those towns were built in their totality in the 
1960s, virtually every facility that was built then is now wearing out at the same time.  In most communities 
facilities are built over time and they wear out over time, so it is much easier for local communities to manage 
the necessary maintenance and upgrading as they go along.  In the Pilbara towns all the facilities are wearing out 
at roughly the same time.  The councils are confronted with the need to try to remedy that problem.   

Members will be aware that one of the main issues that Pilbara councils face, and indeed a number of other 
councils in Western Australia face, is the situation in respect of the rating of state agreement act properties.  That 
has been a significant political issue over the past few years, and it is placing the local authorities under 
enormous pressure, because although the resource companies obviously pay rates to the local authorities for the 
housing that they provide, the rates that they are paying for the facilities that form part of their operations are 
very low.  I had always taken the view that because the resource companies were responsible for building most 
of the infrastructure in those towns in the first place, it was a reasonable proposition, when the state agreement 
acts were written, that rating concessions be included.  That seemed to me to be a fair pay-off to those companies 
for the significant financial contribution that they had made, which in many cases would have had to be provided 
by the local authorities had those companies not been providing those funds.  I had always been of the view that 
that was a fair and reasonable scenario.  However, even though it is a fact that the rating concessions are 
contained within state agreements, and those agreements cannot be changed without the concurrence of both 
parties to the agreement, I believe that now, some 40 years later, the time has come for us to reassess this 
situation and renegotiate these rating provisions.  That is the reason I referred this matter to the committee for its 
consideration.   
The Liberal Party took to the last state election a policy that a Liberal government would create a funding source 
for local authorities affected by state agreement acts.  That money would be paid as a rating equivalent; that is, 
we would assess as a government what was a fair and reasonable level of rating for the applicable properties, and 
we would pay that amount of money to the local authorities and term it a rating equivalent.  In the meantime, we 
would seek to renegotiate the state agreement acts to put in place a gradual reduction in the state’s contribution 
to rating equivalents, and a gradual increase in the rates to be paid by the mining companies.  We acknowledged 
at the time that this could not be implemented unilaterally but would need to be done by negotiation.  However, 
we also held the belief that all mining companies recognise the fact that they need to make a major financial 
contribution to the communities of the north west, in particular, because of their requirement to provide suitable 
accommodation and social infrastructure for the employees whom they are seeking to engage.  Indeed the mining 
companies are having significant difficulty in getting the number and quality of employees that they need, 
because they are unable to provide the amenities that many of these people regard as appropriate.  As a result, fly 
in, fly out has become a serious problem for many parts of the state in which the resources sector is active.  
Therefore, it seemed to us that if the companies were keen to avoid the need to expand their fly in, fly out 
operations, and if they wanted to provide better amenities for their employees in the Pilbara towns, they would 
be happy to enter into a joint arrangement with the state government to improve the facilities in those towns.   
Members will also be aware that the government has created what it calls the Pilbara fund.  We discussed that 
fund at some length last year when the now Minister for Education and Training was the Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development.  That money has been very welcome in the Pilbara.  However, the 
rating of state agreement act properties is still a significant political issue.  During the election, I was astounded 
to hear the then Minister for State Development publicly inform the voters of the Pilbara that it was the 
government’s belief and, indeed, intention, if re-elected, to require the resource companies to pay full rates and 
that it would ensure that that happened whenever state agreement acts had to be renegotiated as a result of a 
request by the companies to increase their tonnages.  The government knew at the time - we all knew at the time 
- that the two major resource companies in the Pilbara, Rio Tinto Ltd and BHP Billiton Ltd, have plans for quite 
significant increases in tonnages of iron ore.  The towns that I am talking about fundamentally relate to iron ore 
activities.  The government knows that over the next certain number of years, these companies will seek from the 
government an increase in the tonnages for export.  The message was sent out very clearly by former Minister 
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Brown that it was the government’s intention to use the renegotiations to require the companies to pay local 
government rates - and full tote local government rates.  I was a bit surprised to hear that, because that was seen 
by some people to be a very aggressive stance.  Some people in the resource sector were not too impressed by 
that, because the minister was basically saying that if the companies wanted more iron ore, they would have to 
start paying rates.  It seemed to be a threatening proposition.  When I raised the matter with the representative 
organisations of the resource companies, they were not at all worried at that point; they said that it was rhetoric 
and they did not believe it would happen anyway.  That led me to believe that the minister was making 
comments for the consumption of the local authorities in the Pilbara and, indeed, the south west - a number of 
south west authorities have state agreements acts - and that his statement was all about politics and getting past 
the election and that he had no intention of doing it after the election. 

Hon Ken Travers:  You are probably judging it by your own actions, Mr Moore. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  With respect, I am telling the member what his government did.  

Hon Ken Travers:  You are ascribing motives to Mr Brown that are not true.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Again, with respect, they are true.  If the member had let me finish what I was about 
to say, he would know that the government has said in answer to questions I have asked that it will not do it.  If 
the government has changed its mind again, I would love to know about it.  The government has said that when 
the companies reach about five billion tonnes a year, it might talk about renegotiating royalties, not local 
government rates.  That is another issue, if the member wants to go into that.  New Minister Carpenter said that 
he wanted to extract more money from the iron ore companies because they were ripping the guts out of Western 
Australia, taking all our money and sending our iron ore overseas but the government was getting nothing for it, 
and that he would get more royalties out of the companies.  He wimped out and said something to the effect that 
when they reach some extraordinary amount of iron ore, the government will sit down with them and talk about 
it.  That is a great result.  That is what the government has done since the election.  However, the government 
has done nothing about local government rates.  I have asked the Minister for the Pilbara, who, regrettably, is out 
of the chamber on parliamentary business, whether he is involved in this issue.  He has told me that he will be 
involved in it when it gets to cabinet.  I thought, as the Minister for the Pilbara, he would know something about 
it and would have had some input into whether the government will go down the path that former Minister 
Brown told us it would go down before the election.   

I reckon it is just too hard and the government thinks that its $20 million Pilbara fund is all that is needed to 
overcome the problem, and that everyone will go away and be quiet.  They have not gone away, and they will 
not go away.  Having been critical of the government about its political strategy at the last election, I say without 
being political about it, that from here on in we must try to come up with a solution to sort out this matter.  Both 
sides of politics generally accept that any new state agreement act will not contain a rating exemption.  That has 
happened to a couple of state agreement acts that were dealt with in the past couple of years.  Recommendation 1 
of the committee states - 

The Committee recommends that if there are to be future State Agreement Acts that: 

•  they do not automatically impose rating restrictions on local government authorities; and 

•  the State will not generally seek to include such provisions in State Agreement Acts, consistent 
with recent practice. 

That is a good and fair result.  I am pleased that the report does not recommend that there should never be any 
automatic imposition of rating restrictions.  There will come a time when a company may be required to do what 
Hamersley Iron Pty Ltd and Mt Newman Mining Co Pty Ltd did in the 1960s; that is, build towers and other 
types of facilities that local authorities usually build.  That scenario may eventually happen again, and I hope it 
does.  If that is not the case and if companies continue to engage in fly in, fly out arrangements, they should pay 
full rates to the local authority.  That is a good idea. 

Because we do not have a lot of time to deal with these issues, I will quickly turn to recommendations 8 and 9.  I 
was a little disappointed that the government members on the committee took the position they did. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I am happy to explain why I took that position if we get time. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The member can tell me that I can reduce the amount of time I spend debating this 
issue, but the chairman of the committee spoke for about half an hour and I would like to speak for a few 
minutes. 

Hon Ken Travers:  I understand the problem. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  If the parliamentary secretary wants to move for an extension of time, that is fine by 
me, but please do not ask me to sit down and shut up because I have not finished. 
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Hon Ken Travers:  I am making the point that I will not be able to respond.  I’m not having a go at you. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The house can agree to extend the time of the debate if the government wishes, and 
I do not have a problem with that. 
When I saw the minority report from the government, I was surprised.  I thought that government members 
would have been very keen to try to address the problem that was conveyed to the committee and was 
acknowledged by the majority of the committee’s members.  Recommendation 9 states - 

The Committee recommends that, in relation to existing State Agreement Acts, the State Government 
should enter into negotiations with the parties to the State Agreement Acts, with a view to negotiating a 
restitution to negate the impact of the rating restrictions imposed on certain local government 
authorities under State Agreement Acts. 

That means that the government should do what was promised at the last election; that is, sit down and negotiate 
a deal with the companies.  I cannot understand why government members would not agree to the negotiations at 
least taking place.  As I said, and as the opposition acknowledged during the election campaign, if the companies 
say no, it does not go anywhere.  A deal must be entered into by negotiation and agreement.  State agreements 
can be changed only if both sides agree, which is as it should be.  However, I found it surprising that the 
government said it should not negotiate.  I thought that government members would have thought that that was 
worth doing. 
Hon Ken Travers:  Have you read the minority report? 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  No.  I am reading the recommendations of the committee.  I have not read the 
minority report. 
Hon Ken Travers:  You ask us why we did it but you have not even bothered to read the report that explains 
why we did it! 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The parliamentary secretary can tell me why the government made that decision.  
One of his colleagues already has explained it.  I am expressing my surprise, regardless of the government’s 
explanations and reasons, at the government not going down that path.  The parliamentary secretary can tell me 
why he thinks I am wrong because that is what he is here for. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  We have just 13 minutes left to debate this matter.  Let us try to keep 
moving because a couple of other members wish to speak. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The point I am trying to make is that it seems that there should be bipartisan support 
for this across the political spectrum, because there is a problem.  It is fair and reasonable to expect those 
companies to pay a bit more in those towns.  I acknowledge that companies pay a lot of money for various 
projects such as the South Hedland and Hedland enhancement schemes.  However, they are one-off, ad hoc 
arrangements that do not deal with the ongoing problems of local government.  Those ongoing problems relate 
not only to building facilities or re-routing roads as occurred in South Hedland, but also to the continuous 
maintenance of the facilities that local government provides.  That requires a regular source of income.  The 
rates paid in those towns are extraordinarily low and the facilities the councils provide are inadequate.  The 
councils need a better funding base.  It is not unreasonable after 40 years to say to the mining companies that the 
time has come to negotiate changes to the rating arrangements.  I also recognise that councils must be careful 
about the amount of rates they charge in the Pilbara.  For instance, what is the gross rental on the Woodside plant 
on the Burrup Peninsula?  It cost about $20 billion to build.  I do not know its rental value.  The local authority 
could send a company broke by imposing extraordinary rates, and that must be prevented.  We considered rating 
equivalents because government could decide by negotiation what was a fair and reasonable contribution to the 
needs of local government.   
I could say a million things about this issue.  I moved the motion to initiate the inquiry, but other members want 
to speak.  I congratulate the committee on its work.  It is a pity peace did not break out between both sides of 
politics on this issue.  It would have been very useful for the Pilbara, without the atmosphere of an election 
campaign, to reach bipartisan support for how we can support those councils in the future.  I acknowledge that 
the coalition is not in government; the Australian Labor Party is, and it makes the decisions on these issues.  In 
that context, I genuinely say that those towns need help.  State agreement acts also affect the capacity of local 
governments in other towns in Western Australia.  They face the same problems as councils in the Pilbara face.  
Let us see whether we can work out a way to move forward on this issue.  When we read the report in more 
detail we might find a future direction that we can take collectively.  
The CHAIRMAN:  There are nine minutes left of the debate.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I agree with the Leader of the Opposition on one thing; namely, given this inquiry was 
conducted in the lead-up to an election, unfortunately, members did not share the sense of bipartisanship that 
usually prevails in these sorts of committees.  As a result, we were unable to adequately address the matter.  The 
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Leader of the Opposition said he was surprised at the position government members took.  I was equally 
surprised that, before making those comments, he had not bothered to read the minority report.  That report 
clearly outlines why the government committee members took that view.  Given that members opposite have not 
bothered to read the report, I will summarise the minority view.   

Hon Norman Moore:  It’s not a matter of not bothering to read it; we have so much material to read.  I am 
finding Mark Latham’s book much more interesting than the minority report!   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  If Hon Norman Moore wants to be an expert on these matters, he should read the 
material that has been provided for his benefit.  The committee took evidence from local government authorities 
in regional Western Australia.  They presented a very dire set of circumstances to the committee.  The committee 
did not test the causes of those dire circumstances.  I will not argue that the rating exemptions have not caused 
those circumstances.  By the same token, the committee let those communities down by not seeking to test their 
claims.  At the same time, the government indicated that it intended to test the claims.  The report notes on page 
50 - 

The Treasurer has advised the Committee that the State Government’s position on this issue is that it 
would consider claims for compensation, where a local government authority can demonstrate a net 
revenue loss as the result of the establishment of a State Agreement Act project in the local government 
authority’s area.   

That, to me, says that the government was actually sympathetic to the case, but needed to be able to test it and 
prove it.  We also note - it is in the report - that the government had set up a committee of inquiry to try to help 
local governments to demonstrate whether that was the case.  
The second thing that members need to be aware of is that the allocation of funding for local government in this 
state - this is where I was most annoyed at the attitude of the majority of the committee on this report - is very 
similar to the way in which Western Australia is treated by the commonwealth; that is, the government raises its 
own funds and then gets top-up funding through the Commonwealth Grants Commission process.  I think in 
Western Australia at the time of this report Mandurah and Busselton were the only two minimum-grant councils.  
The evidence the committee collected, from memory, was that the majority of councils in regional Western 
Australia not only were not minimum-grant councils, but were a long way short of becoming minimum-grant 
councils.  What does that mean?  If any local government that is not a minimum-grant council receives 
additional funding from sources such as grants from the state government or from mining companies, the Grants 
Commission reduces grants through its process by an equivalent amount.  Has the local government improved its 
position as a result of that action?  No, it has not.  It stays exactly static.  The source of its funding has changed, 
but its net financial position has not in any way moved.  It was mischievous at best for members opposite who 
sat on the committee to put up recommendations that did not adequately explain the circumstances and created 
false hope for local governments.  It would be unparliamentary of me to say what I think it might really have 
been about.  If members want to talk about people playing politics on this issue in the lead-up to the election, 
they need look no further than a number of the recommendations. 

We did not leave it, as a minority of the committee, and say that we would not do anything about it and put it all 
in the too-hard basket.  We did not seek to give local governments false hope in those areas.  We took a 
responsible and, some would say, politically risky decision, and we did what was right.  We put up a set of 
recommendations that sought to go through the areas in which the government can assist local government 
authorities.  I urge members to read those five recommendations.  One of the areas in which a state government 
can assist local governments is through capital, which does not necessarily get caught under the Grants 
Commission process.  We had the Pilbara fund, and we suggested that the government continue to provide 
additional capital funding until the current study was completed.  That is the study I talked about earlier that was 
seeking to identify and quantify the impact of state agreement acts on the revenue situation of local governments 
in that area.  We also said that the national principles devised by the commonwealth government were causing 
the problem, so we suggested going to the commonwealth and telling it that it needed to ensure that the basis 
upon which it measured the funding for local government reflected the true cost of local government, and that no 
local government authority should be unduly penalised.  We should be working out how to get equity for local 
governments.  They should not be discriminated against because of state agreement acts, and they should not 
benefit from them.  We were saying that the commonwealth government’s national principles were causing 
potential inequity.  That was certainly the evidence that was given to the committee.  We suggested that the 
government should try to fix that through the commonwealth government process.  Again, this was a responsible 
action, and something the commonwealth government could do in relation to state finances as well.  If Western 
Australia had minimum-rate council status, it might be better off under the commonwealth government, if it 
adopted that kind of process, because I expect that we would be a minimum-grant state at that point.  We 
suggested continuation of the state government inquiry into terms of voluntary payments.  The minority also 
suggested that the state government continue to negotiate with other parties to state agreement acts - that is, the 
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companies, not the government - about making contributions to the local communities in which they operate.  
That would include paying rates on gross rental values if it could be established that it would improve the 
financial circumstances of the local government authority.  If the Leader of the Opposition had bothered to read 
the recommendations of the minority, he would have seen that we were saying that, in principle, we do not mind 
negotiating with those people, but we should not do it to provide some false hope; we should do it because we 
know that by getting an agreement from those companies, we will improve the financial circumstances of local 
government.  We should not just negotiate with them and get them to pay over all this money if the local 
governments in the Mining and Pastoral Region will be no better off.  How can anyone argue with that?  The 
Leader of the Opposition said that he could not understand how the minority came up with its recommendations.  
My response is: what is wrong with that recommendation?  It is a far more responsible recommendation, and it 
deals with the issue.  It does not play politics with the issue.   

Finally, what did the minority say that the majority of the committee did not say?  The minority said that we 
should look at the situation in 12 months to see whether all the things that we recommended and all the things 
that the state government said it would do had occurred and whether there had been any benefits.  We said that 
we should review the situation to see where we were at.  What did the other side want to do?  It wanted to put 
forward a political answer, play politics with the issue and forget about it until - let us guess when it will raise it 
all again - three years have passed, when it will again try to buy votes.  The minority report of this committee is 
the way to go.   

Question put and passed. 

Post-Compulsory Education - Statement by Minister for Education and Training 

Resumed from 3 May. 

Motion 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  I move - 

That the statement be noted. 

Hon Barry House would have liked to be here, but he is presenting some prizes at an educational institution in 
Busselton today. 

I would like to make a few comments on this ministerial statement.  I say on the record once again that I 
acknowledge the benefits of outcomes-based education.  Any system that promotes personal fulfilment and 
development at all levels of learning has considerable merit.  That is what outcomes-based education is all about.  
I particularly applaud the move away from strict syllabus-style teaching, with rigid objectives and goals, 
teaching to textbooks and, in particular, teaching to exams, which I find totally unproductive.  The current 
politics and legal studies course, of which 50 per cent is assessed through cognitive-style responses, is pertinent.  
I seriously question a student’s ability to understand the political process when he or she is being examined on 
two, three or five-mark questions.  I doubt whether students understand the process at all.  They might remember 
something, but that is about all.  Gone are the days of the old junior, leaving and matriculation examinations, and 
the Achievement Certificate that categorised students as advanced, intermediate or basic, which I found almost 
offensive.  However, having said that, regardless of the philosophy of any educational system, teachers have 
always worked towards the educational development and enhancement of their students.  I feel that that needs to 
be remembered.   

Teaching outcomes is not strictly a new phenomenon.  Teachers have had this focus for years.  However, it is 
now stricter in a very real sense.  OBE has its critics.  Perhaps the most common criticism is that outcomes-based 
education is content free; it is a content vacuum.  That, of course, is nonsense.  Having said that, numerous 
problems are associated with the impending courses of study at the post-compulsory level in Western Australia. 

I have a few specific issues regarding the ministerial statement.  First of all, the second paragraph makes 
reference to the new courses of study that would allow the vice-chancellors of the universities to select students 
in a fair and robust way.  The question is whether the calculation of the number is valid given the outcomes 
approach.  I will address this issue more closely later. 

Secondly, on page 2, paragraph 4, it is stated that “each has explicit statements from our content and standards”.  
I question the minister about her ability to show the house what has been delivered, because at the moment 
explicit statements about content have not been produced.  There are standards in terms of outcomes and their 
aspects, but not about the content of courses and a reference in “Our Youth, Our Future” to an 18-month delivery 
time prior to the implementation of the courses of study. 

Thirdly, on page 3, paragraph 3, it is stated that “I have determined that the new system must deliver 
improvements in academic performance in year 11 and 12”.  I would ask the minister how she intends to make 
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this judgment.  This may well prove extremely fruitful, as I believe there is no mechanism currently in place.  I 
am not saying it cannot be done, but I would be interested to know how it could be done. 

In more general terms, there are some real problems associated with the Western Australian model that stem 
from assessment procedures and the implementation of the courses of study, particularly the proposed 
moderation procedures.  What are the reasons for these problems?  I will reflect on a report prepared for the 
Curriculum Council of Western Australia by Professor Jim Tognolini from the Educational Testing Centre at the 
University of New South Wales, Professor David Andrich from Murdoch University and Professor Sam Ball 
from the University of Melbourne, titled “International Best Practice in Outcomes-Based Assessment Related to 
Post-Compulsory Education”.  In its conclusion the report stated - 

In relation to  
•  a set of comparative case studies of specified systems in Australia, North America and Europe 

(including the UK), and 
•  expert analysis and synthesis based on the relevant literature on outcomes-based assessment 
it was concluded that the Curriculum Council in Western Australia has extended the outcomes based 
principles in curriculum and assessment beyond those in most other jurisdictions, especially 
internationally. 

The report also states - 

Finally, it is noted and appreciated that in the case of the practical component of any assessment, the 
closer it is to the criterion performance, the more expensive it is likely to be, and ironically, itself less 
practical.  Providing equipment and time to produce products and then resources to assess them, need to 
be taken into account.  Likewise with practical process outcomes.  Much that is deficient in assessment 
can be related to efforts to reduce the resources associated with making assessment authentic.   

The model being introduced into Western Australia is not compatible with the assessment procedures being 
developed, particularly in relation to an external exam.  That is where the major issues lie, and that is where I 
have my major concerns.  I do not have a problem with the concept, but I do have a problem with the 
compatibility between the assessment and the courses of study.  The hard part is the assessment of outcomes.  
The recording of this assessment and means to use these results for the purpose of progress maps that describe 
developmental achievement or the demonstration of outcomes were never devised.  Progress maps describe the 
developmental continuum upon which students will progress in terms of outcomes, and these were devised as a 
planning tool so teachers could see where students were in terms of their learning and what was needed to 
determine how to move students forward from level to level.  That was the aim of outcomes education.  Progress 
maps were never devised to provide fine-grained assessment to be reported upon to determine university 
entrance; in that regard, 20 000 students need ranking.  The use of progress maps for fine-grained assessment 
and for determining high-stakes entry into sought-after university courses was never in the plan when the maps 
were developed.  It is the use of maps, or the scales of achievement, for this purpose that is causing concern 
among educators, and how decisions can be justified in a high-stakes environment that is stressing teachers, in 
what is a very litigious world. 
I refer to an article that appeared in The West Australian yesterday, 12 October, coincidentally, titled “Brains 
applied to OBE physics change”, which basically enforces what I have just said.  It states - 

The WA branch of the Australian Institute of Physics will lobby for changes to the way a new upper-
school physics course is assessed when it meets Curriculum Council representatives tomorrow. 
The physics course is one of 20 new courses for Year 11 in 2007 as part of the move to outcomes-based 
education in WA schools. 
Three physics lecturers from Murdoch, Curtin and the University of WA hope to negotiate to allow 
teachers to use marks and percentages to assess student achievement.  OBE courses assess achievement 
in broad levels.  Students who achieve between level six and eight will be eligible for university entry.   
Institute State chairman Igor Bray said he did not believe levels would provide a rigorous enough guide 
to rank students for university entry.   
Professor Bray said he also hoped the new course would include a clear, well-defined syllabus with 
supporting resources to help students and less experienced teachers.   
Curtin head of physics Dr Bob Loss, who was on the reference group that developed the OBE physics 
course, said it was changed after his involvement ended and he was concerned it did not allow students 
to build up their scientific knowledge sequentially.  

In last weekend’s The Australian, an articled titled “Scientists oppose outcomes education” reads -  



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 13 October 2005] 

 p6313c-6322a 
Hon Ed Dermer; Hon Norman Moore; Chairman; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 

 [8] 

A DELEGATION of scientists is making a last-ditch attempt to stop West Australian schools adopting 
an “airy fairy” education system they claim protects students’ self esteem at the expense of competition 
and the pursuit of excellence.   
The Australian Institute of Physics yesterday voiced its opposition to a planned radical overhaul of the 
curriculum in the state’s upper-school classrooms.   
The AIP has backed the recently formed education lobby group PLATO - People Lobbying Against 
Teaching Outcomes -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Good old PLATO! 
Hon PETER COLLIER:  I do not necessarily agree with PLATO.  The article continues -  

in its claims that the new system will stifle students’ competitive urges by rewarding them for achieving 
at any level.   
Institute state chairman Igor Bray will be among a three-person delegation of physicists from Curtin, 
Murdoch and the University of Western Australia to meet state Curriculum Council representatives on 
Thursday.   
Professor Bray said they would discuss teachers’ concerns that “outcomes-based education” would let 
down poor students by giving them a false sense of their own competence.   
Under OBE, no student can fail and every student achieves at one of eight “levels”.  Only students who 
achieve at levels six to eight are considered to be in the running for university.   
“The Curriculum Council does not see competition among students as an important factor but we do - 
we see it as vital,” Professor Bray said.   
Outcomes-based education will strip the hard sciences of their exclusivity from next year, placing 
teenagers destined for work as laboratory assistants and tradesmen in physics classrooms alongside 
future doctors and scientists.   
Theoretically, a student could pass Year 12 physics after achieving simple “outcomes”, such as 
demonstrating the knowledge that energy can be transferred, that it appears in different forms and that it 
interacts with matters to produce different effects.   

A student who did not understand physics formula could also pass or “achieve”.   

Finally, an article in The West Australian on Thursday, 15 September, reads -  
Another witness, Murdoch University education professor David Andrich, a world expert on assessment 
methods, said assessing upper school students in levels could be too crude to provide enough 
information for university ranking and would probably need to be coupled with numerical data.   

In a nutshell -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I do not find that problematic.  

Hon PETER COLLIER:  I have a problem with that.  I do not think that the assessment procedures - 
particularly the external exams, which I will refer to in a moment - and outcomes-based education are 
compatible.   

I suggest there is a pressing need to rethink parts of the new system for post-compulsory education, particularly 
the assessment of courses of study, both school and external.  This should be reconsidered with reference to 
procedures in other states.  The use of progress map levels further refined to one decimal place should be 
abandoned.  For this to happen, implementation would need to be delayed so that a new assessment system could 
be devised and a robust system for years 11 and 12 put in place in the Western Australian education system.   

As I mentioned, the real concerns of the new system still focus on assessment and the readiness of the courses of 
study.  Although the Curriculum Council has accepted the principles of assessment, there is still a long way to go 
before we can use these as a part of the teaching, learning and assessment programs in schools.  In addition, there 
is still the external assessment to sort out; that is, writing external tasks that assess at fine grains of scales of 
achievement and being confident that the large number of markers required for the 50 courses of study will be 
consistent in their application of these scales.   

I believe the assessment system implemented in New South Wales and Victoria will make the implementation of 
the new assessment system much easier and probably more effective.  In Victoria, for example, the outcomes or 
criteria are given a value such as seven or 10 marks.  In New South Wales, tasks are aligned to bands or levels of 
achievement, and a range of numbers allocated against a rubric is developed about the outcome or outcomes for 
each task.  In New South Wales, every subject in the new system was introduced in one year.  The angst and 
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years of debate that have occurred in Western Australia did not happen in New South Wales.  I regularly visit the 
New South Wales and Victorian web sites.  I highly recommend both - particularly the New South Wales site - 
as examples of effective outcomes-based systems.  Shifting to a Victorian and New South Wales model is still 
true to an outcomes focus, because that is what drives teaching and learning.  However, using marks along a 
rubric for an outcome rather than a progress map for the fine-grained assessment is more familiar to teachers.  
Such a system will be easier to moderate and to obtain consistency and operability between schools and markers 
of the external assessment.  Moderation is, in itself, a stand-alone problem with the current courses of study.  To 
this point there appears to be little resolution to the problem.  That is something we really need to address.  
Perhaps the Curriculum Council should have once again taken heed of the advice of the report on international 
best practice.  Recommendation 23 states - 

That current consensus moderation structures and processes be strengthened to: 
•  reflect an outcomes approach and the introduction of scales of achievement; 
•  provide more specific moderation strategies for developing a common understanding of course of 

study outcomes; and 
•  include more school-based moderators, assessment seminars and course of study assessment and 

moderation panels. 

I wonder what the Curriculum Council is doing about consistent standards.  The assessment, review and 
moderation panels currently comprises teachers, largely on a voluntary basis.  In addition, what steps are being 
taken to ensure that standards between subjects - for example, geology and geography - will be equivalent?  
Most importantly, how will schools statistically moderate school-based assessments?  These are very pertinent 
questions.  I would like them addressed.  This is why there is such consternation about assessments in the 
courses of study.  As I mentioned earlier, another issue concerns external assessment.  Real problems exist in this 
area due to, as previously mentioned, the incompatibility between the outcomes-based education and 
assessments.  One of the most compelling arguments for OBE has been that teaching should not be driven by 
final examination.  Unfortunately, that is exactly what an external examination is doing. 
Another problem with external assessment for each course of study is the length of time the examination period 
will be - four weeks starting on 26 October 2008 - and the impact it will have on all school operations.  It means 
that units are not semester length but are between 14 and 16 weeks in length.  For students planning to take the 
external examination in October or November, there will no doubt be practice or mock exams that will take 
another two weeks out of the school year.  The flexibility of the new system is such that years 11 and 12 students 
could be together in a unit.  Because of that possibility, the school year is shortened for students. 
Another area of concern is the readiness or otherwise of the courses of study.  It is a great worry.  There now 
seem to be assessment tasks that were written using old scales of achievement.  However, another set of people 
are rewriting the scales.  The work on assessment must be done using current scales, not outcomes and scales 
that have since been changed.  Once the new scales are finalised, the tasks will need to be rewritten.  That needs 
to be coordinated.  That is the case in chemistry, in which all sample assessments, trialling of courses and 
marking keys had been done based on the original version of the course of study.  The indicators of two 
outcomes were drastically changed several weeks ago, and the essential content for units is being rewritten.  
Teachers involved in the original trial of writing of tasks believe that the new version should now be given to 
teachers to trial so that feedback is meaningful.  Having said that, I acknowledge the progress that has been made 
in this particular course of study over the past few weeks.   
For the course of history, it has been reported that the accreditation, review and moderation panel is working 
with a different version from the course of study sent out to schools.  The feedback to the council will be 
irrelevant as teachers have not got the latest version.  Again, that situation may have altered in the past week. 
The economics course of study is causing great concern because it is believed it does not meet the requirement 
for external assessment.  It is a major area.  Certain aspects were not originally written to be the criteria for 
assessment but are now being used as the template.  Once the tasks have been written, the aspects are apparently 
to be rewritten.  This means that one set of the criteria or aspects was used to write a course and a different set 
will be laid over the top.  There seems to be a lack of order in which things are happening.  What appears to be a 
problem of some things changing and then changes being made as a result means, consequently, that processes 
are not coordinated.  This is the inevitable result of an evolving process.  An associated problem is that a number 
of teachers have been approached by publishers who are keen to develop textbooks for the new course of study.  
Time is running out.  They need a year in which to write books before they can be published.  However, the 
writing of these books cannot commence until the courses of study are finalised and fully accredited.  I assure 
members that current textbooks will not work for many of these courses of study.  Teachers and students will 
need new books.  The teachers who have worked with the various courses of study are probably the best people 
to write them.  Courses of study and assessment must be finalised more than a year in advance of their 
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implementation for this to happen.  I suggest, although I seek confirmation from the minister, that that is unlikely 
to occur for some courses of study.   
I stand by the comments I have made on several occasions in this place on outcomes-based education; that is, I 
am very supportive of the philosophy involved.  However, the problems associated with the lack of preparedness 
of the courses, the contradictions associated with the assessment procedures, particularly the external exam, and 
the compelling concerns of numerous community groups, including those of the teaching fraternity, professional 
associations and parent bodies, continue to convince me that we need to delay the implementation of the courses 
of study.  I emphasise that we need to delay their implementation, not abolish them.   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I made the ministerial statement to the Parliament because I was concerned 
about the amount of misinformation that was floating around on outcomes and standards education and on the 
implementation of the three new subjects next year.  There is no doubt that a lot of politics have been involved in 
this debate.  In fact, much of the debate has been fuelled by politics.  I think part of it has been fuelled by politics 
from the eastern states.  That really saddens me, because it is pretty poor to make political mileage out of 
something as important as the education of students.   
I assure parents that Western Australian students have not been dumbed down.  In fact, students across the nation 
have not been dumbed down.  The federal minister released a press statement a while back praising all 
Australian students for their wonderful results in the Programme for International Student Assessment.  Bearing 
in mind that the education systems of all other states in Australia have an outcomes and standards framework, it 
is interesting to note that Australia was outperformed by only one country in reading literacy - Finland, by three 
countries in scientific literacy - Finland, Japan and Korea, by four countries in mathematics literacy, and by four 
countries in problem solving.  Those results do not indicate that this nation is in educational crisis.  The attempt 
to make it sound as though Australia is in some sort of crisis has been politically motivated.  That is what I 
would like to address.   
The changes to post-compulsory education and the implementation of those changes have been on the agenda of 
both this government and the previous government since the mid-1990s.  If there is one thing that Hon Colin 
Barnett, a former Minister for Education, and I agree on, it is that political intervention from Canberra on a range 
of educational issues has been anything but helpful.  Some genuine concerns were raised.  I have since dealt with 
issues concerning the implementation of the new system and assessment and reporting under it, and we have 
made significant progress.  All the issues that have been raised on the three subjects that will be implemented 
next year will be resolved.   
There has been a major critic in this debate.  The so-called independent educational expert, Dr Kevin Donnelly, 
is strongly against outcomes and standards education and has been very quick to criticise the implementation of 
the new subjects in this state.  He has also criticised a range of educational issues throughout the nation and the 
way in which Labor states have been implementing and dealing with those issues.   

The CHAIRMAN:  Members, it being 5.59 pm I am required to report progress.  Thirty-seven minutes remain 
in the debate on this ministerial statement.  If members believe that more time will be required, that matter will 
have to be resolved in the house prior to us moving into committee next Thursday.  I will leave that to members 
to work out.  

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again. 
 


