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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [4.49 pm]: I move — 

That the house do now adjourn. 

Comments Incorrectly Attributed to the Leader of the Opposition — Adjournment Debate 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [4.49 pm]: Earlier today, in a 
conversation that occurred behind the Chair between me and the Leader of the House, he put to me a proposition 
that certain comments had been made by me. I rise tonight to address that matter because I was quite concerned 
that people were attributing words to me that I had never uttered.  

Hon Norman Moore: If it is of any help to the Leader of the Opposition, I have clarified that and I will 
apologise.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: So nobody attributed those remarks to me? 

Hon Norman Moore: Not in the context that I inferred. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It would have been helpful if the Leader of the House had told me that earlier. 

Hon Norman Moore: Had I known the Leader of the Opposition was going to raise it, I would have told her 
before.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I did tell the Leader of the House earlier that I was going to raise it.  

Hon Norman Moore: I thought it was to do with something else. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I want to make this matter clear in any event. The proposition that was put to me was that I 
had told a member of the opposite side of the chamber that I intended to oppose the special adjournment motion 
next Thursday night for the purposes of continuing the debate on the motion that is before the house to establish 
a select committee. That is not true. I never said any such thing and I was very concerned if any member had 
done that.  
I take this opportunity to make a few comments about what I see as the role of the Leader of the Opposition. I 
think it is a very important role, and one that has responsibilities that go with it. Parts of those responsibilities go 
to having good working relationships with key people in this chamber—indeed, of course, with all members. 
One of those key people is the Leader of the House. I was very concerned, in a conversation that I had initiated 
today, about two things: firstly, about making an offer that the opposition was prepared to give up our slot in the 
Address-in-Reply speech today to ensure we could get to the Surrogacy Bill with some speed; and, secondly, 
about putting a couple of propositions to the Leader of the House about how I thought we might be able to move 
forward on that debate about the establishment of a select committee. It was in that context that the proposition 
was put to me that I had in fact told someone I was threatening to vote against the special adjournment next 
Thursday for the purposes of debating that motion on the select committee, which of course is on the notice 
paper in my name.  
To make it perfectly clear: I never said anything. We have now heard the Leader of the House indicate that he 
got it wrong. I have never canvassed with anyone on my side opposing the special adjournment. I had not 
contemplated it myself and had not canvassed it with anybody on my side and certainly not with anybody on any 
other side.  
I will go back to what I see as the role of the Leader of the Opposition, because it has certain responsibilities. If I 
am to live up to my side of maintaining a good working relationship with the Leader of the House, he needs to 
know that if I have something to say, I will say it to him directly. He needs to know that he can believe me when 
I say I am going to do something or I am not going to do something. I do not want anything to occur that would 
undermine my capacity to live up to my side of the relationship.  

Having said that, obviously I am not afraid or do not shy away from the fact that I clearly have a political role. 
Some people might describe themselves as parliamentarians only; as parliamentarians first and politicians 
second. I describe myself as a parliamentarian and a politician. I am not frightened of hard politics. Equally, I am 
a fairly direct person. Sometimes that is an advantage; sometimes that is a disadvantage. I am one of those 
people who has a face that shows what I am thinking. On many occasions not only does it appear on my face, 
but, fairly soon after, it comes out of my mouth! If I had a view about whether or not I was going to oppose the 
special adjournment, I would own that view, and the Leader of the House would know if that was what I was 
intending to do.  
If the government were to come to the opposition with a proposal to sit beyond 5.00 pm next Thursday for the 
purpose of progressing legislation that is to the benefit of Western Australia, of course the opposition would 
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consider that on its merits and it would consider it at the time. The bottom line is that I did not say anything of 
the kind and I want the Leader of the House to know that I say what I mean and I mean what I say. I would not 
want anybody to be undermining my capacity to have that good working relationship.  

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral — Leader of the House) [4.54 pm]: I will quickly respond. 
I apologise to the Leader of the Opposition. I thought she was going to raise another matter that had been thrown 
across the chamber by another member during a debate, which I thought she had taken some exception to. I 
thought she was going to get up during the adjournment debate and clarify that.  

My understanding of what somebody told me was what I relayed to the Leader of the Opposition. I subsequently 
sought advice from that person and that person said that the Leader of the Opposition had not said what had been 
attributed to her. I should have apologised to the Leader of the Opposition but I had not thought anymore about 
it.  
I have been on both sides of the house a couple of times now and I know that there does need to be a potential 
working relationship between the leader of the government and the Leader of the Opposition. It has to be like 
that, otherwise the house does not work properly. Regrettably, some of the opposition’s predecessors were more 
difficult to work with than others and I developed a very healthy scepticism about some of the so-called 
arrangements that were put in place when I was leader last time. I have no doubt that the Leader of the 
Opposition will be quite different from those people and that we can have a very amicable and productive 
working relationship.  

Blind Cord Safety Legislation — Adjournment Debate 
HON WENDY DUNCAN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [4.55 pm]: I rise this afternoon to draw 
the attention of honourable members to an email I received last night from a gentleman who lives in the north 
west and whose granddaughter unfortunately passed away after having become entangled in blind cords in a 
company house. The gentleman has raised this issue because, although both houses of Parliament put 
considerable effort into passing legislation to ensure that the installation of blinds and curtains is safe for young 
children, in fact these are not being installed safely, and there does not seem to be any recourse when a tragic 
incident like this happens. That legislation was passed in 2004. The incident happened in 2005 in a company 
house in the north west, and, as I said, unfortunately the child passed away.  
At the time, the gentleman I refer to spoke to the doctor about this, and the doctor said that this event is not 
unusual and, in fact, between eight and 12 children die in Australia in this manner each year. He said that he 
went onto the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection webpage and found copies of the legislation 
and the installation requirements. They are quite easy to find and quite straightforward. It was quite obvious that 
these window treatments were not installed correctly.  
The gentleman went to WorkSafe and also the mines department. Nobody investigated the incident and nobody 
wanted to investigate the incident. In fact, the cord that caused this tragic death had been installed with 
double-sided tape instead of screws. The tape had not held and this is what created the loop that dangled around 
at the height of the young child’s mattress. The cord also had been installed on the side nearest the bed, although 
I guess that is a question of the positioning of the bed more than the curtains. After a time, when it was apparent 
that this incident was not going to be investigated by anybody, the gentleman went to DOCEP in Karratha and 
requested that it investigate it. He was put in contact with the product safety branch in Perth. WorkSafe would 
not investigate the incident because the child, although she was in a company house, was not an employee and so 
they did not investigate matters of that type.  

It has taken two years for this matter to be pursued and, in the end, it was the blind and curtain supplier who was 
taken to court for failing to install the restraining device in the manner that is required under the law. However, 
there is no penalty in the act for the outcome of the supplier’s negligence. When the matter went to court, which 
was quite recently, the penalty available was $30 000 for the company and $6 000 for the worker, but if that 
worker was a director of the company, then the penalty would be multiplied by six to $36 000. However, the 
magistrate fined the company $6 000 and the individual $2 800, and the gentleman was told that an appeal was 
unlikely to succeed. He has written to all members of Parliament asking whether we are aware of the situation 
and seeking our assistance to make this situation well known in the community. Perhaps there should be better 
education on this issue. He actually said that he had seen houses with noncompliant window treatments 
throughout the north west, in Karratha, Wickham, Dampier, Roebourne, Newman and Tom Price. He had also 
seen them in Kalgoorlie and in the metropolitan area. Earlier this year a three-year-old boy died in apparently 
similar circumstances in Rockingham. I alert the house to this situation and to the fact that we need to ensure that 
this legislation is properly implemented. Perhaps we should consider ways of putting in place a public education 
campaign. 
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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Recommendations on Balga Works Program — 
Adjournment Debate 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [5.00 pm]: I want to speak about a report on the Balga Works 
program by the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, which I mentioned earlier during 
questions without notice, and the response—tabled by the government earlier this week—from the Department 
of Education and Training to the recommendations of that report. I commence my comments by saying how 
pleased I was with the response from the Minister for Training to my question. He was equally dissatisfied with 
the response provided to this house by the department. It is fair to say that he has championed the Balga Works 
program, particularly the staff and students who were adversely affected by the program. I spent a lot of time on 
that committee with the Minister for Training and we were exposed, as members of committees often are, to 
people who were clearly severely affected as a result of having been involved in that program. We found a 
significant degree of mismanagement and incompetence within the Department of Education and Training and 
the way in which it responded to issues concerning the Balga Works program. The response that was provided 
by the department to this house earlier this week indicated continuing incompetence within the department. I was 
genuinely shocked and surprised at the response. Knowing the minister’s position on this matter, I had expected 
a more sympathetic response from the department. I was surprised that the department had not consulted the 
minister. As one of the two ministers responsible for the department, the fact that he was not consulted is quite 
extraordinary, and I am sure the CEO will soon be having a conversation with the minister about that. 

Hon Peter Collier: It was due for tabling on the day of the election, or around the election, so that was the issue. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: The minister would probably concur that the department’s failure to seek his input was a 
surprise. Many of the responses to the recommendations continued in a manner that the chair of the committee 
and I have both described in conversation as “same old, same old”. I would like briefly to identify some matters, 
and I hope that the minister will be able to take up some of these matters and have them addressed by the 
department.  

Recommendation 2 is adequately covered; the department has conducted an investigation. From there the 
responses go downhill. I note the matters that the minister focused on when the report was made known to the 
media. The first matter concerned paying former staff. I have to say that that was a recommendation on which I 
disagreed with the majority. I felt that there were some staff who still deserved to be paid, but there were some 
categories of staff that did not. It was a complex matter. The Minister for Education and Training and the 
majority of the committee argued that all staff should be paid. Members will see in the report that the 
information the department has provided is the same as that which it has previously provided. If the minister 
were being fair to me, he would say that it does not even go as far as he was prepared to go in reimbursing some 
of the staff who missed out on wages and superannuation through being involved in this program.  

The other area was that of counselling for the staff and students. I note that the department has indicated that 
counselling is available for full-time employees of the department. I also note that the department has been 
undertaking that. However, although the response states that the department has directed that anyone employed 
in the Balga Works program may access this free service, it does not appear to be providing any counselling or 
support to the students or anyone else who was affected by the program. Counselling is provided only if those 
people approach the department—again, there is no attempt to seek out the people who were adversely affected 
by the program.  
Recommendation 14 of the committee was unanimous. So that Hansard can record it, I recognise the nod of 
agreement of the Minister for Training and appreciate that he shares my concern about the inadequacies of 
dealing with that recommendation. The recommendation states — 

The Committee recommends that the Government identify the young people who were enrolled in the 
Balga Works Program and ensure that they are able to access educational and employment assistance to 
the level promised by the Balga Works Program. 

I would have thought that this recommendation would have gone before the Minister for Training so that he 
could contribute to the response before it was tabled in Parliament. The department states that it has identified 53 
students, which is interesting when one considers the evidence given of the number of students who supposedly 
went through this program. That figure was something that the committee was never able to quite determine. The 
department then states that 28 students, or 52 per cent, were beyond compulsory school age at the end of 2006 —  
Hon Peter Collier: We can’t find them. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS: End of story. I do not think the department has even bothered to find those 28 students. 
It has just said that they are too old, but one is never too old for educational employment assistance. The 
committee was saying to the department that it should try to find these people and give them some assistance. 
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The department has just gone through what it is doing for some of the other students. Yes, some students just 
could not be found, so the department is not going to bother with them.  
Recommendation 15, which was another interesting one, states — 

The Committee recommends that the Department of Education and Training review the adequacy of its 
capacity to facilitate the resourcing and establishment of innovative initiatives within schools. 

I am glad the minister is now the minister because he will know what we were trying to get to with this 
recommendation; that is, the department’s inability to accept a new idea, to embrace it and to engage with it to 
make it a part of that department. Yes, we all know that at a local level, schools can do innovative little programs 
within their budgets, but we were referring to imaginative programs that would intervene and actually have a 
greater significance than what a school can effect within its own budget. Again, the department, I think, missed 
the point completely.  
I genuinely welcome the comments of the Minister for Training, and I urge him to report to the house either 
tonight if he is in a position to respond to some of those things or at another time in the near future. I expect that 
there will be people who were affected by this program who will be looking at this response and who will be 
quite devastated and horrified. I urge the minister—I think he understands this—to give a response to the house 
as quickly as possible so that those who watch the debates and read Hansard—some of us might be surprised at 
how many people do follow, particularly — 

Hon Peter Collier: A lot of these affected people do.  

Hon KEN TRAVERS: I have no doubt that these are the sorts of people who would be very closely following it 
and would have been waiting for this report, and will be reading it and saying, “Oh my God; we’ve all let them 
down.”  

As I said, I did not agree with two of the recommendations. The department has sort of proved me right about 
one of those recommendations, and that is fine. The essence of the report is about trying to fix the problem and I 
agree with that. I do not think we disagree about the problem, but about how it should be fixed.  

The other issue is complex and the department has completely ignored it. As a Parliament and a group, it is very 
important that we should be seen to be addressing it. If this response had been provided by our Minister for 
Education and Training, I would have hoed into him in the same way, because when a committee report such as 
this has been presented, we have a responsibility to not let down people who feel as though they have already 
been significantly and severely damaged by the process. Having sat through the hearings, I do not think any 
member of the committee could disagree that some people did significantly suffer as a result of this program. I 
welcome action by the Minister for Training. If there is anything I can do to assist the minister in progressing 
these matters, I will do that.  

Surrogacy Bill 2008, Documents — Adjournment Debate 
HON ED DERMER (North Metropolitan) [5.10 pm]: I will raise two matters today. I am delighted that the 
Minister for Training is here because the second matter relates to him. Earlier today in the debate on the 
Surrogacy Bill I was asked whether I had seen evidence to suggest that there are advantages to children being 
brought up by a mother and father. I said that I had, but unfortunately three of the papers I had read were not 
with me in the chamber; they were in my office in Parliament House. I have since had an opportunity to retrieve 
them and it is appropriate that I seek leave to table them so that they are accessible to all members here. Perhaps 
I will identify the papers before leave is granted, Mr Deputy President. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Yes, do so.  

Hon ED DERMER: The first is entitled “Family Matters: Family Structure and Child Outcomes”. It comes 
under the banner of the Alabama Policy Institute, and is by Barbara Schneider, PhD, Allison Atteberry and Ann 
Owens; Alfred P. Sloan, Center on Parents, Children, and Work: The University of Chicago and NORC, as the 
body involved in the publication. The second document comes under the banner of family-men.com, and is 
entitled “The necessity of both sexes in parenting: Reconcilable Differences: What Social Sciences Show About 
the Complementarity of the Sexes & Parenting” by W. Bradford Wilcox. The third paper is entitled “Father 
Absence and Youth Incarceration: Center for Research on Child Wellbeing Working Paper #99-03” by Cynthia 
C. Harper and Sara S. McLanahan.  

I have looked through these documents. I do not necessarily endorse all their contents, naturally, but they contain 
some useful material and I recommend them for members to read. I thank the Parliamentary Library for its 
assistance in helping me find these documents. Obviously, I have read through them, but I did not have them 
with me earlier today. 
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[See paper 387.] 

Collaborative Ministerial Responsibility — Adjournment Debate 
Hon ED DERMER: The other matter I want to raise is very interesting. I listened to the answer from the 
Minister for Training to a question I asked this afternoon. If I understood him correctly, he was talking about the 
concept of collaborative responsibility. One of the great merits of the Westminster system is its capacity to 
evolve. Over the hundreds of years in which it has evolved, that evolution has often been in response to an 
unforeseen crisis that has led to another step in the evolution. Prior to hearing the answer from the Minister for 
Training, I had not previously heard of the concept of collaborative ministerial responsibility. It is possible that 
we in this Parliament in Western Australia are witnessing a major evolutionary development of the Westminster 
system. 

Hon Peter Collier: I do not think it is quite as evolutionary as that.  

Hon ED DERMER: Perhaps not, but it is new to me, and I do take an interest in history and constitutional 
systems. I am wondering how far it can go. I tried to ask the Minister for Training whether this meant joint 
ministerial responsibility. I do not believe he explicitly answered that part of my question. I am very interested to 
hear an answer if he wants to respond. I am sure this will not arise; I certainly hope it will not, but if there was a 
problem of sufficient gravity that involved the question of collaborative responsibility, I wonder whether both 
ministers or one minister would feel compelled to resign. 

Hon Peter Collier: I will be able to give the member a definitive response. I will be meeting with the director 
general and the Minister for Education. We have the director general’s advice and we will formalise the 
situation. I am not sure whether that meeting is next week or the following week. I will be able to clarify the 
situation for the member then.  

Hon ED DERMER: The evolutionary process is a work in progress. I look forward to hearing a good response. 
I am sure that, as a minister of the Crown, the Minister for Training understands the situation.  

Hon Peter Collier: It is difficult for all of us, because there is neither black nor white clarity and with the 
evolution of the education system, we have to work towards a model. This is more than an interjection. I will say 
something later in this debate.  

Hon ED DERMER: That is good because I have limited time, although I do not expect to use all of it. I look 
forward to hearing a precise description. I suggest it should happen sooner rather than later. There is a degree of 
urgency because we do not know when a circumstance will arise for which a minister will have to take 
responsibility on behalf of another minister. As a responsible minister, in both senses of the word, the Minister 
for Training understands the importance of sharing this innovative, unconventional sense of collaborative 
responsibility with the house.  

Hon Peter Collier: It is not so unconventional. It has operated in other states and it has operated here.  

Hon ED DERMER: That is interesting; I am learning as we go.  

The interesting thing about how this Parliament works is that this is an example of the very constructive role of 
an opposition in the guidance of the Parliament. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich raised an issue which I had not thought 
about until I heard the exchange between her and the Minister for Training. The minister would know more than 
me because I have only heard the exchange in this house, but Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s raising the issue may have 
assisted the Minister for Training in focusing his mind on this issue. In this case the active role of the opposition, 
through Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, might have contributed to the good governance of the state. It will be interesting 
to learn further from the Minister for Training. 

Petition Presented by Noel Crichton-Browne — Adjournment Debate 
HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [5.18 pm]: I wish to refer to the petition by Noel Crichton-Browne 
lodged in this house on 11 November, Remembrance Day, by the Leader of the House, Hon Norman Moore. A 
number of issues were raised in Noel Crichton-Browne’s petition and in the affidavit of his solicitor, Mr Kevin 
Burgoyne, on the “Statements of Fact” by Noel Crichton-Browne that were attached to the petition.  

I place on record that I have previously disputed that Noel Crichton-Browne advised me that he was representing 
Cazaly Resources. My notes indicate that No. 34 of the Statements of Fact by Noel Crichton-Browne state 
that — 

Mr Crichton-Brown gave sworn evidence that he had informed Hon Anthony Fels that Mr Crichton-
Brown was engaged by Cazaly Resources.  
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I dispute that as a statement of fact. I put that before the house to ensure that it does not accept it as a statement 
of fact without contrary evidence from other persons. If that statement is true—that is, that Mr Crichton-Browne 
has given sworn evidence that he informed Anthony Fels that he was engaged by Cazaly—I dispute that 
evidence as being false evidence.  

I am not clear about whether Mr Crichton-Browne has given sworn evidence that he had informed me of that. 
All his evidence is confidential before the Parliament’s Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations.  

The evidence that Noel Crichton-Browne gave to the Corruption and Crime Commission was that he thought he 
had mentioned it to me. I believe that that is as far as it went. I do not think he could give the date on which he 
told me or anything more specific. I can state that I did not ever know that Noel Crichton-Browne was acting for 
Cazaly until it was made public by the Corruption and Crime Commission hearings. Further, I indicated to Noel 
Crichton-Browne when discussing the proposed inquiry into the iron ore policy that I had no intention of 
commencing such an inquiry for the benefit of Cazaly. I think he would be foolish to then tell me at any time that 
he was working for Cazaly. I hope that some or all of these details are known to the Corruption and Crime 
Commission from the bugging of Noel Crichton-Browne’s telephone. I assumed that the commission would have 
complete intercepts and records of all telephone conversations by Noel Crichton-Browne to anyone during that 
period. 

Paragraph 42 of the statements of fact states that Noel Crichton-Browne informed me that he was representing 
Cazaly resources, that there was no deception by Mr Crichton-Browne about his “insignificant” fee of $7 500, 
and Mr Crichton Brown did not represent to me that this was all about representing the interests of the little guy 
as opposed to the interests of the big guy; in other words, the big multinational company Rio Tinto. I would say 
that this is also false and cannot be taken as a statement of fact. Noel Crichton-Browne did not tell me at any 
time that he was representing Cazaly, and I certainly did not know that he was earning a fee of $7 500 for that 
work, or any work for Cazaly. In fact, I specifically told Noel Crichton-Browne that I would not pursue my 
proposal of an inquiry if it was for the purpose of assisting Cazaly, because that had been a very topical and 
publicly reported issue at the time. In paragraph 48 of the statements of fact, that is claimed again as a statement 
of fact. The series of statements is untrue. It is stated that Noel Crichton-Browne informed me that he 
represented Cazaly resources, demonstrated no contempt of my abilities and most certainly did not manipulate 
me, abuse my trust or use me. It is absurd to claim that Noel Crichton-Browne presented himself as a mentor. 

I do not dispute everything in this document, but I state to the house that I have never been a mate of Noel 
Crichton-Browne. I voted for his expulsion from the Liberal Party more than 10 years ago. I was not a mate of 
his prior to then and I have not been a mate of his since then. The only discussions I have had with him have 
been in relation to the iron ore policy, and proposing an inquiry in the interests of the state. That was my only 
motivation. It was certainly not for any personal benefit to Noel Crichton-Browne or Cazaly. I did not pursue 
this for his benefit, for that of the lawyers assisting him, or for Cazaly or anybody else who was employing him 
to do so. I pursued this issue purely because I believe it to be worthy for the state of Western Australia to pursue, 
and I am still of that opinion. That is the reason I have given notice of a motion for a select committee to be set 
up to look at that issue. 
Further, I have strong evidence that would call into question the reliability of the memory of Noel Crichton-
Browne about issues that he has raised. I am happy to put this evidence before the house at any time, if the house 
wishes to hear it. These issues are well known to the Leader of the House, Hon Norman Moore, and I am 
disappointed that this petition was introduced without him having the opportunity to talk to Noel Crichton-
Browne about the accuracy or otherwise of the affidavit attached to the petition. Not only that, he did not 
approach me or discuss with me the accuracy or otherwise of the issues raised in that affidavit. I can understand 
that he is banned by the Premier, Hon Colin Barnett, from all contact with Noel Crichton-Browne, but he could 
have at least checked those issues with me, given that they were put down as statements of fact and affected my 
reputation.  

If this house had had before it the evidence I gave to the Select Committee of Privilege on a Matter Arising in 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, I believe it could have made a better analysis of 
the issues raised by Noel Crichton-Browne in the petition, and what are claimed as statements of fact, without 
accepting them when there is no other evidence to dispute them. During the Corruption and Crime Commission 
inquiries that prompted the inquiry by the Select Committee of Privilege on a Matter Arising in the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, the CCC took public evidence from, among others, Noel 
Crichton-Browne, Brian Burke, Julian Grill and Hon Shelley Archer about the proposed iron ore policy inquiry. 
The CCC never took any evidence from me. I have never spoken to the CCC. It has never contacted me. The 
CCC has never investigated me. It has never made any finding against me. The CCC has, to the best of my 
knowledge, never had anything to do with me. 
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Further, I state to the house that I have never spoken to Cazaly Resources Ltd or its directors. I do not know any 
of the directors of that company or any of its shareholders—certainly none that I am aware of. Similarly, I have 
had no contact or dealings with Echelon Resources Ltd. I have not had dealings with the Association of Mining 
and Exploration Companies, which wrote to the committee and was involved in the inquiry. Again, I have had no 
dealings with the CCC. 

While I was a member of the Liberal Party for approximately 20 years, there was never a ban on talking to Noel 
Crichton-Browne; and, if there had been, I would never have spoken to him. In hindsight, I wish there had been a 
ban prior to Hon Colin Barnett’s ban on Liberal members dealing with Noel Crichton-Browne because I would 
have obeyed such an order. All calls on this issue were made by Noel Crichton-Browne to me. He was not, and 
never has been, my mentor. After all, I voted for his expulsion from the Liberal Party. That is well documented 
and is well known by a lot of people. Noel Crichton-Browne, I believe, was asked by the CCC under oath 
whether there had been any reconciliation and I think his response was that there had been no rapprochement. 
Certainly, in the 10 or 12 years since he was expelled from the Liberal Party, I have not had social contact with 
him. I am not a mate of his. There is no reason that I would have become friends with him or relied on him for 
preselection in the Liberal Party or otherwise. 

I hope that one day the truth comes out on all the issues in this matter. I welcome the continued inquiries into this 
matter. Perhaps one day the truth will prevail. I seek leave to make further comments on this issue as more 
information becomes available. I have only recently become aware of the issues that were raised in the petition 
and the associated affidavit presented by Noel Crichton-Browne. If the Procedure and Privileges Committee 
wishes to discuss any issue with me, I am more than happy to make myself available to the committee to discuss 
any evidence presented in that affidavit, if I can be of any assistance. 

Collaborative Ministerial Responsibility — Adjournment Debate 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Training) [5.27 pm]: I wish to respond to the 
comments of Hon Ed Dermer. I do not want to go into too much detail and I will not take up too much of the 
house’s time. Suffice to say, I do not think there has been any great revolution in the changes in ministerial 
responsibility. There may have been a misinterpretation of my point. As I said earlier, I will meet with the 
Director General of the Department of Education and Training and the Minister for Education, so I do not want 
to pre-empt the outcomes of that discussion. Suffice to say, the director general gave us some guidance and we 
are very comfortable with the responsibilities of both ministers. 

This is as much as I will say on the issue: I understand that, for all intents and purposes, anything to do with 
children of school age is the responsibility of the Minister for Education. Because there are some areas of 
training within schools, if a child is in school, it is the responsibility of the Minister for Education, but if a child 
takes the training component of a course at a TAFE college, which a lot of children do nowadays, that child 
would be my responsibility. There will be a collaborative approach to curriculum development and the 
certification of these students. 

Hon Ed Dermer interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: If it is in the training component, it is my responsibility. Once we have had the 
meeting and have established clear guidelines, they will be publicly available. 

Hon Ed Dermer: If a child enrolled at a school went to a workplace as part of a structured workplace program, 
would that be your responsibility? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes; that is what I have just said. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: No, you can’t do that. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm): Members can continue the debate outside the 
chamber. The minister has only three or so minutes left. 

Hon Ed Dermer: I think I have made the point. I did not mean to interject, and the minister is endeavouring to 
be helpful, but if a child enrolled at a school went to a workplace as part of a structured learning program and 
was on location at that workplace and something happened, who would be responsible? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: As I said earlier, it is my responsibility when a child is in the area of training. I think 
that is eminently sensible. I can add further to that at a later stage. I understand the member’s point, and I will 
have no problems adding further to this debate, if anyone wants to continue it, after the discussions with the 
director general and the minister.  
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HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [5.30 pm]: I want to follow on from the comments of Hon 
Peter Collier. I had wanted to make some comments about the Balga Works program, but I guess I will not have 
the opportunity today. I did ask Hon Peter Collier, the Minister for Training, a question a couple of weeks ago 
about who was responsible for the area of vocational education and training in schools, Indigenous traineeships 
and traineeships generally, and the response that I received was that this is being sorted out. I would have 
thought that six weeks into the new government, this matter would have been quite clearly defined and sorted. It 
is not good enough to say, well, if it is schools, it is the Minister for Education’s responsibility, and if it is 
training, it is the Minister for Training’s responsibility. The fact is that there is an integrated approach. A lot of 
students in years 11 and 12 are doing a course that is a combination of education and training. It is not adequate 
for the Minister for Training to say, “We are sharing this responsibility”, because I do not think that under the 
Westminster system of government, ministers can have sharing arrangements. As much as the minister would 
like to have the Westminster system fit around the personalities of the members of the Liberal Party, and fit 
around who wants to work with whom, and in what area, it is simply does not work like that. I am quite amazed. 
The minister should not laugh. I will tell him why. I can tell the minister that there is a training sector that is 
very, very concerned, because people do not know which minister they are responsible to.  

Hon Peter Collier: You are talking to the wrong people. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They do not know which minister they are responsible to. I can tell the minister 
that this is no laughing matter.  

Hon Peter Collier: Not one person has said that to me. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is not what we are told in politics; it is what we are not told! Take it from me! 
No-one knows better than me about not being told things! The minister in time will find that out. 

House adjourned at 5.32 pm 

__________ 
 

 
 


