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COMMITTEE REPORTS - CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Louise Pratt) in the chair. 

Select Committee into the Department of Education and Training - Report - Motion 

Resumed from 18 October on the following motion moved by Hon Giz Watson - 

That the report be noted. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I commenced my comments on this report -  

Hon Giz Watson:  I had not finished my remarks, so I think they were - 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The member did not come back after the lunch suspension, and there was a five-
minute period of the committee reports consideration procedure that - 

Hon Giz Watson:  The notice paper says “Continuation of introductory remarks Hon Giz Watson” - is that 
correct or not correct?  

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Louise Pratt):  That is what the notice paper says.  The house is in 
committee, and the member is welcome to stand again because she can get another 10 minutes in any case. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Can I just check - is the notice paper correct or is it incorrect? 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN:  It can be checked, but the notice paper says what it says. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  By way of explanation, Hon Giz Watson was speaking on this report when the 
chamber adjourned for lunch.  However, as the one hour for this period of the house’s activities went beyond the 
lunch break, and as the chamber at its resumption at two o’clock was still discussing committee reports and as 
Hon Giz Watson was not here, I jumped to my feet and filled in five minutes - 
Hon Giz Watson:  I thank the Leader of the Opposition very much.  That is excellent.  I appreciate it.  
Hon NORMAN MOORE:  - which I am about to continue, if I am entitled to.  I could not have spoken and the 
whole motion would have gone by.  This is a reminder to members that if this one-hour procedure allocation 
extends beyond the lunch suspension, which it probably will now because we have spent five minutes on this 
matter, members should come back to the chamber after lunch.   
I made the point in my previous comments that the evidence given to the Select Committee into the Department 
of Education and Training left me in a serious quandary when I was contemplating the findings that might come 
out of this inquiry.  There was no doubt in my mind that some people who gave evidence were not telling the 
truth, and that some people who gave evidence were telling the truth.  The biggest problem I had was that I could 
not decide which people were which.  That raises an issue that we must contemplate with such committees.  This 
select committee was set up under the standing orders covering standing committees; therefore, its hearings were 
held as public hearings.  That in itself is a good thing as a general rule.  Nevertheless, I discovered when this 
select committee conducted its activity that people sitting in the gallery were not just the media, but indeed were 
people who were potential witnesses down the track.  People who either had already been called to be witnesses 
or had every prospect of being a witness sat in the hearings listening to the evidence being provided by other 
witnesses.  I noticed the remarkable similarity in the evidence given by certain witnesses, and how some 
witnesses gave explanations that were coincidentally very similar to evidence given by others.  I am not 
suggesting that they learnt their lines and that there was some attempt made to ensure that everybody was 
singing from the same song sheet, but that impression was created.   
When it came to making a judgement about whether the Minister for Education and Training was aware of this 
particular Corruption and Crime Commission report, it seemed, as a general rule, that the minister’s office staff 
had a particular point of view on it and the public servants working for the Department of Education and 
Training had a different view.  Members who read this particular report with great interest, and I am sure there 
are one or two around, would have noticed that the committee’s findings on what the minister did or did not 
know resulted in a majority report and a minority report.  Committee finding 7 says that the majority of the 
committee - Hon Norman Moore and Hon Giz Watson - found that it is probable that Mr Paul Albert, the then 
Director General of the Department of Education and Training, verbally advised the minister of the CCC inquiry 
and certain aspects of the department’s activities. 
Hon Graham Giffard presented a minority report in which he found that the evidence did not support a finding 
that Mr Albert advised the minister.  The bottom line is that Mr Albert told the committee that he did.  Whilst I 
could support this evidence, I was not prepared, based on all the other evidence, to say that there were definite 
findings we could make.  Therefore, the word “probable” was used, which upset the press when this report 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 25 October 2007] 

 p12b-19a 
Hon Norman Moore; Deputy Chairman; Hon Giz Watson; Hon Graham Giffard 

 [2] 

became public because it was looking for somebody to be hung, drawn and quartered.  As a politician I was 
hoping that might have been the outcome, but it was not.  As I said to the  chamber the other day, in all honesty, 
as a reasonable person, I could not find an absolute position that I could put in a report and say that that is 
exactly what happened.   
As a result of this, there is good reason for committees, if they operate as select committees under the standing 
committee standing orders or a select committee under the select committee standing orders, to give more 
consideration to taking evidence in camera.  Certainly they should take evidence in such a way that potential 
witnesses cannot sit and listen to what everybody else said and then deliver their evidence based upon what they 
know other people said.  This committee might have been more successful had it conducted its hearings in 
camera.  That is something committees of this nature need to consider in the future.   
I will refer to one other thing involving this report; that is, the issue of the significant deterioration in the 
relationship between the CCC and the Department of Education and Training, particularly relating to the 
department’s complaints management unit.  When I listened to the evidence given on this, I got the distinct 
impression from those people who worked in the CMU that they were dedicated, enthusiastic, confident and 
determined people whose main objective in life was to ensure that the welfare of children was well and truly 
looked after and that teachers who interfered with children in an inappropriate way were dealt with accordingly.  
They provided evidence of what they were seeking to achieve and how they went about their business.  On the 
other hand, the CCC took a strident view of what this unit was doing and was highly critical of the way in which 
it carried out its activities.  I was a little concerned about the stridency with which the CCC carried out its 
inquiries into this issue.  The CCC witnesses went to some length to explain that their way of carrying out their 
activities is not the same as other agencies of public administration that report directly to Parliament in the sense 
that they are there to find out about wrongdoing and are not there to, as an organisation, sit down with a 
government department to try to work out ways and means of overcoming problems.  In other words, it is an 
investigative organisation whose job is to investigate what is going on and to make a report on what it believes is 
a reflection of what has gone wrong.  Other organisations, such as the Ombudsman, Office of the Auditor 
General and others, have often taken the view that if there is a problem within government, they should sit down 
with the agency and try to work their way through to a resolution.   

Members might recall that the CCC brought down a damning report on the way in which the CMU was carrying 
out its activities.  It concerned me that the CCC report was not discussed with the CEO of the Department of 
Education and Training, Mr Albert, or the CMU staff at the time the report was made available to the minister.  
What happened is that one day the CCC advised the minister that it wanted to talk to her about a report it had 
done into activities within her department and it delivered the final report to her.  According to the evidence 
given, she was gobsmacked at what was contained in that report.  She then made the decision to accept all the 
CCC’s recommendations without further reference to the agency.  It was a political judgement, I would have 
thought, but one that was inappropriate and, indeed, wrong.  I believe that the minister should have gone back to 
the department with the findings of the CCC and said, “Right, explain to me what you think about this report 
from the CCC and advise me whether it is correct.”  She did not and like all “good” politicians, knowing the 
issue would hit the fan rapidly, decided to accept all the recommendations of the CCC.  As a consequence, there 
was certain fallout down the track, which I will come to in a minute.   
The committee discovered that the people in the department’s CMU believed that the CCC report was way out of 
order and incorrect in fact and intent.  They were very distressed and, in some cases, quite angry that this CCC 
report had come out in the way it had.  They disagreed quite vigorously with its findings.  Having heard that 
evidence, and bearing in mind the committee held its inquiry after the minister had accepted the CCC’s findings, 
it has reinforced in my mind that the minister should have, before she accepted the CCC findings, gone back to 
the CMU or at least the department’s head, Mr Albert, and Mr Huts, who was responsible for that part of the 
department’s activities, to seek clarification on whether the CCC’s findings were correct or whether there was 
dispute about them.  That did not happen.  Not only did that not happen, but also the minister and the Premier 
became involved in seeking to deal with the problem of the CCC report.  Without being too critical of Mr Albert, 
I think Mr Albert made the decision that Mr Huts should be the sacrificial lamb and, if I can express it this way, 
Mr Albert went to the minister with Mr Huts’ head on a plate and said, “Mr Huts is responsible for this part of 
the department’s activities.  Clearly, he has not carried out his duties appropriately and properly and, therefore, 
he should go and a management-initiated retirement should be offered to him.”  It was interesting to try to work 
out what then happened.  On that weekend, the Premier became involved and Mr Albert was required to meet 
with the Premier but not, I might add, in the presence of the Minister for Education and Training, which I found 
a bit odd.  If I was a minister and my CEO was to be addressed by the Premier, I would like to be there to find 
out what was happening.  However, it transpires that the Premier was not satisfied with having just one head on a 
plate; he wanted another one.  He therefore discussed with Mr Albert the credibility of the Department of 
Education and Training and its reputation as a result of this report and sought a management-initiated retirement 
from Mr Albert.  Mr Albert, the Director General of the Department of Education and Training, and Mr Huts, 
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whose position I cannot quite recall but he was probably the deputy director general, were both given MIRs.  
MIRs are another name for being sacked.  Effectively, they were both sacked but were able to take a retirement 
package, which included a confidentiality clause.  Fortunately, the confidentiality clause does not apply to giving 
evidence before a select committee of this house.  Indeed, both gentlemen gave evidence to the best of their 
ability.  That exercise was worth doing because it demonstrated how governments operate sometimes when they 
get an adverse finding from an organisation such as the Corruption and Crime Commission. 

The concern I have about this whole episode is the way in which the CCC went about doing its business in the 
context of public administration and whether it ought to seek to mediate problems before it uses a 
sledgehammer, which can cause significant damage.  Indeed, evidence was given that the CCC was concerned 
that it got the wrong people.  It did not mean to get Mr Albert and Mr Huts; it meant to get the people running 
the complaints management unit.  That is an extraordinary admission by someone, although we are not quite sure 
who it was.  It worries me when the CCC has a view that it will “get” somebody and that that was the purpose of 
the exercise.  Bear in mind that we are not dealing with public servants who have been carrying out a corrupt 
activity that I am aware of.  Some public servants might have been carrying out their duties inefficiently, 
ineffectively and incompetently, but that is not corruption; it is just people not doing their jobs properly.  If that 
is the case, the way to deal with it is through a mediated approach.  If an outcome cannot be reached through 
mediation, the individual should be sacked because he is incompetent.  The CCC is expected and entitled to hold 
an inquiry under its act, but I am concerned that it adopted what I consider to be a sledgehammer approach to 
this matter. 
That brings me finally to the recommendations of the committee.  The first recommendation is - 

The Committee recommends that the Corruption and Crime Commission of Western Australia provide 
courtesy copies of its annual report to the offices of any Ministers whose portfolio may be affected by 
any ongoing investigation or proposed report mentioned in the annual report. 

That recommendation was the result of some questions I asked in the house of the then Minister for Education 
and Training about why she did not know this inquiry was going on when it had been revealed in the CCC’s 
annual report some weeks earlier.  She said that she had not read its report, which I can understand.  I only read 
it by accident when it happened to be put on my desk and I had a quick look at it and found this particular matter.  
We said that the CCC at least ought to send a copy of its annual report to all ministers but particularly to a 
minister whose department is mentioned in the report so that the minister is made aware of what the CCC is 
entitled to say publicly about what it may or may not be doing.  The second recommendation is -  

The Committee recommends that the Corruption and Crime Commission of Western Australia ensure 
that a courtesy copy of any media statements that it issues be provided to the Office of any Minister 
whose portfolio may be affected by the contents of the media statement. 

Members who took an interest in this matter will know that the CCC issued a press release about its findings and 
there were some disputes about who did or did not see the press release.  The minister gave evidence that she did 
not see it but the committee found that at least two people in her office were aware of the press release.  The 
committee has taken the view that if the content of a CCC press release affects the operations of a minister’s 
portfolio, the minister should be given a copy of it.  Perhaps we should make sure that the minister looks at it too 
so that the minister can be in a position to respond if necessary.  The CCC’s third recommendation, which has 
not occurred to my knowledge, expresses the CCC’s concerns about the relationship between the CCC and the 
complaints management unit of the Department of Education and Training.  The CCC recommended that the 
Public Administration Committee inquire into the breakdown of the relationship and see whether there is a better 
way of doing business.  That is, whether there is a better way of conducting the affairs of the CCC when it is 
investigating a government agency to see whether we can avoid the breakdown in the relationship and in the 
communication that occurred on this occasion.  The fourth recommendation is - 

The Committee recommends that the Government clarify, through legal advice and/or legislative 
amendment, the anti-disclosure provisions of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 so as to 
enable public sector chief executive officers to be able to freely discuss with their Ministers all matters 
relevant to the Minister’s portfolio. 

This is a particularly important recommendation and I hope that the government will amend the CCC act.  
Mr Albert gave evidence that he could not tell the minister either in writing or verbally about what was going on 
because he was precluded from doing so by the requirement of the CCC act to keep things secret.  Having read 
the CCC act in some detail since it passed through this house, and as a result of my involvement in this 
committee, I am confused about what either a CEO or someone who is to give evidence before an inquiry can 
and cannot do with information that has been provided by the CCC.  There is some confusion in my mind and 
there certainly was confusion in the mind of Mr Albert.  In the evidence that he gave before the committee, he 
said that he was unable to reveal to his minister correspondence he was receiving from the CCC.  That is a pretty 
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unfortunate state of affairs if we want good administration in Western Australia.  If the matter is not about 
corruption committed by an individual but is more to do with the incompetence or perceived incompetence of an 
agency, the CEO certainly should be able to discuss the matter with his or her minister because the minister 
fundamentally accepts responsibility for an agency.  That recommendation is very important and I look forward 
to reading the government’s response to this report.  The requirements of the government to respond to the report 
are listed at the beginning of the report and state that under standing order 337, the leader of the government or 
the minister shall report the government’s response.  I apologise for the mistake I made the other day when I said 
that the government had not responded to another report; I was wrong.  I have not seen the government’s 
response to this report, which certainly is more than four months old.  If there has been a response, someone 
might let me know about it.  If there has not been a response, then there should be a response, certainly in respect 
of recommendation 4.  If the Leader of the House does not do anything else, he should at least look at 
recommendation 4 and get someone to work their way through that recommendation, because I believe there will 
be problems in the future, not for the Corruption and Crime Commission or for chief executive officers, but for 
ministers, if the government does not address this matter.  I say that because I believe that the Minister for 
Education and Training probably did not know what was going on, partly because her CEO believed that his 
interpretation of the CCC act precluded him from telling the minister, and in my view that is an unacceptable 
state of affairs for the government to find itself in.  

Hon Kim Chance:  Yes, it is. 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  The Leader of the House needs to look at that matter.  If he has already done that, 
so much the better; if he has not, I hope he will do that soon.   

I found the select committee very interesting.  The committee went through the process of seeking to find out the 
truth about this matter.  However, at the end of a few weeks of intensive consideration, and of hearing evidence 
from witness, none of us was any the wiser, because our investigation certainly left more questions unanswered 
than it gave us answers.  However, it did give the Legislative Council the opportunity to thoroughly examine this 
issue, which is of significant concern.  It was not a political exercise.  In fact, it resulted from the fact that the 
government had sacked two extremely important government officers.  One of the officers who was sacked was 
the chief executive officer of the Department of Education and Training.  The CEO of the Department of 
Education and Training is probably the second highest paid bureaucrat in Western Australia after the chief 
executive officer of the Department of Health.  Another senior member of the Department of Education and 
Training, Mr Huts, was also sacked.  I think we are entitled to know why.  I have to say, after reading this very 
thick report, that I still do not know why those two officers were sacked. 

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Louise Pratt):  Before we continue, I draw members’ attention to the fact 
that the business program is incorrect.  It should have stated “Continuation of remarks Leader of the 
Opposition”, because Hon Giz Watson had in effect concluded her remarks when we went to the lunch break on 
18 October.  Hon Giz Watson is welcome to take the call again now. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Thank you, Madam Deputy Chair.  I thank the Leader of the Opposition for taking the 
call after the lunch break last week, because I had not realised that we would be continuing with committee 
reports after lunch.   

I acknowledge the comments made by the Leader of the Opposition.  The Leader of the Opposition has just 
given us an excellent summary of his experience with the committee.  My experience with the committee was 
very similar to that of the Leader of the Opposition.  Therefore, I do not intend to revisit what the Leader of the 
Opposition has said, because I could not have put it better myself.  However, I certainly need to express our 
frustration at being, at the end of that inquiry, no more the wiser as to who had or had not given us the full story, 
and also at being left with considerable questions about the interaction between the Corruption and Crime 
Commission and, in this case, the Department of Education and Training.  It seems to me that what the 
committee was dealing with was a case study of not only how the CCC is empowered to investigate the 
operations of a department, and inevitably also the role of a minister, but also how it interacts with government 
departments and ministers.  Therefore, I am again reminded that the recommendations that were made by the 
committee are very important, because these matters will arise again unless those recommendations are put into 
effect.  I have just sought some advice as to whether the government has responded to this report, because, if it 
has not, it seems that we have a problem.  There was certainly a request, if not a requirement, that the 
government respond to the recommendations of the committee within four months.  Given that this report was 
tabled in December last year, the government should certainly have given some form of response by this time.   

As the Leader of the Opposition has said, this was a very intensive investigation.  The committee had a limited 
time frame.  Therefore, we limited our investigation to a fact-finding endeavour, and we did not advertise the 
inquiry or seek written submissions from stakeholders or the general public.  However, we did hear from 
22 witnesses and hold 26 public hearings over a five-day period.  We heard from a number of those witnesses 
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more than once.  I agree with the Leader of the Opposition about the dilemma that we faced in deciding to hold 
public hearings, because understandably there was a high level of public and media interest in this inquiry, and 
therefore, I guess, an expectation that the public would be able to access what was said in the hearings.  
However, I agree with the Leader of the Opposition also that we might have been able to glean more precise, and 
perhaps more candid, responses if we had actually held our hearings in private.  It is difficult to find a balance 
between what is in the best interests of transparency and what is in the public interest.  I concur with the Leader 
of the Opposition that, in retrospect, the hearings should have been held in private.  That might also have 
resulted in a fairer process.   

One of the matters the committee dealt with was who knew what, and when; and whether those persons should 
have reacted sooner, or provided different advice on those matters, particularly to the minister and the minister’s 
office, and the department.  I have been particularly interested, as I have said, in the interaction between the 
Corruption and Crime Commission and the Department of Education and Training, and I have been trying to 
explain to the chamber how that relationship changed, certainly in the view of the employees of the department 
who were working in the complaints management unit.  The report contains a lot of detail about the interaction 
between the employees of the department and the CCC and its officers.  We can sense the frustration and the 
poor relationship between the employees of the department and the CCC officers.  Like the Leader of the 
Opposition, I am still not convinced that anything corrupt or improper was taking place.  Certainly, it would 
seem that some of the processes within the department and the CCC could have been improved.  However, the 
way in which this interaction occurred has led to a positive outcome, in that it has helped to achieve the ultimate 
goal, which is to ensure that children in the education system are protected from inappropriate behaviour by staff 
of the Department of Education and Training, and at the same time that the department provides procedural 
fairness to teachers who are alleged to have engaged in improper behaviour.  That creates a real tension, 
however, because the department needs to provide processes to ensure not only that evidence is heard both for 
and against any allegation that is made against a staff member, but also that the staff member is given the 
opportunity to respond to any allegation that is made.  That strikes me as being very different from the processes 
of the Corruption and Crime Commission, which are based very much on a prosecution and criminal 
investigation mindset.  In fact, in this particular case, the CCC used the same sort of modus operandi that it 
would use if it was investigating a crime -   

Hon Graham Giffard:  That is because they are trained criminal investigators. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, and that is what we have chosen to set up in this state, and that is fine; I understand 
that.  However, a problem arises when that mindset is intersected with a public sector that operates under 
procedures that inevitably are more time consuming, because people must be given time to respond.  I would be 
interested to know whether the government has had the opportunity to provide an update on its response to the 
findings of this select committee.  I would also be interested to know whether the government is now satisfied 
that the complaints handling mechanisms within the Department of Education and Training are as good as they 
can be.  That was ultimately what the CCC was trying to get to, and I do not think that anybody was suggesting 
that it was not appropriate.  When these two systems intersected, there was much frustration and lack of clarity.  
No doubt part of that is because we are testing new areas.  Recommendation 2 in the report reads -  

The Committee recommends that the Corruption and Crime Commission of Western Australia ensure 
that a courtesy copy of any media statements that it issues be provided to the Office of any Minister 
whose portfolio may be affected by the contents of the media statement.  

Recommendation 1 states -  

The Committee recommends that the Corruption and Crime Commission of Western Australia provide 
courtesy copies of its annual report to the offices of any Ministers whose portfolio may be affected by 
any ongoing investigation or proposed report mentioned in the annual report. 

Recommendation 3 states -  

The Committee recommends that the Legislative Council refer all matters relating to the respective 
procedures and processes of, and interaction between, the Corruption and Crime Commission of 
Western Australia and the Complaints Management Unit of the Department of Education and Training 
between June 2005 and October 2006 to the Public Administration Committee for inquiry and report, so 
as to establish the causes of the significant breakdown in the relationship between those two agencies 
and the subsequent re-structuring of the Complaints Management Unit. 

To my knowledge, that recommendation has not been acted on, and I will be interested to know what process is 
required to do that.  I presume it would require a motion of referral in the Legislative Council.  The select 
committee did not have the terms of reference to deal with this aspect.  We felt it was a matter of public 
administration, and therefore the most appropriate standing committee to deal with it would be the Standing 
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Committee on Public Administration.  I am not suggesting that it will be an easy matter to inquire into, but we 
should not let the work done by the select committee sit on the shelf.  It is important that we follow up this 
recommendation.  Recommendation 4 states -  

The Committee recommends that the Government clarify, through legal advice and/or legislative 
amendment, the anti-disclosure provisions of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 so as to 
enable public sector chief executive officers to be able to freely discuss with their Ministers all matters 
relevant to the Minister’s portfolio. 

Having looked at the operation of the Corruption and Crime Commission under its act, I am still not clear 
exactly what limitations are placed on talking to other parties about matters under investigation.  It would assist 
members of Parliament and employees of the public sector to have some clear legal advice about what those 
anti-disclosure provisions actually mean. 

Hon Kim Chance:  That is provided in the government’s response. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Okay; perhaps I am missing that piece of the jigsaw puzzle.  The Leader of the House 
obviously has a copy of the government’s response.  I will read that now.  I take back what I said before about 
the lack of response.  

Hon Norman Moore:  After you have read the response, you will be just as puzzled as you were before.  

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I see.  Well, at least it exists, and I apologise for not being cognisant of that.  That is the 
trouble with debating a committee report that was tabled nine or 10 months ago.  I will consider that.  

I found the task of participating in and chairing this select committee quite challenging.  The challenge for all 
members of the committee was to maintain a fair and thorough process.  It was fairly demanding, but I think we 
worked well together to achieve it, although ultimately we came to a less-than-clear conclusion.  However, the 
recommendations contained in the report are important, and we should ensure that they are followed through. 

Hon GRAHAM GIFFARD:  I will add a few comments to the discussion on this select committee report.  In 
the main, I find myself agreeing with a good many of the comments made by the Leader of the Opposition and 
Hon Giz Watson.  I diverged from their findings in a couple of key areas, although I thought at the time, and I 
still believe, that the four recommendations made by the select committee are good and solid.  Reading back 
over the report, I see that the committee was able to reach unanimous agreement on many of its findings about 
what actually went on.  As members can read in the report, what remained in dispute was the material 
summarised in finding 7, where I departed from the majority view of the committee about whether I could rely 
on the evidence presented that the minister had been advised of the impending Corruption and Crime 
Commission report.  It is a matter for the record that the majority of the committee was of the view that the 
minister probably was aware.  I was of the view that I could not, in all conscience, conclude that that was the 
case.  Clearly, there was evidence to suggest that it was the case, but in balancing the evidence, as people can 
read from the report, my assessment was that there was not enough evidence to justify finding 7. 

It is true that many witnesses gave evidence that was very similar.  It is an awkward characterisation, but that 
appeared to be the case on both sides of the proposition.  There were those who said that they recalled certain 
things being discussed at meetings, and they would corroborate each other, sometimes in similar terms.  On the 
other hand, there were those who said that no such discussions took place at meetings.  It is very difficult for a 
witness not to sound like another witness who is saying the same thing, such as, “No, I don’t recall any 
discussions.”  It is pretty hard not to sound like someone else when the evidence is that a witness does not recall 
something.  I am not concerned that witnesses appeared to be giving the same evidence, because that is what 
witnesses do when they corroborate the evidence of others.  In this particular case, fairly narrow propositions 
were being put to them. 

One area of evidence that really struck me was that given by the Corruption and Crime Commission 
investigators who had a meeting with the minister.  I do not recall the date of the meeting, but it was the meeting 
at which they first advised the minister of the report that was about to be tabled.  For members’ interest, the 
relevant evidence of Mr Anticich and Mr Watson can be found on page 44 of the committee’s report.  
Mr Watson had notes of the meeting that he had with the minister.  One of the really interesting comments he 
made was that the meeting did not go well, or words to that effect.  He was asked what he meant by that.  He 
gave evidence that the minister dropped her pen, virtually dropped her jaw and was flabbergasted by what he 
was telling her.  In his assessment as a CCC investigator, the minister was hearing about this report for the first 
time.  As I said, I draw members’ attention to page 44 of the report.  I thought that was very interesting.  I tried 
to imagine how I would explain that evidence and fit it into all the other evidence we had to let it make sense.  
What was the explanation for it?  The only explanation that I could reasonably come up with was that that 
evidence clearly showed what the minister said all along - that she had not been given a briefing on that report 
and she did not know about it.  I could not think of how else to explain the evidence that Mr Watson gave the 
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committee from his notes that were made at the time of the meeting.  Like all good investigators, he had his own 
notes of what went on at the meeting, what was discussed and what his impressions of it were.  According to the 
committee report, he said - 

“The minister came into the meeting and she picked up a small notebook and a pencil to write some 
things down.  When [Mike . . .] started talking about the sexual contact report, she almost dropped the 
notebook and pencil and was shocked, gobsmacked, at what she was being told.  She said she expected 
us to be briefing her about a public hearing we had done in the preceding weeks, which was about a 
TAFE tendering issue.  From the scramble to digest the contents of the executive summary of the report, 
it was fairly clear that neither she nor her staff had any knowledge of the report. 

I suggest to members that to me that was not compelling but it certainly corroborated the evidence that the 
minister had given us.  I also thought it was significant that there was a lack of documentation that we could rely 
on that we knew had been given to the minister.  That is in the committee’s findings.  We found that she had not 
been given any briefing note or explanation at all.  In part, that is explained when we look at Mr Albert’s reasons 
for why he felt he could not brief the minister.  He thought that he would be in breach if he did that, 
notwithstanding the fact that he had a briefing note prepared for him.  He took it to the meeting, he held it in his 
hands and he says he talked about it.  It does not appear in the agenda or in anyone’s notes of the meeting.  He 
did not give the minister a copy of the briefing note.  Those goings-on were almost bizarre.  There was no 
evidence that any document had ever been handed to the minister until she received a copy of the draft report 
from the CCC that would have alerted her to what was contained in this report.  There were instances when the 
committee found that it was probable that the minister was told about the briefing notes.  I am about to run out of 
time.  The committee’s finding relating to that issue can be found at page 126 of the report.  It is discussed in 
more detail at pages 102, 104 and 112.  If I get time during a later stage of the debate, I may refer members to 
that.   

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  I wish to make one comment about the report of the Select Committee into the 
Department of Education and Training.  Committee finding 7 states - 

The majority of the Committee . . . finds that it is probable that Mr Paul Albert, the Director 
General of DET, verbally advised the Minister of the CCC inquiry . . .  

Whether the minister actually heard Mr Albert tell her about the inquiry or whether she registered what he was 
talking about, I do not know.  The evidence that Mr Albert gave was that he actually told her.  Whether she 
understood it or recorded it her mind, that is for the minister to determine.  It is quite possible that she was told 
but that it did not register in her mind as being anything other than something else she may have been thinking 
about.  I do not think there is necessarily any contradiction between what Mr Watson from the CCC said about 
her being gobsmacked and committee finding 7.  The finding does not say that it is probable the minister knew; 
it says it is probable Mr Albert told her.  Whether she knew is a reflection of what she did when Mr Albert 
probably told her on three occasions what was going on.  I do not want to get into an argument about that.   

One thing I meant to say when I was speaking earlier is that I do not get involved with much committee work 
these days.  I am not a member of a committee.  The staff who managed this inquiry were absolutely first class.  
Paul Grant, Denise Wong, Kelly Campbell and Nigel Pratt, who was assisting, did an excellent job.  The way in 
which they are able to produce reports of this quality is commendable.   

Question put and passed. 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission - Eighteenth Report - 

“Hearing with the Corruption and Crime Commission on 22 November 2006” 

Resumed from 22 March. 

Motion 

Hon NORMAN MOORE:  There are a number of reports on the Business Program that relate to the Joint 
Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission.  Our number one spokesman on CCC reports is 
out of the house on parliamentary business.  Therefore, I move - 

That the report be noted.   

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

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
 


