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MINISTER FOR EDUCATION — CARSON STREET SCHOOL —  
CONDUCTIVE EDUCATION REVIEW — ESTABLISHMENT OF SELECT COMMITTEE 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [10.10 am] — without notice: I move — 

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

That a select committee be formed to report by 9 August 2011 to examine the issue of the 
Minister for Education, her staff or department potentially misleading another member of 
Parliament in respect of the report titled “Orchestrating Lives: an Evaluation of the Early 
Intervention Conductive Education Trial at Carson Street School”, a report for the WA 
Department of Education prepared by Miles Morgan Australia Pty Ltd, and specifically to 
investigate the following — 

The knowledge and involvement of the minister in the misleading of another member 
of Parliament, including — 

(1) When did the minister’s office first receive a full copy of the report and what 
version of the report did the minister’s office receive? 

(2) In what form was the report sent to the minister’s office and who in the 
minister’s office received the report and who in the minister’s office had 
access to the report? 

(3) Who prepared the recommendation regarding conductive education at 
Carson Street School that the minister referred to in Parliament on 14 June 
2011? 

(4) Did the minister’s office check these recommendations against the report? 

(5) Has there been communication between the minister’s office and the 
independent consultant regarding the report? 

(6) Has there been communication between the minister’s office and the 
Department of Education regarding the contents of the report? 

(7) When did the minister’s department receive the final copy of the report from 
the independent consultant? 

(8) Did the department previously receive a draft copy of the report? 

(9) If yes to (8), was there communication between the department and the 
independent consultants; and, if so, what were the contents of that 
communication? 

We do not get an issue to debate in Parliament that is any more urgent than a potential deceit at the highest level 
of government. As Parliament approaches the final sitting — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You can do this. We will agree to a suspension. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Will the Leader of the House agree? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Yes, I will do that now. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [10.12 am]: I move — 

To insert after “moved” — 

, and that the debate be limited to 15 minutes in total for government members and 15 minutes 
in total for non-government members 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [10.13 am]: The opposition is agreeable to that amendment, so we will 
proceed on that basis. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 
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Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [10.14 am]: I move — 

That a select committee be formed to report by 9 August 2011 to examine the issue of the Minister for 
Education, her staff or department potentially misleading another member of Parliament in respect of 
the report titled “Orchestrating Lives: an Evaluation of the Early Intervention Conductive Education 
Trial at Carson Street School”, a report for the WA Department of Education prepared by Miles Morgan 
Australia Pty Ltd, and specifically to investigate the following — 

The knowledge and involvement of the minister in the misleading of another member of 
Parliament, including — 

(1) When did the minister’s office first receive a full copy of the report and what version 
of the report did the minister’s office receive? 

(2) In what form was the report sent to the minister’s office and who in the minister’s 
office received the report and who in the minister’s office had access to the report? 

(3) Who prepared the recommendation regarding conductive education at Carson Street 
School that the minister referred to in Parliament on 14 June 2011? 

(4) Did the minister’s office check these recommendations against the report? 

(5) Has there been communication between the minister’s office and the independent 
consultant regarding the report? 

(6) Has there been communication between the minister’s office and the Department of 
Education regarding the contents of the report? 

(7) When did the minister’s department receive the final copy of the report from the 
independent consultant? 

(8) Did the department previously receive a draft copy of the report? 

(9) If yes to (8), was there communication between the department and the independent 
consultants; and, if so, what were the contents of that communication? 

I want to remind the chamber of what happened in debate yesterday and what we have. We have two separate 
reports into conductive education at Carson Street School. Importantly, the report that was provided to the 
opposition has missing from it a key paragraph. I will begin by reading that paragraph again — 

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

That is the key paragraph that has been cut from the report provided to the opposition. The minister had her 
chance to come into this place this morning and clarify the situation in a brief ministerial statement. Yesterday 
we heard from the Premier; we did not hear from the minister. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The minister made it clear that the report she had was the same as yours. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We heard from the minister in the media today, not in Parliament, that the report provided to 
the opposition, and indeed the report that she has, is the final version of the Miles Morgan Australia report, yet 
the school was given a draft report. That just raises a series of other questions. If indeed the report provided to 
the opposition is the report that the minister says was also provided to her, why does it have at the contents page 
8 an error mark such as “Error! Bookmark not defined”? Why is it crystal clear that amendments have been 
made to this report, yet nothing is written on it indicating that it is final? There is nothing written on the report 
provided to the school to indicate that it is a draft report. Both reports are dated December 2010. Other than the 
change to one page of the executive summary and the relevant page in the body of the report, there is no other 
change. Why is that? I do not think the minister has been told the truth by her department. I do not think the 
minister has been told the truth by her staff about which report is final and which report is a draft. 
Fundamentally, why would an independent consultant take out such an important paragraph? Why would an 
independent consultant refer specifically to the moral and ethical responsibility of the government in what is 
apparently the draft report provided to the school, yet cut out — 
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Mr C.J. Barnett interjected 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Premier, you will have your chance to speak. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: — that paragraph in what is allegedly the final report that has been provided to the minister 
and to me? It is completely inexplicable why an independent consultant would do that. That is why a detailed 
number of questions need to be answered by a select committee. 

The Premier came into Parliament yesterday and said that he intended to immediately refer the matter to the 
Public Sector Commissioner. That is not good enough. When we are dealing with deceit at the highest level of 
government, why would we want an inquiry that ultimately reports to the Premier? That inquiry will not report to 
us or to the Parliament; it will report to the Premier and the relevant minister. We are talking about the potential 
deliberate deceit of a member of Parliament and the potential deliberate deceit of a school, its students and 
families. Why would we want an inquiry that reports to the minister and not to the Parliament? It is not 
unreasonable to ask. I have put a time frame in my motion by which the select committee must report—
9 August—so that this issue can be resolved over the winter recess. The Parliament cannot comfortably go on a 
long winter recess with this issue hanging over the heads of students, families and staff at Carson Street School; 
nor should members of Parliament accept that a potential deceit has occurred in either the minister’s office or the 
department. The answers provided by the minister to the media today, but not to the Parliament, further cloud the 
issue and provide further weight to the argument that a select committee should indeed report. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The same minister sat on the Public Sector Commission report on the One Movement issue. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I thank the member for Perth. Maybe there is form emerging. Interestingly, I am concerned 
that there is now a pattern of behaviour within the government with respect to independent reports. I want to 
refer to another report commissioned by the minister into early childhood development by Brenton Wright. I 
have been provided with a number of emails through freedom of information relating to that report, specifically, 
an email from Brenton Wright, the author of that report. That report has not been provided to me. According to 
my notes, the email, dated 26 June 2009, states, “I walked the minister, Peter Conran, Narelle and Tony through 
my report and recommendations and got what I thought was a pretty good reaction. I will be doing some editing 
of the document but will wait until I get feedback from Dr Constable before I finish the final version. I have 
already made some amendments based on feedback from Tony and I enclose for your information a slightly 
updated version. I suggest you keep this to yourself until the final version is completed. I have no idea what will 
happen to the report but I doubt that it will ever be a public document, at least not in this form.” Is there a 
practice in the Minister for Education’s office of commissioning independent reports and then being highly 
influential, to say the least, in what those independent reports contain? As the member for Perth has said, we 
now have two examples—I have not been provided with the Brenton Wright report—in which there may 
potentially be more than one independent report provided to government. Both reports were dated December 
2010 and, as I said when referring to the Miles Morgan report into Carson Street School, neither report has the 
usual shadow writing “draft” all over it to make it crystal clear that it is a draft, as occurs when an independent 
consultant does a draft report. In media appearances today the minister said that the report that she had and the 
version provided to me, as the member for Victoria Park, is the final version yet that version seems to have 
errors in it and that version has cut out the key paragraph. My version has paragraphs added into it that suggest 
that the decision made by the department is the right one.  

Why is it that the reference to moral and ethical responsibility for this government to fully fund conductive 
education at Carson Street School was taken out by Miles Morgan Australia Pty Ltd? That is what the select 
committee needs to investigate. The select committee needs to report back to this Parliament and make it clear 
whether the minister is implicated in any deceit. Is the department implicated in any potential deceit and why did 
the independent consultant change such a significant part of the report? Why was that paragraph removed 
between what the minister alleges is the draft version and the final version? It is completely inexplicable to me 
why an independent consultant would make such a significant change without communications from the 
department and/or the minister’s office. A select committee of our Parliament needs to examine this issue. The 
Public Sector Commissioner will no doubt eventually receive a letter from the Premier and will undertake due 
investigation but that is not good enough. If we are talking about a potential deceit at the highest levels of 
government, potential deceit of a member of Parliament and of students and staff at Carson Street School, the 
Parliament needs to take responsibility for that, the Parliament needs to investigate that and the Parliament needs 
to report on the behaviour of the minister and the behaviour of the department so that students at Carson Street 
School can be certain that if their funding is going to be cut, which according to the department it is, that is based 
on evidence and on a legitimate report prepared by an independent consultant. The minister was on radio this 
morning making the point that she visited the school this week and that she has now asked the director general to 
reconsider the letter from David Axworthy to the school.  
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I want to finish with a quote from the minister in the media on 14 June. She stated — 

… there is no evidence to suggest that this is a program worthy of our continued financial support.  

Why did she say that before she visited the school and on which report is that based? 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [10.24 am]: This is an important issue for no other reason than the 
children at Carson Street School deserve the best possible education and care that can be provided to them. The 
government is very aware of that. Indeed, that is one of the reasons the minister visited the school for herself. 
She also has professional knowledge, experience and expertise in this area. 

The opposition has moved a motion to set up a select committee. Members of the opposition raised this issue 
yesterday, and I took it seriously and I do take it seriously. As I said yesterday, it is absolutely unacceptable that 
two versions of a report on such an important matter are somehow in circulation. I assume that one version is a 
draft and the other is a final copy. There are significant differences between them with reference to the paragraph 
in question and also other matters. I do not know why the member for Victoria Park is shaking his head; this is a 
serious issue. The government takes this issue seriously. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Disappointment. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member may be disappointed but I take this seriously. Following the issue being 
raised yesterday, I immediately wrote to the Public Sector Commissioner. The letter was headed “Request for 
Investigation” and states — 

In Parliament on 22 June 2011, the Member for Victoria Park raised concern claiming that a copy of the 
report titled Orchestrating Lives: An Evaluation of Early Intervention Conductive Education Trial at 
Carson Street School was provided to him by the Minister for Education and that this differs on a 
matter of significance from a version of the report in the possession of Carson Street school. 

I request that you investigate this matter as a matter of urgency and report back to me as soon as 
possible.  

I can inform the house that that investigation has begun today. It is underway. 

Mr M. McGowan: Can you table the letter? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, I am happy to make the letter available. 

[See paper 3531.] 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: As I said, that investigation is now underway. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: Why not the minister?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am speaking now. That investigation is being conducted under section 24 of the Public 
Sector Management Act 1994. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Can I please just speak? The member is incredibly rude. We are trying to treat this matter 
seriously. 

I wish to make it clear—this is advice from the Public Sector Commission that I think some members will be 
aware of—that if at any stage during the investigation the Public Sector Commissioner forms the view that there 
has been serious misconduct, he is obliged to refer the matter to the Corruption and Crime Commission. The 
Public Sector Commissioner is doing what he should be doing; he is investigating this matter under the Public 
Sector Management Act. If at any stage he forms a view that there has been serious misconduct, it will 
automatically go to the Corruption and Crime Commission, as it should.  

Something is wrong here. It is possible that there has been an inadvertent error and somehow people circulated 
the draft when they should have circulated the final. That is possible — 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Fudged.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have not finished my sentence. It is possible but unlikely. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Fudged it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The member makes that accusation. He should stand and make that accusation if he 
wishes to but he will be accountable for it. 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I formally call you to order for the first time today. A very, very 
serious issue is before this Parliament. I would observe that the member for Victoria Park was heard almost in 
total silence, as it should be. That opportunity should also be provided to the Premier at this point, who is 
presenting his speech. If members want to stand and make their points, they have that opportunity to do so. If 
members want to interject at this point, I will formally call them to order.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The government has taken immediate and correct action by referring this issue to the 
Public Sector Commissioner. If he thinks it goes beyond matters of simply public sector management, he will 
immediately, and is bound to, refer it to the Corruption and Crime Commission. I think this Parliament should 
wait for that Public Sector Commission report to be done. I do not think it will take very long. It is a relatively 
simple situation and it will not take long to determine the exact sequence of events.  

The opposition has inferred that the minister has not done everything appropriately. The minister will get up in a 
moment and give an account of her knowledge of and involvement in this issue. I think the Parliament should 
show her the respect of listening to that. I am totally satisfied with that explanation. Clearly, something has gone 
wrong. Either a draft was sent to someone and a final report was sent to someone else by accident, or there has 
been misconduct. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: If you don’t know, how can you clear the minister? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Perth, I provided some information previously. I know you were listening. I 
formally call you to order for the first time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is the appropriate course of action. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: The Public Sector Commissioner can’t do phone taps. You are doing a cover-up. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Perth, you have an opportunity to stand in this place and present an argument if 
you wish. I previously provided instructions this morning. I formally call you to order for the second time today. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will not debate the issue, because we should wait until the Public Sector Commissioner 
provides his report on this matter. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Your good mate? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Is the member casting doubts about the integrity of the Public Sector Commissioner? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: No, I am just stating a fact. You went to school with him, didn’t you? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I find that comment absolutely reprehensible. 

Mr J.N. Hyde: You’re inviting interjection. He reports to you. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I did not invite that interjection. 

The SPEAKER: I am sure that the member for Victoria Park would like a resolution to the motion in front of 
us. The way we are progressing is not getting us towards that. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not going to debate the issue. There will no doubt be time enough for that when we 
receive the Public Sector Commissioner’s report. I emphasise that the copy of the report that the minister 
received and read was identical to the copy of the report that was forwarded to the member for Victoria Park. 
The one thing we know is that the minister and the member for Victoria Park were working off the same report. 
Clearly, it would seem that there was a previous draft report. One of the issues is when the school received either 
the draft report or the final report. That is something that the Public Sector Commissioner should look at. There 
was a draft report and a final report. The minister has worked off the final report, which she asked to see, and 
that is the report that the member for Victoria Park received. I do not know whether or not the member for 
Victoria Park saw the draft report. Perhaps he might be able to tell us that. I do not know whether the school 
received a draft and a final report; that is something for the commissioner to establish. Clearly, there was a draft 
report and a final report. The minister worked off the final report. It was the final report that the minister’s office 
forwarded to the member for Victoria Park. That is quite clear, and the minister will explain it. 

Mr M. McGowan: That is not clear. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Public Sector Commissioner will investigate that and document it. 

Mr M. McGowan: That is not what you said yesterday. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No, and I came in and corrected it. That is the case. The minister will document her 
knowledge of and involvement in this issue. The opposition is trying to imply that the minister has not behaved 
in a proper way. That is what it is trying to imply. It has not produced any piece of evidence — 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: Other than a doctored report! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Excuse me! I am trying to treat this seriously rather than reply to the sneers from the 
opposition. We are trying to be serious about this. The opposition has not provided any evidence of any 
misconduct by the minister — 

Opposition members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, Premier. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: He invited laughter. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Pilbara to order for the first time today. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No evidence other than the smoking gun! 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the member for Victoria Park to order for the first time today and the member 
for Girrawheen for the second time today. I presume that members would like a resolution to the motion moved 
by the member for Victoria Park. I do not know why anyone thinks there is anything humorous about the motion. 
I do not find anything at all humorous about it. I hope that members treat it with the respect that it deserves and 
the respect that I know the member for Victoria Park wants it to be treated with. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I conclude by saying that we need to find out the sequence of events and the facts. Clearly, 
there was a draft report and a final report. The minister received the final report and worked off that after advice 
had been given to the school. The minister forwarded the final report to the member for Victoria Park. There was 
a draft report and a final report. There is an issue — 

Opposition members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! I formally call the member for West Swan to order for the first time today. I would 
like to hear the remainder of the Premier’s speech in silence. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is of interest and importance to know why changes were made to the draft report. 

Mr M.P. Whitely: It is obvious. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is not obvious. 

The SPEAKER: If the member for Bassendean wishes to stand and present points in this debate, he is more than 
welcome to do so. However, his interjection at this stage will result in a formal call to order. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Before members of this house jump to a conclusion, let us allow the Public Sector 
Commissioner to investigate it and talk to the public servants, to the staff in the minister’s office, to the 
consultant, to the school principal and, if necessary, to the parents. 

Opposition members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker — 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Clearly the opposition is not interested in getting to the truth of this matter. I am, and I will 
get to the truth of the matter. I do not need interjections from members opposite. We are treating this seriously. 

Mr P. Papalia: No, you are not. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You’re an idiot. 

The SPEAKER: — I provide the same instruction to you as I provided to the member for Bassendean. If you 
wish to make points in this debate, I will give you the opportunity to rise to your feet. I formally call you to order 
for the first time today. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr M. McGOWAN: A moment ago the Premier referred to the member for Warnbro as an idiot. I request that 
he withdraw that unparliamentary language. 

The SPEAKER: I did not hear that particular phrase, but if the Premier did, I instruct him to withdraw it. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw. It was done under my breath, but I withdraw. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Public Sector Commissioner began his investigation today, as he should. If he sees 
anything representing serious misconduct, he is bound to report it to the Corruption and Crime Commission. 
That report will come back. I do not think it will take particularly long to do that report. He has the opportunity 
to speak—as he will—to the Department of Education officials, to ministerial staff and, no doubt, to the 
consultant and probably to the school principal. Let us not jump to conclusions. Let us get the Public Sector 
Commissioner’s report. If the opposition thinks that it needs to take further action from that point, that is up to it. 
At the moment, let us get the facts. If the opposition has an allegation to make against either myself or the 
minister, please make it. The opposition has been unable to do so and I think that the minister now deserves the 
right to give her account of her knowledge of this event. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands — Minister for Education) [10.37 am]: I want to go through the 
chronology of events, starting with 9 June. A letter was signed by the Deputy Director General of Schools, David 
Axworthy, to the principal of Carson Street School informing him that the funding for the conductive education 
program would be phased out. On 13 June, my office received a copy of a memo sent to me from the director 
general asking me to approve the phasing out of the funding. Alongside that was received a copy of David 
Axworthy’s letter to the principal, Mr Exeter, and a copy of the final report. On the morning of 14 June I was 
given a copy of the memo from the director general and a copy of the letter that David Axworthy wrote. I 
noticed immediately that it was a bit strange that the letter had gone from David Axworthy to the school saying 
that it would be phased out, yet I was being asked to approve that, so I then asked to be given a copy of the 
report so that I could see the report. I was given that report the following day, on 15 June. On 15 June, I also had 
a regular meeting with the director general and David Axworthy and raised the issue of the letter being sent to 
the school before I had been given an opportunity to approve or otherwise what was in the memo from the 
director general. I thought it was very strange that the letter would have gone before I had a chance to look at 
either the memo or the report so that I could make up my mind about whether or not I approved it. Last Friday, 
on 17 June, my office sent a copy of the report that I and my office had received to the member for Victoria 
Park. Over the weekend of 18 and 19 June and on the evening of 20 June, I considered and read the report. That 
is the copy that I tabled yesterday. On 21 June, which was Tuesday this week, at 10.30 am, I visited the school 
because I wanted to be absolutely thorough in my understanding of the program and the report. I visited the 
school and I had the opportunity to observe the program in operation, especially with the young children. Two 
children below the age of two years were there with family members and parents. I had a chance to talk to the 
parents there. I had a tour of the school, I went into most classrooms, I went to the pool area and I got a chance 
to see what was happening. In the intervening time, between 10.30 am and 5.30 pm, I had a chance to consider 
all of that. I had my office call the director general, and at 5.30 pm she came to Parliament House where I 
discussed a number of issues about this matter with her. I had now read the report and been to the school. The 
central question that I dealt with with her was why the department’s decision to phase out the program, 
especially the early intervention program for zero to four-year-olds, was different from the recommendation in 
the report. It was my considered opinion based not only on my reading of the report and my observations of the 
school, but also on my experience of eight years of lecturing in special education at the University of Western 
Australia and being very involved in early intervention programs, that that early intervention program should 
continue. There is value for the children and particularly for the parents, as I think I said yesterday. Parents gain 
skills and have the support of the staff. It is very important for those children with the multiple disabilities that 
they have. I entirely support the Premier in his decision to ask the Public Sector Commissioner to look at this 
matter. It is a very serious matter; I have told the director general that I expect the early intervention program, 
which is particularly important, to continue. I think it is entirely appropriate for the Public Sector Commissioner 
to look into this as quickly as possible. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [10.41 am]: For two decades, this member has been 
in the house as an Independent preaching accountability. For two decades she has been “Dr Accountability”. If 
the minister does not vote for this motion she will trash her own personal legacy on accountability. The Premier 
says that the opposition needs to have evidence for there to be a parliamentary inquiry, as if the opposition 
should run around with investigators—who have no power—investigating this issue. There is a bit of additional 
evidence, apart from the fact that my colleague the member for Victoria Park received two reports — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: He received two, did he? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: One. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, he received two. Now we’ve got something. You just said he received two reports. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: One from the school.  
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Mr C.J. Barnett: This is getting interesting. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I formally call you to order for the second time today. Member for West 
Swan, I formally call you to order for the second time today. I do not want any more interjections. 

Mr T.G. Stephens: Well then, I think you’d better call the Premier because he interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Pilbara, you understand how this place works. I formally call you to order for the 
second time today.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: What desperate comments from the Premier! How was the issue raised? The member for 
Victoria Park got one report from the minister, the school got another report and the school spoke to the member 
for Victoria Park about what was in its copy of the report. When he checked his report, he found that the same 
information was not there. There is internal evidence in the report that the member for Victoria Park received 
that is right there in the table of contents “Conclusions: Error! Bookmark not defined”. That is the copy of the 
report that has got the internal evidence of a problem with the copy of the report that came out of the minister’s 
office. Therefore, the only copy that has internal evidence of doctoring appears to be the copy that came out of 
the minister’s office.  

Let us just look at a possible scenario. A possible scenario is that the minister’s office asked for the change to be 
made, and someone in the department objected to this contravention of their integrity and sent the original report 
to the school. That is a possible scenario that ought to be investigated. We are complaining about the doctoring 
of a report inside the government, and the Premier’s answer is, “Let’s have another internal report inside the 
government reporting to me”! That does not seem to me to be accountability. I say, let us have a parliamentary 
investigation; we cannot trust the reports that go to government ministers. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Don’t you trust the Public Sector Commissioner? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Does the Premier expect that the Public Sector Commissioner will show him a draft of his 
report before he finalises it?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Don’t you trust the Public Sector Commissioner — 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The Premier will not deny that he will get a draft of the Public Sector Commissioner’s report 
before it is actually finalised. That is what we are dealing with; we need an open parliamentary inquiry. If a 
parliamentary report is mucked around with, it is a Corruption and Crime Commission matter, but apparently if a 
report inside the government is mucked around with, it will just be the subject of another internal report. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you accusing the minister of mucking around with the report? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: I do not know what has happened here; we need an investigation. We need one that is open 
and not in any way influenced by the government, and we need the report to be made to this Parliament not to 
the Premier. We need a report that can investigate the minister, and the Public Sector Commissioner cannot do 
that. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [10.45 am]: — in reply: Are we accusing the minister? That is the reason we 
need a select committee. The Public Sector Commissioner will not investigate the minister. The Premier came to 
this place last night saying that no-one could say whether there was a draft or a final report. Then he leapt to his 
feet this morning making conclusions that there was a draft and there was a final, and that he had been given the 
draft and that someone had been given the final. No-one knows, Premier. That is why there needs to be a select 
committee inquiry. The only report that appears to have any doctored element to it is the report that has come out 
of the minister’s office. The copy that was received by the school seems very consistent. I said this yesterday, 
and the Premier should have listened: on Tuesday we received two different versions of the report. The minister 
stood and read a chronology. This issue has nothing to do with the chronology of events; it is about her own 
accountability—whether there has been deceit in her office. We have worked out the events. Will the Premier 
table in this place all the different versions of the Public Sector Commissioner’s report that he receives? Will he 
request that the minister be made accountable to the Public Sector Commission? Will she give evidence? Can the 
Public Sector Commissioner investigate her office and her behaviour in all of this? That is why the Parliament 
needs to investigate this by way of select a committee. That is the simple reality. The Premier gets to his feet and 
says that the opposition has produced no evidence. We have produced a smoking gun! We have two different 
versions of the one report and the Premier says that there is no evidence? The Premier has gotten up and cleared 
the minister before the jury has even gone out. This is clear: the Parliament needs to take responsibility for this, 
the Parliament needs to investigate this and the Parliament needs to have one version of the report tabled. We 
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can then be sure whether the minister was involved, whether the department was involved and whether there was 
deceit. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Mr Speaker, — 

The SPEAKER: Attorney General, you cannot speak; that is time. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think that there has been an error in the counting. I think that the last two minutes that the 
minister had left were used by the member opposite. 

The SPEAKER: Premier, the member for Victoria Park has replied and effectively closed the debate; that is the 
process. 

Motion Resumed 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (23) 

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

Noes (28) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Mr D.A. Templeman Mr C.C. Porter 
 Mr M.P. Murray Mr A.J. Simpson 
 Mr P.C. Tinley Ms A.R. Mitchell 

Question thus negatived. 
 


