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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Amendment to Motion, as Amended 

Resumed from 18 October, after the following amendment had been moved by Hon G.T. Giffard - 

That the following words be added to the motion, as amended - 

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the policies of this Government have resulted in 
significant scope for improvement in the way that legislation and the public sector generally is 
being administered; and requests Your Excellency to call on the Government to address the 
ineffective management practices which are resulting in a waste of public moneys.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon G.T. Giffard Hon J.A. Scott Hon Bob Thomas (Teller) 
Hon J.A. Cowdell Hon Tom Helm Hon Tom Stephens  
Hon Cheryl Davenport Hon Helen Hodgson Hon Ken Travers  
Hon E.R.J. Dermer Hon Norm Kelly Hon Giz Watson  

Noes (12) 

Hon M.J. Criddle Hon Barry House Hon M.D. Nixon Hon W.N. Stretch 
Hon B.K. Donaldson Hon Murray Montgomery Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Derrick Tomlinson 
Hon Ray Halligan Hon N.F. Moore Hon Greg Smith Hon Muriel Patterson  
   (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon B.M. Scott 
 Hon Mark Nevill Hon Peter Foss 
 Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Max Evans 
 Hon Christine Sharp Hon Dexter Davies 

Amendment thus passed. 

Debate (on motion, as further amended) Resumed 

HON E.R.J. DERMER (North Metropolitan) [2.08 pm]:  I am pleased to support the motion, and join the 
House in thanking Hon Geoffrey Kennedy, the then Administrator for his speech at the opening of this session of 
Parliament.  This was a transitional arrangement before Lieutenant General John Sanderson was appointed as 
Governor, and I am pleased to extend my best wishes to His Excellency and Mrs Sanderson. 

I will deal with a couple of points included in the Administrator's speech; he stated - 

The Government's priorities include boosting technology in schools and directing attention towards the 
fundamentals of learning and teaching. 

The most fundamental relationship in a school is that between a teacher and student.  In order to progress 
education, the teacher must know a student's capacity and understanding.  That is essential in introducing new 
understanding and skills to the student concerned.  It is a two-way relationship.  The student must have faith and 
trust in the teacher to reach his or her potential in education.  Educational foundations must be firm to enable 
new concepts and skills to be learnt.  I was pleased to see the reference in the Administrator’s speech to the 
fundamentals of learning and teaching.  Obviously, it is a matter of great priority.  

The Administrator referred to technology in schools.  Having the right technology in schools is essential to this 
process of teaching and learning.  It is essential that the right technology be in place to support teachers in 
developing the most productive possible educational relationship with their students.  Highlighting that need for 
the House and His Excellency is the purpose of my contribution today.   

The Administrator also stated - 

The curriculum framework is now in its second year of operation and will be fully operational in all 
schools from the beginning of 2004.  The new framework allows teachers to develop curriculum 
programs to suit the particular needs of their students in their own environment.  
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Teachers must understand what level a student has reached to provide the education that will allow him or her to 
advance.  

I refer to a document provided for the information of parents of students in government schools entitled “The 
curriculum framework and student outcome statements - Educating our children to succeed in the 21st century”.  
This is a very succinct explanation of the curriculum framework, and it states -  

The Curriculum Framework sets out learning outcomes. These describe what all students should know, 
understand, value and be able to do as a result of their learning in schools.   

It clearly sets out the objectives of our school education system.  Clarifying expectations is important to the 
teacher-student relationship.  This booklet states that - 

The focus on the learning outcomes gives teachers increased flexibility to choose the teaching 
approaches that work best for particular students.  The curriculum provided should challenge a student 
to achieve learning outcomes at the highest possible level.  

I was teaching junior high school students in the early 1980s and I found it very difficult to confront 30-odd 
students who had a range of different skills and understandings.  That is a significant problem when one is 
teaching mathematics and progress is dependent on students having a firm understanding of the preceding 
concept.  I am pleased to see that the curriculum framework is designed to have the teacher provide education at 
an appropriate level for each student.  That is very encouraging.  

The booklet goes on to explain that understanding, implementing and achieving the learning outcomes in the 
curriculum framework is based on the concept of a student outcome statement.  The booklet states - 

The Education Department has developed Student Outcome Statements to help teachers in government 
schools work with the Curriculum Framework.   

The Student Outcome Statements are progress maps that will assist teachers to plan, monitor, assess and 
report.  They are grouped into the same eight learning categories as the Curriculum Framework . . . 

The learning strategies are aligned to subjects; they involve distinct areas of learning such as mathematics and 
English.   

The framework defines what is to be learnt, and the student outcome statement is the guide to the student’s 
achievement and future education.  This system has the flexibility to build on the student’s existing 
understanding.  Putting this system in place is complex and demanding.  It is far more difficult for a teacher to 
run an educational agenda for each student according to his or her individual needs.  That is the challenge.  The 
teaching process is much more difficult because students are at a different stages of development.   

I understand that student outcomes-based teaching can create over 32 000 evaluation points a year for a teacher 
with a class of 20 students.  If each evaluation takes 60 seconds to prepare and record, the teacher will spend 
more than two hours a day on that task, and teachers are already overworked.  This task could be made much 
easier with the installation of the appropriate computer software.  The same data about the students’ progress 
could be recorded in less than five minutes using the appropriate software.  Teachers must have information 
technology to assist them with this core task.  This task is essential to the delivery of school education because it 
enables the teachers to judge the level at which students can take in information and new concepts and whether 
they are appropriately challenged to enable them to progress.   

Western Australian software development companies have achieved particular success in this field.  Two 
companies have won contracts with the Education Departments of New South Wales and Victoria, and the 
software industry of this State should be proud of that.  It is remarkable that when the Education Department 
went through the tender process for the supply of school management system software, the Western Australian 
companies were rejected and the contract was awarded to the overseas-based RM Australasia Pty Ltd, which is 
directly linked to the British-based company, RM plc.  I will not deal with the geographic base of the companies 
today.  The central issue is the capacity of the company contracted to the Education Department to deliver the 
support that teachers require in implementing the curriculum framework and in dealing with student outcome 
statements.  I have been asking questions about this issue in this place since March last year.  I asked a question 
of the Minister for Services, because he had received complaints about the tender process.   

The State Supply Commission undertook an investigation of the process pertaining to the Education 
Department’s request for proposal for the supply of school management system software.  Many aspects of the 
final report were disturbing, but one is of particular concern.  The report found that there was no evidence of a 
specific cost-benefit analysis having been undertaken for the project.  A cost-benefit analysis should be the basis 
of any procurement process.  The first consideration should be what public benefit will be derived from the 
expenditure of public money.  There is a causal link between the absence of a cost-benefit analysis in this 
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procurement process and the problems that have sadly become all too apparent.  Concerns about this 
procurement process were reported in The West Australian throughout April last year.  I continued to receive 
informal reports that suggested that the software did not do the job required to support teachers in the 
implementation of the curriculum framework and in dealing with student outcome statements.  I thought that the 
responsible course was for me to pursue these matters with the Minister for Education.  I hoped that a small 
number of questions would do the job.  Sadly, the answers often amounted to obfuscation and that required 
further persistent questioning.   

On 17 August 1999, I asked the Minister for Education through the Leader of the House - 

When will the Education Department of Western Australia conduct a performance review of its contract 
with RM Australasia Pty Ltd?   

He replied as follows - 

At the end of term 4, 1999, and the conclusion of the pilot phase being conducted in a small number of 
schools, the Education Department will conduct a performance review of the contract with RM 
Australasia Pty Ltd. 

I considered that a performance review was a natural expectation.  I was concerned about the implementation of 
the curriculum framework and the support for teachers in the preparation of student outcome statements.  I 
therefore raised that matter on 9 September last year as follows - 

Will the performance review of the contract between the Education Department of Western Australia 
and RM Australasia Pty Ltd include assessment of the adequacy of software provided under this 
contract for teachers to use in their day-to-day recording of student outcome data? 

The minister’s written response through the Leader of the House read - 

The Education Department will undertake a performance review of the contract with RM Australasia 
Pty Ltd at the conclusion of the pilot phase.  This will include an assessment of the software as per the 
functional specifications.  These include the tools for ongoing and summative assessment of student 
data in relation to an outcomes focussed approach.  

It was good to receive that degree of reassurance.  I was concerned that time would be lost in the review 
timetable.  Any time lost is opportunity lost for students receiving their education at that stage.  Each year a fresh 
cohort of students will graduate from the system, so every year that is lost towards the objective of achieving this 
worthwhile implementation of the curriculum framework is a tragedy for the students concerned.  

On 23 September last year I asked another question.  The Minister for Education responded by saying in part - 

Some of the key benefits of the new package are the inclusion of individual student outcomes, the 
ability to report on these, and provision for teachers to access and record information from their class 
desktop and, when the security issues have been addressed, from their own homes.   

There was some comfort in that response.  It seems that the Minister for Education had at least a rudimentary 
understanding of the importance of the student outcome development, of the implementation of the curriculum 
framework and of the important role of information technology in assisting teachers in this very important task.  

On 27 October last year I referred to the performance review of the contract between the Education Department 
and RM Australasia Pty Ltd, which was supposed to have been conducted at the end of term 4, 1999, and asked - 

In the event that the performance review finds that the software provided through this contract 
inadequately supports teachers in the preparation of student outcome statement assessments, what 
provisions exist in this contract to remedy such inadequacy? 

The Minister for Education advised through his representative in this place -  

The pilot will be conducted over a phased process.  The review of the pilot will commence in term 4, 
1999.  Should the pilot review indicate that the contractor . . .  has not met his obligations according to 
the functional specifications, the department may consider applying the relevant clauses in the contract. 

I had become concerned at that stage.  When I raised the matter on 17 August, the Education Department was to 
have conducted a performance review at the end of term 4, 1999.  By the time I raised the matter again on 22 
October, I was told that the review was to commence in term 4.  There is a subtle difference, which is 
nonetheless disturbing.  It was the first sign of an extraordinary litany of delays in the essential performance 
review of this contract.  
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By 15 March 2000, I hoped that the performance review “commenced in 1999” would have been completed.  
Expectantly I asked - 

(1) Has the Education Department of Western Australia completed a performance review of its 
contract with RM Australasia Pty Ltd? 

(2) If this review has not been completed, why not, and when does the Minister for Education 
expect that the review will be completed?   

The answer was   - 

(1) The Education Department is using a two-stage pilot process to identify any refinements and 
enhancements needed to the software provided by RM Australasia Pty Ltd to better meet the 
needs of government schools . . . While assessment of the performance of RM Australasia Pty 
Ltd is ongoing throughout this process, no formal review has yet been undertaken.  

By March this year, no formal review had been undertaken, which was very disturbing.  The second part of the 
minister's answer to my question reads   - 

(2) The pilot process is expected to be completed by 30 June 2000.  An overall review will then be 
undertaken.  The performance of RM Australasia Pty Ltd will be assessed as part of that 
review. 

The best I could read from that was that the review would occur some time after June 2000.  It was very 
concerning, particularly in the light of the advice in the preceding year that the review would commence at the 
end of term 4, 1999.  Although no indication was given of when the performance review would be completed, 
we were told it was expected to commence some time after June 2000.  I was very concerned about why the 
minister was avoiding the performance review.   
On 16 March, the next day, I asked why the performance review had been postponed.  I received a long answer, 
which reads - 

In response to the member's question of 17 October 1999, the minister advised that the review of the 
pilot of the school information project, including an ongoing review of the performance of RM 
Australasia Pty Ltd, would commence in term 4, 1999.  There is no single summative performance 
review of RM Australasia Pty Ltd; rather it is part of an overall monitoring and reviewing of the 
ongoing pilot process.  

In that answer the single summative performance review had gone.  Rather than receiving a straightforward 
answer the first time, the minister made excuses until eventually admitting that a single summative performance 
review would not be undertaken.  He said also that - 

During semester 2, 2000 the Education Department will analyse and evaluate the experiences of the 
pilot phases to inform the ongoing development of the implementation strategy.  This process will 
include a review of the performance of RM Australasia Pty Ltd.  

That is very different from a single performance review.  According to the State Supply Commission, when the 
procurement process began there was no evidence of a cost-benefit analysis; yet in March 2000 we learnt from 
the minister that no single summative performance review of the contract will occur.  There is a very clear flaw 
at the beginning of the process because the required outcomes are not clearly specified.  It is interesting how that 
relates to the absence of a single summative performance review, to which the minister finally admitted in March 
this year.  
Five months later, after the spring session, I hoped to receive a substantive reply.  I was disappointed that no 
single summative performance review would be undertaken.  However, I was interested to see what had been 
done.  For that reason I asked the follow question - 

Has the pilot process used by the Education Department to identify any refinements and enhancements 
needed to the software provided by RM Australasia Pty Ltd been completed?  

The answer was yes, which was encouraging.  I further asked - 

What needed refinements and enhancements have been identified by the pilot process?   

In my view, this reference to refinements and enhancement is a euphemism for describing faults that were found 
with the contract.  We were not going to get a single performance review, so the analysis of refinements and 
enhancements was consistent with the minister's euphemistic use of the English language, and was probably the 
best estimate we could get on how well this contract had delivered its ill-defined purpose and what problems 
were outstanding.  I was shocked by the minister's answer to my question, which reads -  
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Refinements and enhancements have been identified to customise the generic product to meet particular 
Australian and Education Department requirements.  For example . . .   

It then goes on for more than a page.  I will not read out the list of required refinements and enhancements, 
because it will take too long and I have given an undertaking to the Leader of the House that I will take no more 
time than is necessary this afternoon.  

Hon N.F. Moore:  It was a bit different from that; it was more specific.  

Hon E.R.J. DERMER:  I understand that is contingent upon no interjections, so let us stick by that. 

When I received the answer I was shocked by the long list of requirements that were identified through this 
review process.  In fact, it is hard to envisage a core function of the software contract that is not listed as a 
requirement for refinement or enhancement.  Essentially, that is a euphemism for faults found in the performance 
of the contract.  At first, I did not notice the two words "For example" preceding the minister's long list.  I was 
shocked when I read the answer again in my office, because I wondered how many more of these refinements 
and enhancements would be found.  I thought the sensible thing to do was to ask the minister to table a 
comprehensive list of the so-called refinements and enhancements, which I did two days later.  I was shocked 
when the minister refused to answer the question on the basis of the limited notice that is given with questions 
without notice.  He asked that the question be put on notice, which I did on 7 September.  We are now well into 
the second half of October and I have not received an answer, so I wonder what the Minister for Education has to 
hide.   

I have not yet been able to ascertain a dollar figure for the cost to the people of this State of this bungled process.  
I asked on 12 September - 

(1) What is the estimated total cost of achieving the refinements and enhancements to the software 
provided to the Education Department by RM Australasia Pty Ltd, identified as needed by the 
pilot process used for this identification? 

(2) What part of this total cost will be met by the Education Department? 

That is, of course, by the taxpayers of Western Australia - 

(3) What part of this total cost will be met by RM Australasia Pty Ltd? 

Which appears as much a victim of this flawed process as are many others -  

(4) What was the total cost to the Education Department of its contract with RM Australasia Pty 
Ltd in the 1999-2000 financial year? 

(5) What is the estimated total cost to the Education Department of this contract in the 2000-01 
financial year? 

When I asked those questions I thought that was very basic information that any responsible Government would 
be able to provide at short notice.  Some notice was given of the question, but the answer was not forthcoming.  I 
was advised by the minister to put the question on notice.  That was on 12 September and we still have no 
response to that question, which has now been on notice for more than a month.  The minister is endeavouring to 
avoid providing what was the dollar cost to the public of Western Australia of the mishandling of the 
procurement for this very important service.   

Among the refinements and enhancements listed in the answer to the question on that very long list I received on 
5 September were listed - 

Curriculum Manager:   

All aspects of this module have been developed to meet Education Department requirements. 

Assessment Manager:  

Link between this module and the Education Department's curriculum management module. 

I note the past tense in the answer.  Nevertheless, it is clear that EDWA purchased a software package that was 
not orientated towards the needs of implementing the curriculum framework to meet curriculum and assessment 
needs.  The purchase was made at a time when EDWA was embarking on the most fundamental change in 
curriculum in the history of the department, but the purchase did not even specify an appropriate analysis or 
detail of what was required for software to meet this very important need.  The essential requirement for the 
implementation of the curriculum framework and the teacher-student relationship is to provide the best 
educational process.  That key requirement is described by the minister as a refinement and enhancement, which, 
again, is a euphemism.   
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The time frame for the implementation of the curriculum framework is mentioned in the Administrator’s speech; 
the target is 2004.  It has been severely compromised by the weakness in the process of the selection of the 
software.  I ask the question:  Will the software purchased by EDWA deliver the support required by teachers in 
the implementation of curriculum framework and dealing with student outcome statements?   

That would be possible through the late and extensive - I imagine also expensive - so-called enhancement and 
refinement.  However, even if the software can be brought up to a standard to suit the central task, that will take 
time and cost more money.  Time is the most important factor, because that will compromise the time frame for 
the implementation of the new curriculum framework method.  The essential requirement to support curriculum 
framework and student outcome assessment should have been spelled out in detail in the initial procurement 
process by going through an appropriate cost-benefit analysis.  This was not done.  Because this was not done 
many years earlier, the result of now having an inadequate software system for teachers is a direct consequence 
of the work not being done in the first place.  As a direct result of the cost-benefit analysis not being done, the 
software that has been purchased at great expense to the public of Western Australia has proved to be 
inadequate.  

The last issue I need to address is who is responsible for this sorry scenario?  I suspect in many ways that the RM 
company is as much a victim of this flawed procurement process.  It probably went into this in good faith, but 
because the appropriate cost-benefit analysis had not been done, what was required from the contract was not 
clear.  The failings lie not with the company but with the minister responsible for ensuring that school education 
is provided to the people of Western Australia.  Senior bureaucrats should always be held accountable for their 
performance and that of the people working under them if that does not meet standards.  Given the nature of the 
Westminster system however, none of that diminishes the responsibility of the Minister for Education in the 
failure of this process.  Rather than squaring up to his own shortcomings and problems and taking steps to fix the 
problems, what we have back from the Minister for Education in answering my questions is obfuscation, excuses 
and delays in dealing with the issue.  I am afraid that the minister’s ongoing failure to fulfil his responsibility, to 
grapple with the issue, to find an answer and to implement it, will further compromise the time frame for the full 
implementation of the curriculum framework and further disadvantage the students who will move through the 
system in that time.  I regret that it is my duty to conclude my contribution to the Address-in-Reply by focusing 
on the weakness of the Minister for Education and his unsuitability to be a Minister of the Crown in this State.   

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed; the Address-in-Reply, as amended, thus adopted. 

Presentation to Governor 

On motion by Hon N.F. Moore (Leader of the House), resolved -  

That the Address-in-Reply be presented to His Excellency the Governor by the President and such 
members as may desire to accompany him.   

 


