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SELECT COMMITTEE INTO THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND TRAINING 
Establishment - Motion 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [2.06 pm]:  I move - 

That - 

(1) A select committee of three members is appointed, any two of whom constitute a quorum. 

(2) The committee, and the proceedings of the committee, are subject to chapter XXII of standing 
orders and is to be regarded for all purposes as a committee appointed under that chapter. 

(3) The committee is to inquire into and report on - 

 (a) the circumstances surrounding the management-initiated retirements of Mr Paul 
Albert, former director general, and Mr Alby Huts, former executive director, human 
resources, of the Department of Education and Training; 

 (b) the processes adopted by the Department of Education and Training in response to 
notification of inquiries by the Corruption and Crime Commission into allegations of 
sexual contact between departmental staff and children; 

 (c) the department’s response to the Corruption and Crime Commission report into this 
matter; and 

 (d) such other relevant matters as the committee considers appropriate. 

(4) The committee may present interim reports without a requirement for leave. 

(5) The committee is to report to the house no later than 30 June 2007. 
Members will be aware that recently the opposition moved a motion of no confidence in the capacity of the 
Minister for Education and Training to manage her portfolio, in view of the sacking - I use the word “sacking” in 
its broadest term - of the Director General of the Department of Education and Training, Mr Paul Albert.  
Members will recall that the house debated that matter.  Although the house did not support the motion, in the 
minds of members of the opposition a number of questions still need to be answered.  As a result of the decision 
of the house not to censure the Minister for Education and Training, I gave notice of a motion to establish a 
select committee of inquiry into the matters surrounding this issue.  I refer the house to the proposed terms of 
reference of this proposed select committee.  They are -  
 (a) the circumstances surrounding the management-initiated retirements of Mr Paul Albert, former 

director general, and Mr Alby Huts, former executive director, human resources, of the 
Department of Education and Training; 

 (b) the processes adopted by the Department of Education and Training in response to notification 
of inquiries by the Corruption and Crime Commission into allegations of sexual contact 
between departmental staff and children; 

 (c) the department’s response to the Corruption and Crime Commission report into this matter; 
and 

 (d) such other relevant matters as the committee considers appropriate. 
They are the terms of reference of the select committee I have moved to establish today.  Those terms of 
reference outline the scope of the areas I am concerned about.  Those areas are the circumstances surrounding 
Mr Albert’s departure; the way in which the department itself responded to concerns of the Corruption and 
Crime Commission about matters relating to sexual misconduct by staff employed by the Department of 
Education and Training; and whether the processes put in place since the CCC report will ensure that this does 
not happen again.  That is a very serious matter that needs to be addressed. 
All of those things are very important, but I will begin my comments by referring specifically to one area that is 
of great concern to me, and where the most unanswered questions lie; that is, why was Mr Albert sacked?  The 
government uses the phrase “management-initiated retirement”, which everybody knows means “sacked”, but 
sacked in a nice sort of way, because the employee goes out with a payout, and is not totally disgraced in the 
sense that he would be if he were dismissed from his position.  A management-initiated retirement is one way 
the government gets rid of public servants for reasons best known to itself without basically dismissing them in 
the way in which an employer will normally dismiss an employee who does something that is unacceptable. 
I am keen to know why Mr Albert was sacked, and indeed I have asked a number of questions to find out why.  
The first question I asked was of the Premier via the Leader of the House on 26 October this year.  I asked - 
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Why were Mr Paul Albert and Mr Alby Huts required to take a management-initiated retirement, 
commonly interpreted as a dismissal?   

The answer was - 

 I refer the Leader of the Opposition to a public media statement made by the Premier on 16 October 
2006. 

I have a copy of that statement, which I have read.  I must say, it does not tell us why Mr Albert was sacked.  
Conclusions may have to be drawn from it, but I do not know why he was sacked.  I will quote what the Premier 
said in his press release - 

Premier Alan Carpenter has announced that the Director General of the Department of Education and 
Training Paul Albert, will leave the public service. 

The announcement follows the release of a Corruption and Crime Commission report into sexual 
contact between staff and students of Western Australian schools. 

The report was highly critical of the way in which the department dealt with some allegations. 

Mr Carpenter met Mr Albert this evening after returning from a series of all day Cabinet meeting 
commitments in the northern suburbs. 

“Mr Albert has provided excellent service to the Government over many years and I wanted to discuss 
the report first hand with him before I commented publicly,” the Premier said. 

“It is with regret that during our discussion we came to an agreement that it was in the best interests of 
all parties for Mr Albert to leave the public service under a Management Initiated Retirement.   

“I accept that the CCC did not make any specific adverse findings against Mr Albert, but we both agree 
that public confidence in our education system was paramount. 

“I worked closely with Mr Albert during my time as Education Minister and I wish him well for the 
future.” 

It goes on to talk about other matters.  I will not bore the house with those. 

That press release does not say why Mr Albert was sacked.  In fact, it says that he had accepted a management-
initiated retirement following discussions with the Premier in order to ensure that the best interests of the 
department were put ahead of Mr Albert’s circumstances.  That was not a satisfactory answer for me, so on 
1 November 2006 I asked the minister this question - 

(1) Did the minister discuss with the Premier the future employment of Mr Paul Albert and 
Mr Alby Huts prior to their decisions to accept management-initiated retirements? 

The answer was - 

(1) I did not discuss the employment of Mr Alby Huts with the Premier.  Mr Huts was employed 
by the Director General of the Department of Education and Training.  Under the Public Sector 
Management Act 1994, I have no authority to intercede in any decisions relating to 
employment matters.  I did discuss the situation with the Premier in light of the release of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission report, and we both agreed that public confidence in the 
education system was paramount. 

That is the answer to the question: did the minister discuss with the Premier the future employment of Mr Albert 
and Mr Huts?  There is no reference to Mr Albert in the answer; no reference at all.  There is reference to 
Mr Huts but not to Mr Albert, even though the question specifically related to both employees of the Department 
of Education and Training.  The second and third parts of the question were - 

(2) If so, did the minister support the ultimate determination that both men should leave; and, if so, 
why did she support it?  

(3) If no to (1), why was the minister not involved in any of the discussions, considering that she 
is the minister responsible for their agency?  

The answer came back with (2) and (3) combined - 

(2)-(3) The employing authority for Mr Albert is the Premier.  It was with regret that during their 
discussion, they came to an agreement that it was in the best interests of all parties for 
Mr Albert to leave the public service under a management-initiated retirement. 

I do not think that Mr Albert would have thought that it was in the best interest of Mr Albert to have to take one 
of these management-initiated retirements, but we do not know.  The answer to the question was misleading, 
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because there is no mention in there about whether the Premier and the minister discussed Mr Paul Albert’s 
management-initiated retirement.  It says that Mr Huts came under the direction of Mr Albert, and that Mr Albert 
came under the direction of the Premier, and therefore the minister responsible for the agency of which these two 
persons were members had no involvement whatsoever.  However, the minister still did not say whether she was 
involved in the discussions, and the discussions were important.  I want to know whether the minister 
recommended that the CEO be sacked or whether she stood up for him and said that he should not be sacked.  
That would be interesting to know, albeit we may never know.  I would be interested to know whether the 
minister supported Mr Albert’s management-initiated retirement; and, if so, why she did.  If, as the Premier has 
said in his press release, Mr Albert has provided excellent service to the government over many years, what was 
so serious about this report from the CCC that has led the Premier to get rid of -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  So you don’t think it was serious? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I think it is very serious.  That is why I am standing now.  I think it is a highly 
serious matter.  I would have thought the minister might tell us what Mr Albert had done wrong.  That is what I 
am coming to.  It is obvious from those two answers that neither the Premier nor the minister is prepared to 
explain the reasons that Mr Albert was required to depart.  We are left in a situation in which we can only 
surmise what the reasons were.  That is part of the problem; we do not know.  The issue we are talking about 
concerns the CCC report and the department’s handling of the sexual abuse of children in our education system.  
That is as serious an issue as one can get.  Because it is an issue of such seriousness and because the CEO has 
been removed, we are entitled to know the circumstances surrounding his removal.  Was he sacked because he 
was incompetent?  If he was, I think the minister should have said so.  The minister should have said that he 
made an absolute mess of it and should be sacked because of his incompetence.  On the other hand, was he 
sacked because he did not tell the minister that an inquiry was being undertaken?  I would have thought that was 
a good reason for sacking somebody, if that is in fact what happened.  If it transpires, as we may find out in due 
course, that Mr Albert deliberately did not tell the minister about this inquiry, that would be good grounds for 
sacking him.  In my view it would be good grounds not for a management-initiated retirement but for a summary 
dismissal, with no benefits attached.  As the minister has said by way of interjection, it is a very important issue. 

Was he sacked because he did tell the minister and she then by some quirk of imagination told everybody that 
she had not been told?  Another question we should ask is whether his sacking under a management-initiated 
retirement contained a confidentiality clause to protect the minister and the government.  Why was he given a 
management-initiated retirement instead of being sacked?  Was it because the management-initiated retirement 
contains a confidentiality clause?  Not telling the minister about this matter could have led to instant dismissal, in 
which case Mr Albert would have been able to tell the whole world his version of events.  We have to ask the 
question: why did the government choose to go down this path?  Whatever the answers are to those questions, 
we as a Parliament are entitled to know why he went.  Why did Mr Albert leave, and why did Mr Huts get the 
same treatment?  Bearing in mind that Mr Albert was the CEO, the circumstances surrounding his departure are 
of greater significance than those surrounding that of Mr Huts.  I am interested to know why Mr Huts also had to 
go.  Was it because he was incompetent in running the unit responsible for these problems?  Is that why he went?  
There is no indication anywhere in the answers to the questions I have asked why either of them was required to 
go. 

Mr Albert was not just some CEO of a little agency tucked away in the backblocks of the government 
administration.  He was probably the second highest paid public servant in Western Australia.  He was second 
only to the very highly paid public servant who runs the health system, who gets paid three times the amount that 
the minister gets paid. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is six times what you get. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is right.  I do not have a problem with that if that is what he is worth.  One of 
these days he will be paid only three times the amount I am paid!  Mr Albert was the second most highly paid 
chief executive officer and was in charge of a department of some 30 000 employees with a budget of $2 billion. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is $4 billion.  It has doubled since the member was the minister. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The government’s income has trebled.  It is a pity that the education budget has not 
also trebled. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We are great economic managers, as you know, and we are experiencing a boom, as 
you also know, with 14.5 per cent growth. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The second part of the minister’s statement is right, but I have serious reservations 
about the first part.  Anyone who cannot manage the state’s current finances should go back to school from grade 
1.  We want to know why a public servant of the standing of Mr Albert was required to stand down.  If the 
minister’s denial of having had knowledge that an inquiry was being conducted by the Corruption and Crime 
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Commission into child abuse was correct, we are entitled to know why Mr Albert kept her in the dark and did 
not tell her that an inquiry was being conducted.  I will quote from some letters in a minute that demonstrate how 
serious the CCC regarded this matter.  If Mr Albert knew what the CCC knew and what it was doing and it 
transpires that he deliberately did not tell his minister and maintained a conspiracy of silence on this matter, as I 
said a moment ago, he should have been dismissed for incompetence and for deliberately keeping from his 
minister information of a significant nature. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think we have already tabled the letter that caused Mr Albert to believe that to be the case. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will come to that in a moment.  When people live in the world of spin, they 
sometimes believe it. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is a letter that stands on its own. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Is that the CCC letter?  Are you saying that the CCC letter is a letter of spin? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am saying that the minister’s interpretation of the CCC letter is spin from the 
government. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It is Mr Albert’s interpretation that matters. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Hopefully we will find that out from Mr Albert.  There are two issues: firstly, did 
the minister know an inquiry was taking place?  She said she did not.  Secondly, did the minister know any of 
the details that were being inquired into? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  She says that she did not.  They are two separate issues and I will talk about them in 
a minute.  If it transpires that the Department of Education and Training and the departmental head either 
deliberately or for some other reason made sure that the minister did not even know the inquiry was taking place, 
in my view, they have significant questions to answer.  However, if Mr Albert had advised the minister about 
that matter, as he alluded to in a television interview - 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That was after he briefed me, after he came back and after the report was tabled, 
honourable member.  For goodness sake! 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The minister can argue that case and Mr Albert can tell us what happened.  When 
this issue blew up, Mr Albert alluded in the media that he had advised the minister of what was happening. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That was after the event and after the CCC had tabled its report. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The only person who can give us the truth about it is Mr Albert. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I am sure that he will tell it like it is. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  Good.  We look forward to that.  That is why we need an inquiry. 

Hon Kim Chance:  Even though you already have all the facts. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I am simply telling members what I believe to be the case.  As I said about five 
minutes ago, I am only surmising because I cannot get any answers. 
Hon Kim Chance:  No, you just don’t want to believe the answers you are being given. 
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I asked the Premier and the Minister for Education and Training why Mr Albert was 
sacked and I have not been given an answer.  I ask rhetorically: was he incompetent, was he a crook, did he 
deliberately mislead the minister, or has he simply been sent off with a heap of money in his pocket and a 
confidentiality clause in his dismissal notice?  That is a good question; it deserves some answers.  The only way 
we will know the answers to these questions is if a select committee asks Mr Albert what happened in his agency 
from the time this matter arose - that is, when the Corruption and Crime Commission took a serious interest in 
what was going on in his agency and decided to investigate the way in which the agency dealt with these 
matters - until his dismissal.  We are entitled to know what happened; that is, what he did, what the minister did, 
what the agency did and what the CCC did.  If it transpires - it might - that Mr Albert’s version of events is the 
same as the minister’s, all the doubts that people, including me, have in their minds about the minister’s 
statements to the house will be allayed.  It may well be that a committee of inquiry will find that the minister and 
Mr Albert are at one in their recollection of events, and we can all then go home and enjoy the Christmas break.  
However, if Mr Albert’s version of events is at variance with what the minister has told the house, it would be up 
to a committee to ask the minister to provide her version of events on the basis of the contradictory evidence that 
Mr Albert may gave given.  Again, that is a surmise, and I do not know the answers to all those questions. 
Let us examine some of the circumstances leading up to Mr Albert’s dismissal.  A number of letters went back 
and forth between the CCC and the Department of Education and Training.  I do not have the letter from the 
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CCC to the department dated 29 November 2005; it may or may not be relevant to this matter.  However, a letter 
signed by Sharyn O’Neill on behalf of the Director General of the Department of Education and Training was 
written to Commissioner Hammond of the CCC and dated 23 December 2005 and referred to a letter from the 
CCC dated 29 November 2005.  In the second paragraph, the letter states - 

The Commission comments that a review of the Department’s investigation has resulted in concern. 

Twelve months ago, in December 2005, the department wrote to the CCC and referred to a previous letter in 
which the CCC had expressed some concern about the way in which the department was carrying out its 
activities with respect to issues of child sexual abuse.  I will not quote the rest of the letter, because it relates to a 
particular individual’s case, and it is not for me to be involved in that. 

The CCC then wrote a letter to Mr Albert on 18 January 2006; the letter was incorrectly dated 18 January 2005 - 
I hope that is the only mistake the CCC has ever made.  However, to allay concerns, the reference is the same as 
for the previous letter, so the date on the letter is clearly an error.  It states - 

Thank you for your letter of 23 December 2005 . . .  

That is why I think the date was wrong - otherwise the letter could not have already been received!  The letter 
continues - 

Your response has raised issues of concern within the Commission. 

In the concluding paragraph, the letter states - 

In deciding upon this course of action - 

That is, the commission’s decision to conduct an inquiry - 

the Commission has not overlooked that the Complaints Management Unit is currently under review.  
However, the Commission notes that the review essentially addresses procedural and structural issues.  
The Commission considers that the issues involved in the . . .  

This particular case - 

and similar matters are of such concern that they ought to be ventilated publicly. 

The commission told the education department that such matters ought to be ventilated publicly.  That letter was 
promptly sent to the director general, who responded with a letter dated 14 February 2006.  The letter in part 
states - 

I would appreciate it if you clarify whether the Department will be given the opportunity to comment 
upon the draft report prior to your decision to table the report in Parliament.  

In the previous letter, the Corruption and Crime Commission informed the Department of Education and 
Training that the report would go to Parliament once it had been dealt with, so Mr Albert asked the CCC to give 
him an assurance that he would be able to clarify any concerns in the draft report prior to it being tabled in 
Parliament.  Again, I draw the house’s attention to the fact that the tabling of the report in Parliament is 
mentioned in a letter from the CCC to the department and in a letter from the department to the CCC.  Mr Albert 
finishes his letter -  

I would therefore appreciate an opportunity to comment on the draft report prior to it being tabled in 
Parliament. 
Yours sincerely 
PAUL ALBERT 

I would have thought that any public servant, particularly a CEO, worth his salt, whose department is to be 
subject to an inquiry by the CCC and as a result be reported to Parliament, would tell his minister that the report 
was being compiled.  I can find nothing before 14 February 2006 that says Mr Albert cannot tell anybody about 
this; in fact, the letter says that the report will be tabled in Parliament and it should be publicly ventilated.  
Nothing tells Mr Albert not to tell the minister because the CCC is conducting an inquiry or not to tell anybody, 
or that he cannot tell anybody.  Mr Albert was certainly entitled to tell, and in fact should have told, the minister 
that this inquiry would be undertaken and that the CCC would report to Parliament.  If Mr Albert did not tell the 
minister that, I suspect he should have been dismissed, but not in the way I have been using the term; that is, by 
minister-initiated retirement. 

In response to that letter, Mr Hammond wrote to Mr Albert on 15 February 2006 -  
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In accordance with section 86 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003, prior to reporting 
any matters adverse to the Department of Education and Training, the Commission will give the 
Department the opportunity to comment on the draft report prior to tabling the report in Parliament.   
I expect that a draft report will be to hand within several weeks. 
Yours sincerely 
Kevin Hammond 

The minister had been in the job for just less than 12 months at that time.  Here was a guarantee from 
Mr Hammond to Mr Albert that he could read the draft report prior to it being tabled in Parliament.  That is all 
the letter says.  It does not say that Mr Albert cannot talk to the minister or anybody, so I would have thought 
that Mr Albert would have told the minister.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You can ask Mr Albert when he appears in front of the committee. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I will, but it is beyond comprehension that a public servant of his standing would 
not tell his minister that the CCC was conducting an inquiry into serious matters within his agency; that he 
would not tell the minister that the inquiry was taking place; that he would not tell the minister that it would be 
subject to a report to Parliament; and that he would not tell the minister that the CCC thinks the matter should be 
publicly ventilated.  It is incomprehensible to me why he would not tell the minister.  I have never known a 
public servant who would not give that kind of information to a minister.  It may be that Mr Albert did not, but 
we want to know whether he did or did not.  If he did not, he should give back his termination payment and be 
dismissed. 
We now come to the letter that the Leader of the House and the Premier rely on to explain Mr Albert not telling 
anybody anything.  This is the letter of 30 June 2006 to Mr Albert from Mr Hammond of the CCC.  The last part 
of the letter, which is the part germane to the issue, reads -  

The draft report contains official information.  Pursuant to sections 152 and 153 of the Act, aside from 
the purpose of obtaining legal advice and formulating your response, you and your Department are not 
at liberty to disclose the contents or substance of the draft report.   

It reads “the contents or the substance of the draft report”; that is what Mr Albert cannot talk about.  The letter 
does not say that the minister cannot talk about the inquiry.  I specifically asked the Minister for Education and 
Training whether she knew that an inquiry was being undertaken and she said no.  I did not ask her whether she 
was told of the contents and substance of the draft report.  I did not expect her to know that because Mr Albert 
probably should not have told her.  The minister’s answer - I want to know whether this is correct - was that she 
did not even know that an inquiry was being conducted.  I have referred to correspondence - there could be other 
correspondence that I do not know about - in which the CCC tells Mr Albert that it is conducting an inquiry and 
providing a report that will be tabled in Parliament. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  That correspondence is not addressed to me; that is addressed to the director general. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I agree.  All the other correspondence was addressed to the director general, not the 
minister.  The minister has difficulty understanding where I am coming from.  She has said unequivocally in this 
chamber and outside that she did not know that the CCC was investigating child abuse within her agency.  I am 
saying to the house that nothing was done by the CCC that would stop the CEO from telling the minister that an 
inquiry was being undertaken.  However, the CCC’s letter of 30 June, some six or eight months after the inquiry 
started, says that the minister cannot talk about the context and substance of the draft report, which is fair enough 
but it has nothing to do with telling the minister that an inquiry had even taken place. 

Hon Kim Chance:  But logically, Leader of the Opposition, the reluctance by Mr Albert to disclose these 
matters to the minister is underlined by the fact that the CCC never copied any of that correspondence to the 
minister.  All the correspondence that went direct to Mr Albert was never copied to the minister. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  So what?  
Hon Kim Chance:  Doesn’t that underline the fact that it was confidential between the CCC and Mr Albert, 
otherwise it would be copied to the minister? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  That is rubbish.  How many letters get sent to the Leader of the House’s CEO every 
day?  Would he get thousands of them?  

Hon Kim Chance:  Generally, a matter as important as this does go to me if it involves the minister.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  It may well be that Mr Albert did not tell the minister anything.  I would have 
thought that if he had not told the minister this was happening, because there was no reason why he should not, 
he is absolutely incompetent.  The Leader of the House knows as well as I that a minister sits down with the 
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departmental head on a regular basis if they are running a government department as opposed to a statutory 
authority.  I used to do so every week.  They go through all the issues confronting that particular agency in 
meetings that often run for hours because there are so many issues of concern that a good, competent, capable 
CEO would draw to the attention of the minister.  That is their job.  They know at the end of the day that the 
minister is ultimately responsible for the performance of that agency.  Good CEOs keep their ministers informed 
on all sorts of issues.  I do not know of any CEO who would not tell their minister that the CCC was 
investigating that agency and would report to Parliament about it.  If the CEO did not tell the minister, he should 
give back the money.  If he did tell the minister and she has mislead the house, she should suffer the 
consequences.  The only way we will find out is to ask Mr Albert for his version of events and for the minister to 
provide her version of events and we will see whether they are the same.  In a strange, funny sort of a way 
maybe it would be a good thing if they were the same.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You would not want to see me go; is that what you are saying?   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I think the minister is a good thing for the opposition.  The longer she is the 
Minister for Education and Training, the better chance the opposition has of winning the next election.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I would not be so sure about that. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I can inform the minister that some people have told me not to go down this path 
because I may succeed in getting rid of her and, if I am successful in doing that, I will take away the best weapon 
the opposition has of winning the next election.  I am anxious to know the outcomes of this issue.   

Yesterday I asked a question of the Premier about the conversation between him and Mr Albert and whether 
Mr Albert told him what he had or had not told the minister about the Corruption and Crime Commission 
inquiry.  The Premier, in his response to question 1040, said - 

 Mr Albert informed the Premier that he had believed that advice he had received from the CCC 
indicated that he was unable to advise the Minister for Education and Training about details of its 
investigation into misconduct allegations.   

That illustrates the spin that I talked about before.  The Premier is relying on that letter of 30 June that says 
Mr Albert believed that he could not talk with anybody about the content or substance of the report as being the 
reason that Mr Albert never told the minister about it.  That is the spin the government continues to use.  I hope 
the Leader of the House is listening, because if it transpires that, in fact, the minister did know about all this and 
that the Premier knew about it, we have to look at the veracity of the Leader of the House’s answer that he 
provided on behalf of the Premier yesterday.  Again, that raises interesting questions about answers to questions 
asked in this house.   
The first and main reason for this motion is to ascertain why a senior public servant was dismissed.  The motion 
also requests, through the proposed terms of reference, that the committee look into the way in which the 
department has responded to the CCC’s recommendations and concerns as expressed in its report, how we can 
deal with the very serious issue of sexual abuse in our schools and the department’s response to that issue in 
terms of its future management to make sure these problems do not happen in the future.   
It is a matter of such importance that Mr Albert was given a management-initiated retirement and it is a matter in 
which the CCC has been involved.  The CCC has produced a very damning report into the department’s conduct.  
It is an issue that everybody would understand is one that this house should take an interest in and should know 
what are the circumstances surrounding it.  This house is entitled to know more answers than it has been 
provided with so far.  Regrettably, the answers to questions that have been asked through the normal question 
and answer process have not been answers that are even vaguely satisfactory.  In most cases, they have certainly 
evaded the question.  The only way to get to the bottom of this issue and to know what is going on is to have a 
select committee of inquiry with the power to call for persons, papers and records and to give people a chance, 
under oath, to tell it what transpired throughout this very sorry episode in the history of the Department of 
Education and Training.   
HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [2.44 pm]:  The Greens (WA) have given this motion for the 
establishment of a select committee serious consideration.  We have decided that as this is an issue of such 
significant seriousness and public interest a select committee would be able to establish the answers to some of 
the questions that have been referred to by the Leader of the Opposition.  We agree, as is generally agreed, that 
questions have arisen about who said what and why certain people took management-initiated retirements.  
There are also allegations concerning sexual contact between students and staff of the Department of Education 
and Training.  This is a very serious matter.  We have heard a number of questions put to the minister in this 
place.  We have also heard a number of answers given.  The Greens are not prejudging any of these matters in 
respect of who is to be believed or why certain actions were taken.  However, we acknowledge that not all the 
information is in the public arena.  As it stands at the moment there are limited ways of obtaining that 
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information.  A select committee of inquiry is an obvious way in which that information can be brought to light.  
I have some questions that remain unanswered or that have been answered incompletely or inadequately.  The 
Greens have considered the motion and accept that a select committee is an appropriate body to seek answers to 
questions.  I have a number of amendments to the motion, which I will move now. 

Amendment to Motion 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I move - 

(1) To delete paragraph (3)(c) and (d) and insert instead - 

(c) the processes adopted by the Minister for Education and Training and her office in 
relation to the inquiries referred to in the preceding paragraphs. 

(2) To delete paragraph (4); and 
(3) In paragraph (5) to delete “30 June 2007” and insert instead “7 December 2006”. 

The questions that the select committee should address concern the management-initiated retirements of 
Mr Albert and Mr Huts and the processes that the Department of Education and Training has used in response to 
notification of inquiries by the Corruption and Crime Commission into allegations of sexual contact between 
departmental staff and children.  Those questions will be covered by paragraph (3)(a) and (b).  I seek the support 
of the house to amend paragraph (3)(c) because the most significant matter that is in need of an urgent answer 
concerns who said what; that is, what information is accurate.  That is the important job that the select committee 
can do. 

I propose that the terms of the select committee be constrained to those matters - I mentioned this to the Leader 
of the Opposition prior to this debate - because it is the role of the Parliament and parliamentarians to ensure that 
answers are given in the public interest and that ministers are put under the spotlight to provide accurate 
information that we can all be sure is independently verified and cross-examined.  The issue is basically whether 
the minister has told the truth in this matter.  I have said to the opposition leader that no matter who is in 
government and whichever minister we are talking about, I do not believe it is in the interests of fairness for a 
minister to endure  an inquiry such as this for more than six months.  My amendment will therefore ensure that 
we get answers to the specific questions in the motion.  I indicate to the house now that if the answers are 
inadequate and if I, on behalf of the Greens (WA), am not satisfied with those answers, the Greens will consider 
moving to establish another inquiry.  However, I believe that it is not unreasonable to expect this matter to be 
resolved before the house rises at the end of the year.  In that way it is fair and reasonable to all concerned that 
the matter be resolved before we rise for the summer break.  That is the reason I have also moved in this 
amendment to make the reporting date, in effect, the last day that the house sits this year, which, from the best 
information I have, is 7 December 2006. 

The other part of the amendment is to delete part of the terms of reference that say “such other relevant matters 
as the committee considers appropriate.”  It is important at this stage that we deal with the most significant and 
serious allegations, and that we do so in a timely manner and tight time frame, bearing in mind that it will be a 
stressful situation for anybody who will be subjected to an inquiry such as this.  I also sincerely believe that the 
answers that we seek can be obtained in the proposed time frame.  I also indicate to the house that I have 
indicated to the Leader of the Opposition that I am happy to participate in such a select committee if that is 
useful.  I am willing to put the time and energy into seeking answers in the public interest and I am personally 
comfortable that we can get answers to these matters in that time frame.  The Greens will therefore be supporting 
the motion but seek the support of the house for the amendments that I have spoken to.   

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.55 pm]:  This is, of course, a very serious matter.  My concerns 
about it go back to the opportunity that we had for the first debate, which I think was not taken up.  I made the 
point at that time, and have done subsequently, that I believe issues such as this need to be dealt with as quickly 
as possible.  I notice that the Leader of the House has moved a motion, to which an amendment has now been 
moved.  The original motion was for some conclusion to be drawn by 30 June 2007, and Hon Giz Watson has 
moved in her amendment that the matter be concluded in December 2006. 

Hon Kim Chance:  I think it was the Leader of the Opposition, not the Leader of the House. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I am sorry? 

Hon Norman Moore:  It’s called a Freudian slip. 

Hon Kim Chance:  It was the Leader of the Opposition who moved the motion, not the Leader of the House. 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  As Hon Sue Ellery has pointed out, I obviously made a slip of the tongue. 
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Hon Norman Moore:  It’s only a matter of time! 

Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  I withdraw that and recognise the Leader of the Opposition as the mover of the 
motion, as has been pointed out by the Leader of the House also.  This is, of course, a serious matter.  I am sure 
that even the Leader of the House will recognise that it is a very serious matter, and we need a resolution very 
quickly. 

I have put on notice several questions dealing with these issues, and I will be very interested to see the answers 
that come back.  However, I am prepared to support the motion that is before us for the appointment of a select 
committee, because there are a number of issues about which we have not really had clarity of answers.  I say 
those words advisedly, because I believe that is the crux of the issue.  We need to know what happened when 
Mr Paul Albert and Mr Alby Huts were removed from their positions or left under a voluntary management 
process.  I believe it is very important from their point of view also that there is clarity.  It is very important from 
the point of view of the public service itself, because we cannot have senior executives - it has been pointed out 
that Mr Albert was very senior in the public service - removed from office or volunteering to go without clarity 
of the reasons for that happening.  I realise that they signed agreements under which they cannot make public 
statements about the matter.  However, I would have thought that the Premier and the ministers would have had 
an opportunity to explain to the people of Western Australia what the exact reasons were.  We need to tease out 
those reasons in this case, because I do not think we have a clear indication of those reasons. 

From my point of view, I support the select committee going ahead, and I support the idea of it happening very 
quickly, because I believe that will release the tension from the minister and others, or maybe it will put the acid 
on.  One way or another, we will get clarity of the situation.  I believe that this also relates to the people in the 
minister’s office.  We cannot have a cloud hanging over their heads either.  That issue needs to be finalised very 
quickly also.  As I said, I would have liked this matter to be clarified very early after it initially arose.  In view of 
that, I believe this is an opportunity to finalise the issue and to get some real meaning into the substance of it. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Education and Training) [2.59 pm]:  I 
thank members for their contributions.  I will support the motion, with amendment.  It is a very serious matter, 
and it is certainly one that needs to be resolved.  As Hon Norman Moore will be aware, I cannot sack Mr Paul 
Albert.  The interchangeable use by Hon Norman Moore of the words “sacking” and “management-initiated 
retirement” leads one to believe that he is trying to create a problem about what has happened.  Having said that, 
the member raised some interesting issues.  The committee will be able to call for papers, summon witnesses and 
study reports to determine how things ended up this way.  I do not know how the committee will handle the 
work it has before it, but I do not doubt that it will do so in a balanced way that provides people with the 
opportunity to present their perceptions and interpretations of the course of events.   

My involvement in the matters that the committee is to inquire into and report on has been fully disclosed to this 
house and in the other place over the past month or so.  Eleven questions have been answered by the Premier in 
the other place covering the matters into which this committee seeks to inquire.  The same number of questions 
have been asked of me in this place about the Corruption and Crime Commission inquiry and the subsequent 
events.  The matter was also debated as a matter of public interest in the other place on 17 October, and as a 
motion on the confidence of the house in this place on 25 October.  I will not spend the next hour revisiting all 
the things I said on 25 October, because the whole idea of this exercise is to establish the committee, which can 
call witnesses and request papers and then deliberate and make its report.  I also made a ministerial statement to 
this house on 17 October. 

It is my view that the proposed committee will not add a great deal to the information that the Parliament already 
has.  However, information throwing additional light on the course of events leading to this outcome may be 
held at the departmental level, and the committee will be able to request that.  I am a long-time member of this 
house, and I must confess that I am quite surprised to find myself in this situation at this time of the year.  
However, that is the nature of politics; we must be able to take the good with the bad and roll with the punches.  
Sometimes it gets tough, but that is the nature of the business we are in.  Members will know that I always treat 
this house with respect, but we also like on occasions to enjoy the time we have together in this chamber.  We 
have some good times, but the house must always be treated with the respect it deserves.  I always answer the 
questions put to me truthfully and to the best of my ability.   

I can count as well as anyone else, and it is very likely that the will of the house will be to establish this 
committee with the proposed terms of reference.  I support the motion before the house.  I wish the committee 
the best in its deliberations.  I no doubt will be presenting myself before the committee to provide information.  
Having said that, the government will support the motion.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [3.04 pm]:  I am delighted that the minister has agreed to 
support the motion.  I have some concerns and I also endorse the concerns of Hon Norman Moore on this matter.  
Personally, I want to know why Paul Albert and Alby Huts were dismissed, or why they got management-
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initiated retirements.  I genuinely want to know.  After three months of trying, I actually had an appointment 
booked with Mr Albert, but he finished in his position a few days before, which is a bit of a shame. 

Hon Graham Giffard:  There was a reason he finished. 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  Yes, I obviously frightened him off.  As I said, it did take three months, which tends 
to indicate that there is a bit of an issue perhaps with communication between the minister’s office and the 
director general, which is probably something that the committee needs to look at. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You may not have been his highest priority at that time. 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  No, it actually came from the minister’s office, not from the director general. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Well, you certainly were not my highest priority, I can tell you that. 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  That is a shame, because the opposition is fully entitled to deal with the director 
general. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  We do the best we can but we have a schedule. 

Hon PETER COLLIER:  Three months is extending the lines of credibility.  Having said that, I will refer to the 
ministerial statement in this house on this issue.  This is the one that concerned me most in respect of Mr Albert 
and Mr Huts, and I know that Hon Norman Moore has alluded to this.  It states - 

Premier Alan Carpenter has announced that the Director General of the Department of Education and 
Training Mr Paul Albert, will leave the public service.  It is regrettable that, in discussion with the 
Premier, it was agreed that it would be in the best interests of all parties for Mr Albert to leave the 
public sector under a management-initiated retirement.  Mr Albert has provided excellent service to the 
Government over many years.  Although the Corruption and Crime Commission did not make any 
specific adverse findings against Mr Albert, it was agreed that public confidence in the education 
system is paramount. 

That is the issue that concerns me most with regard to this whole matter.  The statement does not mention 
Mr Huts, but if Mr Albert is not responsible, or implicated in any way in the CCC investigation or conclusions, 
why was he removed?  As Hon Norman Moore stated on several occasions - and I agree - if there was such a 
seismic communication gap between the minister and her CEO - or the director general - and he did not inform 
her of something as significant as this, I can understand why he should have gone.  However, the Premier 
himself has said that there is no issue with regard to the findings of the CCC, and that, in fact, Mr Albert has 
provided excellent service.  I am led to understand that his five-year contract was due for renewal and he was 
intending to continue in the Department of Education and Training.  If that is the case, why was he removed 
from that position?  Why, when he was about to sign on for another five years, has his career been cut short and 
with a cloud over his head, if he did not do anything wrong and if the CCC made no adverse findings against 
him?  That is why I want this issue to be investigated and why I support the motion.  The CCC findings were 
quite damning of the way that the Department of Education and Training handles allegations of serious sexual 
misconduct.  That, in itself, is a cause for concern.  Who should take responsibility for the CCC findings?  It is a 
subjective matter; and open to debate.  Is it Mr Albert or members of the Department of Education and Training, 
or, ultimately, the Minister for Education and Training?  I keep going back to the ministerial statement: 
according to the Premier, Mr Albert is certainly not responsible.  Hon Norman Moore stated on a couple of 
occasions - on the basis of questions asked of the minister - that there was no communication between the 
director general and the minister.  If Mr Albert has done nothing wrong, why on earth was he removed? 
This motion will provide these gentlemen, Mr Albert and Mr Huts, with an avenue to clear the air, as it were.  
The truth will rise to the top and we will find out whether the minister knew about the CCC investigation and, 
most importantly, whether the director general himself informed the minister and, if he did not, whether that was 
responsible for his removal as Director General of the Department of Education and Training.  The Premier said 
it was agreed that public confidence in our education system was paramount, but with all due respect, this whole 
tardy episode has led to a further deterioration of confidence in the education sector.  There was already a lack of 
confidence in the sector for a number of reasons, and now these two gentlemen have been removed - the former 
director general of education, Mr Albert, and the former executive director of human resources, Mr Alby Huts - 
for no apparent reason.  We need this select committee to investigate exactly why they were removed. 
Part of the motion refers to the processes adopted by the Department of Education and Training in response to 
notification of inquiries by the Corruption and Crime Commission into allegations of sexual contact between 
departmental staff and children.  I am pleased that that will remain in the motion because I believe it is very 
important to know what happened in the department in regard to the findings of the CCC.   
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There was also an adverse finding with regard to the complaints management unit and I went into a considerable 
amount of detail about that in the motion I moved a couple of weeks ago.  I am pleased we will be able to 
investigate through this committee, once it is established, the department’s response to the allegations.  The 
CMU has been found to be quite wanting.  A review of the CMU that was concluded in March this year and 
tabled a few months ago was scathing in its commentary on the unit.  I asked the following question on Tuesday, 
24 October about what improvements had been made to the CMU - 

(1) Prior to 16 October 2006, were any additional staff appointed to the complaints management 
unit to assist with the problems within the CMU as identified in the review; and, if not, why 
not?  

(2) Prior to 16 October 2006, were any strategies adopted by the Department of Education and 
Training to assist in overcoming the numerous problems within the CMU as identified in the 
review?  

(3) If yes, what were these strategies; and, if no, why not?  
I am pleased to say there have been a number of improvements, according to the minister’s response.  Two more 
positions were approved in the CMU in August 2006.  The minister also said that - 

Strategies adopted were: briefings provided to all staff via e-mail and the department’s internal 
newspaper School Matters on the internal review and its recommendations; creation of a senior position 
within the Department of Education and Training with responsibility for the complaints management 
unit, entitled director, professional standards; an internal complaints committee created within the 
Department of Education and Training to follow through on the internal review’s recommendations; 
and an increase in the staffing resources of the complaints management unit by 2.5 full-time staff. 

I asked this question on 24 October.  These changes have been made to the CMU since the review findings were 
made known.  The changes were obviously done without the knowledge of the minister because the minister did 
not know of the adverse findings of the review.  She was unaware of them.   

That is why I am very interested to know, through the select committee, the response the department gave to the 
findings of the Corruption and Crime Commission, particularly regarding the complaints management unit.  
How was the complaints management unit involved?  Why were changes made to the complaints management 
unit without the minister being notified?  How did the minister not know?  There are far too many unanswered 
questions on this issue, particularly regarding the apparent appalling lack of communication - that is the only 
thing I can put it down to - between the Director General of the Department of Education and Training and the 
minister.  Alternatively, the conflict between the two stories conjures up images of a lack of truth.  It is only by 
the establishment of a select committee that the truth will rise to the top and we will find out whether Paul Albert 
failed to notify his minister of such key components as the investigation by the CCC and whether a serious 
mismanagement of the complaints management unit occurred in his department.  That is why I support the 
motion.  I hope that the proposed shorter time frame will allow for sufficient scrutiny.  I am delighted to hear that 
Hon Giz Watson is willing to use other investigative means if that time frame is insufficient.  I support the 
motion.  A select committee is needed to determine once and for all why Mr Albert and Mr Huts were dismissed. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [3.16 pm]:  The opposition will 
support the amendments moved by Hon Giz Watson.  I am happy to support them on the basis that they have 
been presented; that is, it is only fair to have these matters resolved as quickly as possible.  That is totally 
justified and I am happy to support it.  However, the original paragraph (3)(c) to inquire into the department’s 
response to the Corruption and Crime Commission report is a matter that we must think about in the future.  
Although I am happy on this occasion to delete that paragraph in view of the time frame, I am anxious to pursue 
that matter in the future, not necessarily by way of a committee inquiry, although that may be one way of doing 
it.  The house and the community would be very anxious to know that the Department of Education and Training 
is dealing with the adverse findings of the CCC in a way that will reinstil confidence in the community about 
these matters.  As I said in my speech, they are serious matters.  If there are concerns in the community about the 
safety of children in our schools, those concerns must be allayed.  I am very keen for the minister to provide a 
report to the house or something similar some time down the track about what the department is doing on this 
matter so that there are no further reports from the CCC of the sort that have led to this imbroglio.  The 
opposition will support the amendment and will then support the amended motion. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
Question put and passed. 

Appointment of Members 
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On motion without notice, Hon Norman Moore resolved - 

 That -  

(1) Hon Giz Watson, Hon Graham Giffard and Hon Norman Moore be appointed members of the 
Select Committee into the Department of Education and Training. 

(2) Hon Giz Watson be appointed chair. 
 


