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COMMITTEE REPORTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Ken Travers) in the chair. 

Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs - Seventh Report - “A Petition into the 
Proposed Marina at Point Peron” - Motion 

Resumed from 27 September on the following motion by Hon Kate Doust (Parliamentary Secretary) - 
That the report be noted. 

Hon KATE DOUST:  I appreciate my colleagues giving me this opportunity to continue my remarks.  First, I 
want to make a correction.  When I was speaking last time I referred to the group that Bob Goodall was the chair 
of as the Save Point Peron Group.  I want to correct that.  He is the chair of the Preserve Point Peron Group.   
I left off talking about one of the recommendations the committee had made, specifically about the proposed 
realignment of the causeway to Garden Island to deal with the flushing problem of the water in the Mangles Bay 
and Cockburn Sound area.  I think I had just finished reading the recommendation.  I know that as a result of the 
recommendation, Minister MacTiernan has already written to the relevant federal minister, Brendan Nelson, to 
raise the committee’s concerns and to put forward the recommendation the committee made so that the federal 
government can give consideration to dealing with the potential realignment of the causeway.  Regardless of 
what happens to Mangles Bay and whether a marina is created, at some point the issue needs to be dealt with.  It 
has been a long-term problem ever since the causeway was completed in the late 1970s in that the quality of 
water has deteriorated in that area.  It is widely acknowledged in the general community that it is an issue that 
needs to be resolved at some point.  I know the common view is that a simple way of dealing with it is to punch 
a few holes in the causeway and allow the water to flow through.  I know Hon Barbara Scott would be aware of 
that because she has been a frequent visitor to that area over a long period.  She would be particularly aware of 
the situation in the Palm Beach area.  I daresay she would not go swimming there because of the quality of the 
water.  That is the key issue. 
It has been almost a year since the report was tabled and I do not know what sort of response has been received 
from the federal government on this issue.  Given that we are now in the middle of a federal election campaign, I 
do not know when we will get a response; however, I know it is a very important issue for the people of 
Rockingham.   
Hon Simon O’Brien:  The federal government will be returned in due course. 
Hon KATE DOUST:  I am sure that when we are fortunate enough to have a change in federal government, a 
Rudd Labor government will be very keen to provide that sort of relief to the people of Rockingham and resolve 
the issue.  At least I hope they would give it more timely redress than we have had under the current federal 
government.  
When members read the report they will note that this was a very good opportunity for the committee to canvass 
a range of issues associated with a potential marina.  The committee did not look just at the physical intrusion 
into Cape Peron and the consequences for the use of the point for both local people and those people who travel 
to Rockingham and enjoy the camp sites at Point Peron either as a holiday or education destination; it also 
looked at the environmental issues associated with the earlier plans, including the potential impact on Lake 
Richmond, itself an important icon, if members like, in that particular area.  It is a freshwater lake with acid 
sulfate soil issues, and there were initially environmental concerns about the proposed land cut almost going 
across the road and to the lake, resulting in potential contamination and other problems.  The committee also 
considered more general issues such as the impact the proposed marina and canal development may have on the 
Cockburn Sound area, including the issue of water quality and the impact on the seagrass.   
A university report about the overall health of the Cockburn Sound area was completed at about the same time as 
this inquiry was undertaken.  As a result of that university research, the committee has recommended that the 
government monitor the water quality of both Mangles Bay and Cockburn Sound.  The tabled report is a useful 
document, not only for the state government, but also for local governments.  The committee took the view, at a 
very early stage in the decision-making process, that it did not anticipate a final decision about the marina 
development and what form it would take for a number of years, given the usually lengthy process required to 
make such a decision.  The committee simply wished to provide the various players with some options to 
consider or give them some food for thought, so to speak.  It wished to also ensure that those same players were 
made fully aware of the concerns of the local residents.  This has been, and probably still is today, a fairly 
contentious issue for the people of Rockingham, and it has galvanised quite a number of people.  Last time I 
spoke, I referred to the number of people who turned out to the public meetings.  Importantly, the report 
recommends that the local and state governments give consideration to an alternative placement of the marina.  I 
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know that Wanda Street was identified, and I understand that there has been some further consideration given to 
that location.  However, I am not too sure about the final outcome.   
The lack of boat moorings has been an issue up and down the coast of Western Australia.  People already talk 
about Mandurah being crowded out, and I understand that Mangles Bay is seen as a highly desirable preferred 
option to locate additional boat moorings.  The responsible minister, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, has recently 
announced the placement of additional moorings at Mangles Bay.   

This report raises a number of issues that will hopefully be taken into consideration before the final decisions are 
made about the placement of the marina and whether a canal development will go ahead; and, if it does, what 
form it will take.  Hopefully, these decisions will take into account not only the environmental impact on the 
point and Lake Richmond, but also some of the social impacts upon the local community.  Many long-term 
residents are concerned about how the proposed development will change their lives, including their access to 
and egress from the area.  Increased traffic flow is also a concern.  I think that quite a diverse range of matters 
need to be looked at.  I do not think that people in the Rockingham area, even those who signed the petition, are 
opposed to development going ahead.  They are simply expressing their concerns about the particular type of 
development that was initially proposed and are asking that a range of issues be looked at.  I think, as I indicated 
last time, that everyone acknowledges that something needs to be done to improve the quality of the point area.  
It has become degraded over time and it is tired. 

Hon Barbara Scott:  Isn’t that partly a state government responsibility - a wooden structure, signs, bridging? 

Hon KATE DOUST:  It may very well be.  However, while each of the committee members was of the view 
that a range of things can be done; the committee did not come out, one way or the other, with a decision about 
whether this development should or should not go ahead.  The committee did not see that as its role at this time.  
The process was about making sure the committee canvassed a range of issues.  In fact, the committee 
discovered a number of issues that had not been canvassed by the petitioners.  The committee took the view that 
this was only the start.  Because this is a decision that will be made over a longer period, the committee decided 
it would be open to revisit the matter as the development progressed and if another petition to highlight concerns 
about that progress was presented. 

I support the idea of accessing and using the coastal areas of Western Australia in different ways.  The coastal 
strip down to the point, and even on the Shoalwater side, has some fantastic vistas.  Perhaps there are ways in 
which we can improve the standard of access and make it more attractive for people to visit these areas.  I 
certainly think we should be looking to do that.  Although I like the idea of a marina, a number of issues need to 
be dealt with and remedied before a final decision can be made.  The committee was keen to highlight these 
issues and to encourage the various groups involved in the decision-making process to look at alternative sites 
and to ensure that they address the very significant issues that the committee raised and take them into account 
when making their final decision.   

I will be interested to see how this proposed marina development progresses over the next few years.  It will 
impact significantly upon people living in the Rockingham area.  Rockingham has always been a bit of a sleepy 
hollow - a place to which people can go for a relatively quiet holiday or to retire.  I think that has always been 
one of its main attractions.  Some local people are very cautious about dramatic change, as most people are; 
nobody really likes to deal with change.  This type of proposal needs to be managed very carefully, and I hope 
that the local government in particular takes into account the concerns of the vast bulk of local people in the near 
vicinity about how the marina will impact upon their daily lives.  At some point it will be interesting to see 
whether the environment committee gets another opportunity to revisit this issue as it progresses.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I share Hon Kate Doust’s view that the report be noted.  I also share her view that the 
report is a useful contribution to consideration of what is a long-running and complex matter.  This sort of 
product underscores the value of committee inquiries, so I thank the Standing Committee on Environment and 
Public Affairs for this report and for all the work that has obviously gone into it.  I have been watching and been 
involved in various ways with the development over a good many years, and I can tell the committee that it is a 
useful thing to have so many of these threads drawn together by way of a report that can be made available to 
people with an interest in these matters.  It demonstrates the multifaceted nature of any such consideration.  
Some people want to stop the marina and others want to construct the marina: “Do this, do that - let’s hurry up 
and make that decision.”  The fact is that there are very many things that need to be considered.  The report quite 
comprehensively canvasses many of the issues involved in considering future development in the vicinity of 
Point Peron, Mangles Bay and Lake Richmond.  It is in itself a useful thing to have a report that discusses all the 
many threads.  Many people do not realise how many different considerations apply in this fairly complex 
matter.   
Nonetheless, I think there is a need to make progress on this matter.  Progress has been awfully slow.  It goes 
back at least to the late 1990s when the current series of proposals were being canvassed.  I am sure that the 
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ideas for further development and the provision of other moorings were not new then.  This goes back a very 
long way.  It is important, of course, that we get it right, that everyone’s rights are respected and that we get the 
long-term outcomes we want - environmentally, socially and, indeed, even economically.  Rockingham is 
enjoying a very considerable revival, and has been for a number of years.  It has had good leadership from its 
local government, which has worked through some quite difficult propositions and delivered some great 
outcomes for the community, particularly around the waterfront.  Through all that, there were people opposed to 
some of the redevelopments that have occurred.  That is the nature of seaside redevelopment.  Everyone has a 
stake in it and everyone wants to be heard, but it is nonetheless necessary to move forward and get the results so 
that, as Hon Kate Doust indicated, as many people as possible can enjoy the vistas, fresh air and general 
experience of a locality blessed with some of the finest beaches in the world.   

Although I acknowledge the complexities and the need to proceed with reasonable caution, I would like to see 
some more progress made in this area.  Many people have been driving this for a long time, and one wonders for 
how long they will be able to keep driving it without losing their way or losing their energy or impetus.  To the 
extent that these comments might be relayed to people at the City of Rockingham in particular, I say keep up the 
good work, and hopefully both the state and the local authority will be able to work together and make some 
progress. 

Some problems already exist that need to be fixed; I will touch on those briefly, because Hon Kate Doust has 
mentioned them and they are certainly mentioned in the report.  There is a problem involving seagrass in 
Mangles Bay.  Part of the problem is that there are not enough moorings, which may be provided elsewhere; 
accommodation for vessels may be provided by way of other pens.  The fact is that the swing moorings and 
consequent scouring effect have caused a lot of damage to remnant seagrass in Mangles Bay.  This is abundantly 
clear in aerial photographs of the area.  One can see the damage that has been done and the resultant maritime 
crop circles that have been scoured out of the water.  There is also a problem in the fact that flushing of 
Cockburn Sound has been retarded by the causeway that extends from Point Peron to Garden Island.  I was a sea 
scout with the 1st Fremantle troop, and we would sail in Cockburn Sound.  These days there are probably laws to 
prevent kids from messing around with boats outside the harbour. 

Hon Kate Doust:  Only when you try to step on the island! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Yes!  I can remember when we sailed around there, because we had camp sites on 
Garden Island, near Cliff Point.  We saw these works going ahead; this would have been in the early 1970s.  We 
thought, “What the hell are they doing?”  We could see the effect it was going to have and, indeed, has had.  The 
causeway has seriously affected the ecology of Cockburn Sound.  If we could get rid of it and replace it with 
some sort of low-level bridge or something that performs the same essential function, I would be very glad. 

Hon Kate Doust:  I don’t think it’s a question of a low-level bridge.  I think it is a question of having some sort 
of appropriate flushing through the bridge.  That’s the problem, because it’s solid; where you don’t get flushing, 
it’s actually solid. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I apologise to Hon Kate Doust; perhaps I did not explain myself clearly.  I am not 
saying that we should not have a bridge.  The bridge there is a high one, and I am saying that in place of the 
causeway, which, as Hon Kate Doust says, is solid, perhaps we need a low bridge so that water can flow through 
as a result of having a bridge structure instead of a long bridge. 

Hon Kate Doust:  Yes. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Okay; we are now in agreement on that. 

Another important question concerns shelter for boats.  I do not know how many times I have been down there in 
the wake of storms to see boats washed up and damaged, because by and large there is no safe shelter on those 
waters.  Similarly, access is not particularly good at a number of points along the coastline.  For all these 
reasons, a comprehensive plan to open up the area to greater recreational activity would be welcome.  A plan to 
provide better boating facilities in the form of pens, moorings, ramps and so on would also be valuable to the 
community.  

As I have said, I would like this matter to progress before we all get a heck of a lot older, because it has been an 
issue for a long time.  In any case, to the extent that this place can contribute to this matter, it has contributed 
significantly with this report.  I again thank the committee for its work, which is sincerely appreciated, I am sure, 
by all members from South Metropolitan Region, and also by, hopefully, other players who are working their 
way through developing the proposals for Point Peron.   

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  In talking about report 7 of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs, and before we get entrapped in all the details that surround the development of the Point Peron and 
Rockingham area, I would like to go back to the petition that gave rise to this report.  The petition states -  
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We the undersigned citizens of Western Australia 
Want the area known as Point Peron/Cape Peron, City of Rockingham in the State of Western Australia 
to remain in Perpetuity as Parks and Recreation and that an inland Marina not be built.  Further that any 
improvements made to the area do conserve the natural environment and provide for continual access 
by people of all socio-economic groups. 

We request that the Council ensure: 
•  That studies of the impact on the natural environment of a proposed Marina and any 

developments not associated with a Marina, be assessed preferably as any part of Metropolitan 
Region Scheme amendment, necessary for such a marina or other developments and that this 
should include effect on sand erosion, seagrass, littoral drift, algal growth and flushing of Cockburn 
Sound. 

•  That the land now currently zoned Parks and Recreation and Port Installations does not 
become privately owned or leased for 99 years for commercial development and that access 
remains for the public for the purpose of recreation and holiday accommodation. 

•  That a study on the need for such a marina and or other developments is completed and made 
available to the public prior to any rezoning or development. 

The interesting thing about the Point Peron proposal is that it is part of a suite of proposals around Western 
Australia by LandCorp that are effectively targeting the soft underbelly of the conservation estate.  In this case, it 
is Bush Forever land.  In other cases, it is public land.  In Claremont, it is land that has been assigned for public 
recreation.  In Busselton, it is land that rightfully belongs to the community.  In Albany, it is land that LandCorp 
wants to do swaps and deals with.  There has been a suite of complaints around the state about the activities of 
LandCorp.  One of the focus points of those complaints is Point Peron.   

It is also interesting to look at the history of this matter.  The Premier’s Rockingham Planning and Development 
Taskforce set up a subcommittee called the Cape Peron Tourist Precinct Steering Committee to look at 
development opportunities in the Point Peron-Rockingham area.  That committee focused particularly on the 
Point Peron peninsula, which is an asset that is the centrepiece of the natural values in the Rockingham area, 
because it contains the last remnants of natural vegetation, and said that that area is a good spot for a marina 
development.  However, just a few kilometres up the road, at Wanliss Street, there is a perfectly good site for a 
marina development.  That site, which is some distance from the conservation estate, would allow for not only 
hard tourist developments that are closer to the population centre, but also the preservation and protection of the 
Point Peron area as a natural recreation precinct.  I can understand why LandCorp and developers want to shift to 
soft targets and say, “That looks like a good spot; we will just get the metropolitan region scheme amended so 
that we can put a marina there.”  The problem is that although a marina development at Point Peron will provide 
some public benefits, the area will then become privatised and exclusive, and will effectively be less accessible 
to the broad range of socioeconomic groups that currently use that area.  Throughout this inquiry, I have said that 
we should focus on the significant environmental issues in this area, such as the acid sulfate soils, and the 
thrombolites, which are ancient biological relics.  For these very good reasons, we need to manage this site 
sensitively so that we can protect the natural values of this area, and at the same time allow for passive 
recreational uses by providing high-quality developments such as toilets, pathways and lookouts.  That can be 
done by shifting the hard development, which is the marina and the urban development, to Wanliss Street.  That 
is where the hard development should properly be located.  We will then have the best of both worlds.  It turns 
out that there is a willing developer for the Wanliss Street area.  That developer has put forward a proposal for a 
Hillarys marina-type of development that will be not only commercially practical, but also economically 
desirable, and that will simultaneously protect the integrity of that last remnant of natural bushland at Point 
Peron.  That raises the question of why we are not pursuing that as a regional development strategy.  It also 
raises the question of why the Cape Peron Tourist Precinct Steering Committee and the Premier’s Rockingham 
Planning and Development Taskforce are not looking at an integrated planning solution for the Point Peron area.   

With regard to the petition, I believe it is more than practical and more than possible to deliver on the request of 
the petitioners that “any improvements made to the area do conserve the natural environment and provide for 
continual access by people of all socio-economic groups”, and also that “a study on the need for such a marina 
and or other developments is completed and made available to the public prior to any rezoning or development”.  
That is the right course of action to follow.  I believe that recommendation 13 of the committee is the starting 
point for a good analysis.  That recommendation states -  

The Committee recommends that the Government initiate and fund further research into the social and 
economic benefits and constraints with both the Point Peron and Wanliss Street marina and canal 
development options in consultation with Local Government and the community. 
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That recommendation provides a pathway forward for not only good development, but also the preservation and 
protection of high-quality conservation assets.   

Question put and passed.  
Select Committee into the Department of Education and Training - Report 

Resumed from 7 December 2006. 

Motion 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move - 

That the report be noted. 

I thought it was important to make some comments about the report of the Select Committee into the Department 
of Education and Training, even though, members will no doubt remember, it was tabled in this place nearly 
12 months ago on 7 December 2006.  Nevertheless, as the chair of the select committee that comprised three 
members - me, Hon Norman Moore and Hon Graham Giffard - I will make a few comments to remind members 
of this inquiry.  The inquiry was unlike any other inquiry I have been involved in.  Indeed, a lot of the work the 
committee did in ascertaining the veracity of the evidence presented to it was quite forensic in nature.  It is 
interesting to note that at page 2 of the report, the committee made some general comments about the oral 
evidence it received.  It states -  

3.1 Over the course of the inquiry, the Committee received a large amount of oral evidence.  Much 
of this evidence was conflicting, and sometimes even diametrically opposed. 

3.2 In considering conflicting evidence, the Committee was required to make a judgment as to 
which version of the disputed facts appeared to be the most credible statement of fact in all of 
the circumstances.  The fact that the committee has, in reaching its findings, preferred the 
evidence of one witness over another does not imply that the second witness has given 
evidence with an intention to deliberately mislead the Committee.  The Committee accepts that 
different people can have different and sometimes contrasting recollections of events.  
However, in circumstances where there is a direct conflict, the Committee has no other option 
but to prefer some witnesses’ evidence to that of others. 

3.3 The Committee also notes that the education and training portfolio is an extremely demanding 
portfolio for not only the Minister, but also the Minister’s staff and all of the public sector 
officers that assist her in administering the State’s education and training sectors.  In such a 
hectic environment with a heavy workload the Committee can understand that some people’s 
recollection of events can sometimes be imprecise. 

3.4 Nevertheless, the Committee takes this opportunity to remind readers that there are significant 
penalties that attach to deliberately misleading a parliamentary committee.  These include a 
fine or imprisonment (in the event of non-payment of a fine) imposed by the House, or 
imprisonment for up to 7 years if found guilty of the crime of giving false evidence before 
Parliament as provided under s 57 of The Criminal Code. 

By way of reminder about the nature of this inquiry, it is also worth considering what gave rise to the 
establishment last year of the select committee to inquire into the matters relating to the Department of 
Education and Training.  At page 2 of the committee report, it states -  

4.1 On 16 October 2006 the CCC presented to the presiding officers of the Parliament, pursuant to 
s 93 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003, a copy of the CCC’s report in the 
matter of Sexual Contact With Children By Persons in Authority in the Department of 
Education and Training of Western Australia . . .  

Obviously, that is a matter of significant interest and concern to the Parliament and to the general public.  It 
continues - 

4.2 The CCC Report states that the CCC chose to highlight this particular matter by way of a 
report for the following two reasons: 

a) because of the very considerable public interest in ensuring that children in the care of 
public bodies are safe and secure; and 

b) because it highlights the serious consequences for DET in not having in place a 
reasonably sophisticated and capable misconduct management mechanism. 
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4.3 The substance of the CCC Report is an analysis of DET’s complaint management process in 
the context of five separate case studies selected from amongst the sexual contact matters 
referred by DET to the CCC since 1 January 2004: 

• Case Study 1:  “DET’s decision to reprimand and transfer to a new teaching 
position a teacher convicted of indecently dealing with a 13-year-old girl.” 

• Case Study 2:  “The actions of a number of DET supervisors in allowing a teacher 
with a known history of sexual contact with students while on overseas excursions to 
attend another overseas excursion, failing to intervene when he was observed by them 
engaging in inappropriate conduct with a 15-year-old student, and failing to report 
such inappropriate conduct to the Complaints Management Unit until some 12 
months later when the student filed a complaint about the teacher.” 

• Case Study 3:  “DET’s decision to not conduct inquiries into allegations about a 
teacher engaging in sexual contact with students at school camps and outside school 
hours over a number of years.” 

• Case Study 4:  “DET’s management of the circumstances surrounding the 
resignation of a teacher who was romantically involved with a 15-year-old student.” 

• Case Study 5:  “DET’s decision to conduct an investigation into poor performance 
rather than allegations of inappropriate behaviour towards children, and its view 
that, on the evidence, a school gardener removing nude photographs from a school 
bin, showing them to someone else and claiming that they were of a female student 
did not amount to a breach of discipline.” 

4.4 The CCC Report identified the following problems in DET’s response to allegations of sexual 
contact between DET staff and students: 

             “• greater weight appears to have been given to employee welfare than to 
DET’s safe and secure learning environment policy; 

• too much responsibility for dealing with sexual contact allegations being 
assumed by local and district managers; 

• insufficient attention being paid to identifying and managing risks; 

• non-adherence to policies and procedures; 

• failure to give practical effect to the Western Australian College of Teaching 
Act 2004; 

• senior managers not holding local and district managers to account for their 
decisions; 

• insufficient attention to ensuring that police are notified and consulted; and 

• poor record-keeping.” 

4.5 The CCC Report contained six recommendations to address the identified problems in DET’s 
management of sexual contact allegations. 

4.6 The CCC Report received widespread media coverage on 16 October 2006.  There was further 
media coverage on 17 October 2006 following the announcement of the management initiated 
retirements . . . of DET Director General, Mr Paul Albert and DET Executive Director of 
Human Resources, Mr Albert Huts.  Media coverage continued over the following days, 
focussing on the Minister for Education and Training’s level of knowledge of the CCC 
investigation leading up to the publication of the CCC Report. 

The select committee addressed the allegations that the Minister for Education and Training should have known 
about the inquiry being conducted by the CCC and should have, in essence, acted to respond to that inquiry in a 
timely way. 
I will now refer to some of the committee’s findings.  It is a substantial report.  We interviewed extensively 
many witnesses, and some of those witnesses were interviewed several times.  As I have just indicated, taking 
that oral evidence was a very exhaustive and, in some instances, fairly confusing process of trying to ascertain 
who was giving the committee the full story.  Of course, the recollections of a number of the people involved 
varied in that not everything had been minuted and a number of the recollections were over a considerable 
period.  The committee made a number of findings from its consideration of the evidence, much of which was 
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conflicting and gathered over the course of the inquiry.  The first committee finding was that the working 
relationship between the Corruption and Crime Commission and the Department of Education and Training 
became increasingly dysfunctional between June 2005 and October 2006.  At page i of the report, it states -  

The Committee has formed the view that this particular issue is too complex for the Committee to 
examine in any detail in the short inquiry period.  The Committee suggests, however, that the events 
that prompted the CCC to publish the CCC Report and the subsequent abolition/re-structuring of the 
CMU should be examined by a parliamentary committee. 

In commenting on the select committee report, I am reminded that I do not think that that has been followed up.  
In essence, members will be aware that the Corruption and Crime Commission has a number of functions.  One 
of those is an educative function to work with the public sector - in this case the Department of Education and 
Training - to make it aware of its obligations to manage misconduct, and to assess procedures and make 
recommendations for improvements.  The Corruption and Crime Commission plays a cooperative and educative 
role with not just the Department of Education and Training, but also other departments.  However, the 
Corruption and Crime Commission also has the capacity, in effect, to change gear and become an investigative 
body.  As such, it can follow up individual complaints or concerns that it feels have not been addressed by the 
more cooperative and educative approach.  At some point in the dealings between the Department of Education 
and Training and the CCC, the CCC moved into an investigative mode.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  No.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  It is true.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  Are you suggesting that the CCC went in with different hats and kept swapping them over?   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I could probably give - 

Hon Ray Halligan:  That is what you are saying. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  No, it was not a case of different hats; it was a change of direction in its interaction with 
the department.   

Hon Ray Halligan:  The same people?   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I could not tell the honourable member whether it involved the same people.  It was a 
change of direction in the interaction between the CCC and the department. 

Hon Ray Halligan:  It involved different groups of people.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  They were still part of the Corruption and Crime Commission.  I will try to find the 
details about these events.  It has been a while since I looked at this report - about 12 months.  I refer to page 25 
of the report and the heading “Chronology of Key Events”.  The report states at paragraph 5.1 - 

Establishing the timing of key events over the past two years is crucial for an understanding of the 
matters that are the subject of this inquiry.  The Committee has therefore prepared a detailed chronology 
of key events, which is attached to this report at Appendix 2.  

I will not go to appendix 2 at this point, because it is a quite lengthy document.  The report continues at 
paragraph 5.2 - 

Some of the more crucial, undisputed, dates and events identified by the Committee are:  
•  29 June 2005 - the CCC advises DET that it supports a DET proposal to create a centralised 

complaints management system for the TAFEs, similar to that developed for schools: “which 
appears to be comprehensive and effective”.  

•  7 July 2005 - the CCC advises DET that the CCC will be undertaking a number of specific 
investigations in order to examine a series of general themes of possible misconduct within DET.  

•  18 January 2006 - the CCC advises DET that it will be compiling a report to Parliament in relation 
to DET’s management of allegations against DET staff of sexual contact with children.  

•  15 February 2006 - the CCC advises DET that DET will be given an opportunity to comment on 
the draft CCC Report. 

•  5 May 2006 - the CCC provides DET with guidelines on the “Disclosure of Misconduct Reports 
Made to the Corruption and Crime Commission”.  

•  22 May 2006 - the CCC provides the Minister with guidelines on the “Disclosure of Misconduct 
Reports Made to the Corruption and Crime Commission”.  
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This might not be the best quote to give, so I will stop.  I refer to page 33 and the heading “Contact between the 
CMU and the CCC”.  The CMU is the complaints management unit of the Department of Education and 
Training.  The report states - 

6.13 The Committee understands that there has been extensive day-to-day contact between officers 
of the CMU and the CCC ever since the establishment of the CCC on 1 January 2004.  

6.14 The Committee was told that of approximately 2,500 allegations received by the CCC each 
year, about 10 per cent would involve DET staff.  

6.15 In his evidence to the Committee, Mr Peter Denton, former Manager of the CMU stated:  
“The director general [of DET] has a legislative responsibility under the Corruption 
and Crime Commission Act to report all allegations of possible misconduct by 
employees.  This is done as a matter of course as the department is notified of alleged 
inappropriate behaviour.  In addition, the Corruption and Crime Commission 
requires the department to forward it a copy of all documentation associated with an 
investigation or inquiry into allegations of misconduct, including the reports 
prepared by independent investigators/inquirers.”  

I am trying to find the exact point to which I was referring.  It concerned evidence that we took from the people 
who were running the complaints management unit about the interaction between the CCC and the department.  
The report states at paragraph 7.1 - 

The CCC was formally established on 1 January 2004.  It has broad functions of prevention, education 
and investigation with respect to misconduct under the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003.  

The report talks about the complaints from this department.   
Hon Ray Halligan:  I believe that the CCC was trying to assist the department with the construction of its CMU, 
which was one of its roles.   
Hon GIZ WATSON:  That is true.   
Hon Ray Halligan:  That is one role that it was undertaking.  A second role is to undertake an educative process 
through all government agencies on misconduct, serious misconduct and corruption.  If the CCC receives 
notification of alleged misconduct by an agency, and in this case the DET, then that is a third role.  I do not see 
any change in direction at all.   
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Okay.  Probably the most relevant part of the report is found on page 66, under the 
heading “The Strained Relationship between DET and the CCC During 2006”, which states - 

8.1 From an examination of the correspondence between the CCC and the DET over the past two 
years it is apparent to the Committee that the relationship between these two organisations was 
significantly damaged by the time the CCC Report was published on 16 October 2006. 

8.2 Relations between the CMU and the CCC appear to have been difficult from the very 
beginning.  Mr Peter Denton, former Manager of the CMU, told the Committee that: 

“. . . at the first meeting we had with officers from the Corruption and Crime 
Commission when the unit was established and the act was passed, it was made very 
clear to me that they would be closely monitoring the department’s activities and 
would not hesitate to expose us publicly.”  

8.3 Mr Denton’s evidence was supported by that of Mrs Kelly Dansie, Senior Consultant, CMU: 
“. . . some time in 2003 officers from the Corruption and Crime Commission met with 
the complaints management unit.  I assumed that this was a meeting to get to know 
each other, as we had held such meetings with the police child abuse unit and other 
stakeholders.  During this meeting Roger Watson - 

He is an employee of the CCC - 
pointed out that he was integral in starting the Ombudsman inquiry into the 
department.  Also at this meeting Roger stated that he would “catch us out”, or words 
to that effect.  I have no idea why he felt the need to take this approach.  It was 
inevitable from that point onwards that interactions between the two groups would be 
difficult.”  

8.4 Mr Roger Watson, Manager, Investigations Review and Complaints Assessment, CCC, stated 
the following: 
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“Over the period between early 2004 and 2006, focussing perhaps on the latter part 
of 2005 and going into 2006, a number of issues emerged.  Those issues included, for 
example, the way the department deals with preliminary inquiries.  We wanted to 
have a discussion about that.  We had a different view from the department’s view 
about the way it should or should not conduct preliminary inquiries.  In raising that 
the department adopted a very defensive position.  It did not want to hear our 
message.  We had concerns about the use of force in classrooms or about physical 
contact.  Again, a similar thing occurred.  We had concerns about sexual contact in 
classrooms in relation to those particular issues that are detailed in the report.  
Again, we raised the issues and got this very defensive response.  It is difficult to 
know how to deal with that in a non-confrontational way, bearing in mind the need to 
keep our independence.  We had to call the issues the way we saw them, and we did 
that.  At all times we tried to maintain dialogue or an open course of communication 
with the department, trying to work cooperatively with the department.  It is my view 
that the department just did not want to work cooperatively with us.  It is my view that 
the department took a very defensive position on these issues and did not want to hear 
the message.  

[Quorum formed.] 
Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I listened with some interest to the comments of Hon Giz Watson, who chaired the 
Select Committee into the Department of Education and Training.  As members would be aware, the committee 
was set up as a result of a motion that I moved in the house to inquire into the circumstances surrounding the 
sacking of the then Director General of Education, Mr Paul Albert, and the former executive director of human 
resources, Mr Alby Huts.  When I say “sacking”, I guess that is one way of explaining what happened to them.  
Fundamentally, they were offered and accepted management-initiated retirements, which is another way of 
saying, “We’re going to sack you but we’re going to give you money to take with you on the way out.” 

The processes of this select committee left me very concerned about the quality and the veracity of the evidence 
provided to the committee.  Hon Giz Watson has read out to the house the general comments on the oral 
evidence received by the committee, which is on page 2 of the report.  Therefore, I will not read it all out again, 
other than to emphasise what is contained in paragraph 3.4; that is, the committee taking the opportunity to 
remind readers that there are significant punishments if people do not tell the truth before a select committee of 
Parliament.  The reason that is there is because, having listened to the evidence of a significant number of 
people, it dawned on me at the end of the day that half the people giving evidence were telling the truth and the 
other half were not.  The problem I had was deciding which half was telling the truth and which half was not.  
That is outlined in the committee’s report.  People gave evidence that was completely and totally contrary to 
evidence given by other witnesses.  At the end of the committee’s deliberations, we had to try to work out which 
evidence could be corroborated in such a way that would enable us to conclude which people were telling the 
truth.   

One of the reasons for the most important recommendation - it was a split decision between the majority and the 
minority - related to whether the Minister for Education and Training had been informed by Mr Albert or 
anybody else about the inquiry being conducted by the CCC into the Department of Education and Training.  
Having listened to the oral evidence and having read as much information as was possible in the time available 
to the committee, I came to the conclusion that I could not say definitely one way or the other what the minister 
did or did not know.  I came to the conclusion that she probably did know.  The media found that finding rather 
unusual and strange.  I could have politically taken the view that she did know and put in a report that said the 
minister did know.  I could not reach that conclusion in all honesty and say that the report supported the notion 
that she probably knew.   

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


