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MINISTER FOR EDUCATION — DEPARTMENTAL ADVICE 

Motion 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [5.15 pm]: I move — 

That this house calls on the Minister for Education to explain what actions she has taken in respect of 
the findings of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations—twenty-seventh 
report—tabled on 1 July 2010, and the Public Sector Commissioner’s investigation into the 
“Orchestrating Lives: an Evaluation of the Early Intervention Conductive Education Trial at Carson 
Street School” report, in relation to the quality and accuracy of advice, including briefing notes 
provided by the Department of Education to the minister. 

The minister has a problem with her relationship with her department. There is a problem between her and her 
director general, which I think was on display for everybody in the media the other week when the Public Sector 
Commissioner tabled his report of the inquiry into the Carson Street School report. If it were not for the Premier, 
I dare say the Director General of the Department of Education would perhaps be on her way. It seems to me to 
be clear from the investigation conducted by the Public Sector Commissioner that the department wanted to cut 
the funding for the conductive education program at Carson Street School and the minister was happy to go 
along with it right up to the point that it became a public issue. 

Dr E. Constable: That’s your fantasy. That’s definitely your fantasy. It did not happen. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: We will go through that in a minute and the minister will get her chance to reply. However, it 
is clear to me that the minister was happy to go along with the recommendation from the department to cut the 
funding. Despite the fact that the minister gets up in this place and states that she is an expert in this area and 
despite the fact that on the Thursday afternoon before Parliament rose for the winter recess she snuck out a 
media release that she will continue funding, the reality is that she was happy to go along with the department. 
There have been a number of occasions in the short time that I have been shadow Minister for Education when it 
has been apparent to me that the minister was not on top of the department. We have seen today, with the tabling 
of the report into the bushfires in Armadale and Kelmscott, what can happen when a minister is not on top of his 
or her portfolio. In this case the minister is not on top of the Department of Education. I make the point that this 
is not the first time that the minister has been exposed in a report of the Public Sector Commissioner as being 
weak when it comes to the control of her department. What is different this time is that the report from the Public 
Sector Commissioner highlights that weakness and the fact that the Minister for Education has been controlled 
by the department, rather than her controlling the department. 

Before I deal with the contents of the Public Sector Commissioner’s report, I want to deal with the first comment 
I made about the minister being happy to go along with the department’s advice that she cut funding for 
conductive education at Carson Street School. It is very easy to work out that fact from the comments the 
minister made in this chamber when this issue was raised by me in this place and from the comments she made 
to the media. On 14 June at question time, I asked the minister about the review from Miles Morgan Australia 
into conductive education. The minister made the following point — 

I received a memorandum from the director general dated 13 June 2011, which was yesterday. The 
memo reported her conclusions on this matter and her recommendations to me, and I have not yet 
signed it. 

The minister did not go on to say that it was not just the memorandum that she received from the director general 
and that she also received a copy of the January report. We now know that the January report is the final report 
and I will refer to it henceforth as the final report. In the same exchange, the minister went on to say — 

There is no conclusive evidence at all about the worth or otherwise of conductive education — 

In conclusion she said — 

I received the report only today;  

That was incorrect; she had received it the day before on 13 June — 

I clearly have not read it, and I have received a recommendation from the director general, which I am 
considering. I cannot say any more than that about it, member for Victoria Park, until I have considered 
the evidence. It happens to be an area that I know a fair bit about, so I will be considering it very 
closely. 

Despite the fact that the minister had not read the report and despite the fact that she happens to know a fair bit 
about this area, she was happy to say in this place that “there is no conclusive evidence at all about the worth or 
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otherwise of conductive education”. Similarly, on that same day the minister was happy to say to journalists and 
the media — 

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

The minister said that despite the fact that she also said on both 14 and 15 June in this chamber that she had only 
just received the report and that she had not read it. Again, when I put the question to her about whether she 
stood by those statements that there is no evidence to prove that conductive education is a program worthy of the 
government’s continued financial support, the minister went on to say — 

I received the report only yesterday. 

That was incorrect; she had received it two days previously; the Public Sector Commissioner found that. She 
went on to say — 

I am reading the report — 

Still reading the report — 

and the decision will be made in due course. 

Why would the minister, with all her experience in this area, despite the fact she had not read the report, say to 
the media and to this place that there is no evidence to continue funding conductive education at Carson Street 
School? That is why I say that the minister was willing to go along with the department; she did not question the 
department in an area that she said she knew so much about. She was quite happy to go along with the advice 
and recommendations of the Department of Education. In fact, the department knew that, which is why Mr 
Axworthy was happy to write to the school saying that the department was cutting the school’s funding, 
thinking, “Once I have sent that letter, we will send it up to be ticked off by the Minister for Education.” That is 
why there has been a pattern of behaviour in which the department perhaps has a bit of contempt for this 
minister, knowing full well that the recommendations and advice that it puts to the minister will not be 
questioned; it will be signed off and come back hunky-dory.   

It is worth spending some time reflecting on the Public Sector Commissioner’s report; it is an interesting report. 
The Public Sector Commissioner is perhaps a bit more willing to accept some of the practices than I would have 
thought he would be, but so be it. I want to start with page 43 of the Public Sector Commissioner’s report 
because the briefing notes provided to the minister are ultimately the core; they ultimately went to the crux of the 
minister making her decision because we know that the minister said in this place that there was no evidence to 
support conductive education and that she had received a memo. She puts a lot of weight on briefing notes from 
the department, and the Public Sector Commissioner, Mr Wauchope, made a similar finding on page 43 of his 
report. It states — 

During interviews with senior executives of the Department of Education, it was made evident that they 
place considerable reliance on the internal briefing notes. Similarly, the Minister for Education would 
likely expect to be able to place reliance upon the briefing notes received from the Department.  

Both the Director General and Deputy Director General, Schools — 

That is the person who ultimately wrote to Carson Street School to say that the department was no longer 
continuing its funding — 

indicated that they had not read the full report by Miles Morgan and had instead relied on briefing notes 
provided by staff involved in the management of the evaluation.  

Mr Wauchope, the Public Sector Commissioner, makes the point that this is all about briefing notes. Therefore, 
we would have thought that the briefing notes were interrogated appropriately by the minister. We would have 
thought that the department would have provided adequate, comprehensive, detailed briefing notes to the 
minister, and the fact that the department was not providing them is a reflection on the minister. She has now 
been in the role for three years. There have been a number of different circumstances in which the minister has 
been caught short in this place and I want to know what the minister has done about these situations. On page 49 
of the Public Sector Commissioner’s report the Public Sector Commissioner noted — 

Briefing note to Minister for Education makes no reference to the positive evaluation findings. 

They are the positive evaluation findings contained in the Miles Morgan report. It is important to note that the 
different versions of the report were all positive about conductive education at Carson Street School; they all 
recommended that it be continued. The second finding on page 49 states that the — 

Briefing note to Minister for Education makes no reference to the evaluation recommendation to 
continue to fund the program. 
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On page 51 the Public Sector Commissioner goes on to state — 

Based upon the above comparative analysis, it is considered arguable that the quoting/referencing of the 
source documents by the Department is selective, in favour of not continuing to fund the program. 

Further down on page 51 the report states — 

It is clear from interviews with Department of Education officers that they considered:  

• programs for 0–4 year olds were outside of their statutory obligations; and 

Dr E. Constable: That’s true. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The report continues — 

• as an Independent Public School, Carson Street School had the flexibility to continue the 
program, without ongoing supplementary funding from the Department. 

I note that the minister says about the statutory obligations of the department that that is true, and that is correct. 
That is “statutory obligations”, which is why I dare say the Department of Education had such a problem with 
the words “moral and ethical responsibility to continue funding Carson Street School”. It has surprised me that 
there would be such hostility from the department to zero to four-year-olds in light of the comments made by the 
minister and by the Premier in the last little while. I go back to a media release put out by the minister on 23 
December 2010 entitled “State Government to sharpen focus on early childhood development” in which the 
minister makes the point — 

Children make rapid progress in their early years and we have an obligation to children and their 
families to ensure that we maintain that momentum.  

The minister is the Minister for Education only; she does not have another portfolio. The minister in her media 
release refers to the obligation that she has, and we would have therefore thought her department has, to children 
and their families to ensure we maintain that momentum on early childhood development. Why is there such 
hostility from the department to conductive education? Why is it also that the government, in 2009, 
commissioned Brenton Wright to undertake an inquiry—another one—into this issue? We do not know what 
became of it; we have not seen it. I quote the letter dated 21 April 2009 from Mr Brenton Wright to the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet confirming that commission and stating that he would be undertaking 
this early childhood learning and development project on behalf of the Department of Education  — 

This trend has been reflected in the decision of the Western Australian Government to assign the 
responsibility for early childhood development and learning to the Minister of Education, Dr Elizabeth 
Constable MLA.  

Later on in that letter, he makes the point that — 

It is expected that some administrative support will be provided by the Department of Education and 
Training or DPC during the course of the project. 

The government has been making all the moves, putting out all the rhetoric that early childhood learning and 
development is the responsibility of the Minister for Education—that is what it said—yet she is willing to hang 
her hat on the fact that there is no statutory obligation by the Department of Education to this area. I am curious 
about that because the letter she first received from Carson Street School goes back a way to not long after she 
became Minister for Education in 2008. On 30 September 2008 the Conductive Education Centre of Western 
Australia wrote to the minister because it was concerned about the ongoing funding of conductive education at 
Carson Street. It wrote a detailed lengthy letter to the minister that outlined the fact that it sought clarification 
and certainty about whether conductive education would continue to be funded by the Department of Education. 
On 12 November 2008 the minister wrote back to Mr Jobling, the president of the Conductive Education Centre 
of Western Australia, and stated — 

I am aware of the Conductive Education program from the many appreciative letters from parents, 
family and friends of children who attend. The determination of Western Australian families of students 
with physical disabilities to advocate for specific educational opportunities, such as the 0–4 School for 
Parents program, is recognised and appreciated. I understand that the previous government committed 
to support the continuation of the program and I do not envisage change to this assurance. 

The minister went on to state — 

I understand that the Department of Education and Training has endorsed a range of recommendations 
to support the continuation of the 0–4 School for Parents program and kindergarten and pre-primary 
aged students for 2009 and beyond. 
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Therefore, we knew, the department knew and the minister knew about the 0–4 School for Parents program, yet 
the Public Sector Commissioner pointed out in his report that there is hostility within the department to taking on 
the responsibility for zero to four-year-olds. It is also worth noting that the deputy director general, schools, Mr 
Axworthy, did an interview on Stateline on 10 October 2008 specifically about conductive education at Carson 
Street School. There was an interview with Veronica Buck and a number of interviews with teachers, parents and 
Mr Axworthy. Mr Axworthy made the point — 

If it’s helping children and parents like the program, of course we would continue the program. 

At no point did Mr Axworthy, a senior executive in the Department of Education, make any comment about the 
fact that the Department of Education does not have a statutory obligation or indeed a moral or ethical obligation 
to zero to four-year-old children’s learning and development. 

A lot of questions remain unanswered. The Public Sector Commissioner makes what I think are fairly serious 
findings about the fact that the minister had been provided with briefing notes that in this case did not outline the 
positive aspects of conductive education. In light of the fact that the Public Sector Commissioner does not find 
but certainly makes the point that it could be argued that the department was being selective, what has the 
minister done about this? What has the minister done to ensure that she controls the decisions made by the 
department? When the minister makes a decision and the department decides to cut funding contrary to the 
advice of an independent report paid for by taxpayers, why is she not demanding that detail of that be provided 
to her? Page 53 of the Public Sector Commissioner’s report is interesting because the observation made by the 
Public Sector Commissioner has echoes of findings that an upper house committee, the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations, made last year—a year ago. The observations by the Public Sector 
Commissioner were — 

That the Department of Education Executive consider ensuring future Ministerial briefing notes 
contain clear grounds for any decision it takes which is contrary to the recommendations of an 
independent evaluation or similar process. 

That the Department of Education Executive consider reviewing processes to improve its quality 
assurance of its briefing material. This may include a wider review of briefing material to 
establish the need for any process redesign or development. 

It is important to note the fact that the briefing note from the Director General of the Department of Education to 
the minister does not contain references to the positive aspects of the Miles Morgan report. It is significant 
because the department knew about it. The report states on page 38 — 

The following TRIM file notations are believed to be relevant when considering the time taken by the 
Department of Education to respond to the evaluation. 

The minister has already critiqued the time taken by the department to respond to the evaluation, but the TRIM 
notes on 18 April 2011 state — 

[Deputy DG, Schools] does not sign … “I am not prepared to send this on before we speak some more. 
The Miles Morgan report is more positive about the continuation of the program at Carson Street than 
we say in the BN [Briefing Note].  

Therefore, on 18 April the deputy director general said that the briefing note is not reflective of what the Miles 
Morgan report stated, yet that briefing note still finds its way to the director general and to the minister, hence 
the minister came into Parliament and said to the media on the same day that there is no evidence to suggest that 
the state government should continue funding conductive education at Carson Street. Is this a critique of the 
department? Yes it is to a certain extent, but ultimately the responsibility lies with the minister because she has 
had notice about these issues before. I will start with the twenty-seventh report of the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations entitled “The Removal of Senior School Allocation Funding for Year 11 and 
12 Courses at 21 District High Schools”. There was a minority report by Hon Liz Behjat, MLC; however, her 
minority report does not dispute the issues that I raise today. This report goes back to July 2010 and it is 
important to note that the committee thought that the evidence it had was serious enough to provide the report to 
the minister as a matter of urgency. Paragraph 1.3 makes the point, disputed by none of the two government 
members of the committee, that — 

The Committee was of the view that it has gathered sufficient evidence to form its opinion and has, 
therefore, resolved to table its report as a matter of urgency to enable the House and the Minister for 
Education to consider the Committee’s report and recommendations. 

At page 40, the report states — 

The Committee finds that the briefing note provided by the Department to the Minister for Education 
did not accurately outline all of the issues involved. 
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This report goes back to July 2010. Interestingly, I quoted a section of the Public Sector Commissioner’s report a 
minute ago about the finding he made on page 53, which states — 

That the Department of Education Executive consider ensuring future Ministerial briefing notes 
contain clear grounds for any decision it takes … 

The Legislative Council committee’s report at page 36 states — 

The Committee finds that there was a lack of clarity provided by the Department to schools on 
the nature and the purpose of the senior school allocation. 

A common theme is emerging with the nature of the briefing notes of the advice being provided to the minister 
by the Department of Education. This goes back to July 2010—more than a year. The minister’s response to this 
upper house committee report, which was tabled as a matter of urgency to get a response from the Minister for 
Education, is enlightening in that it deals only with the senior school allocation funding for years 11 and 12 
students. It deals with the issue that was investigated; fair enough, that is the purpose of highlighting these 
findings in this report. However, the minister makes no comment in her letter to the committee dated 
23 December 2010 about the fact that the committee made findings that the briefing notes being provided to her 
were not accurate. She made no comment about the fact that the department was not clear in its dealings with 
principals. There was no comment at all, but the minister made the point in the second paragraph of her letter — 

Let me say at the outset that I greatly appreciate the care with which you considered the evidence, and 
your determination to reach conclusions based squarely on that evidence.  

The minister acknowledges that the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations actually did a 
good job with its report. Unfortunately, her letter in response to that committee does not deal with some 
significant issues concerning the quality of advice she is receiving as the Minister for Education. I am keen to 
hear what the minister did in response to these findings of the Legislative Council’s Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations report of July last year. I think that goes to the source of the problem. There 
were a number of other findings. The second finding of the upper house committee report states — 

The Committee finds that there was a lack of clarity provided by the Department to schools on 
the options available to the students and Department’s intention. 

That was from a report of the upper house committee of July last year. There were the findings of the Public 
Sector Commissioner of last week. A pattern is emerging of a department that is perhaps a little too willing to 
take its minister for granted. From the response I have seen from the minister and from the inordinate delays in a 
number of different issues, I am not surprised. According to the Public Sector Commissioner, Mr Axworthy, the 
deputy director general of schools, said, “Look, I just erred when I wrote to Carson Street saying we are not 
going to continue funding conductive education. I erred. I shouldn’t have sent that before it went to the 
minister.” I do not know that that is good enough, bearing in mind that in July 2010 the minister was given a 
report that said that the department was not being accurate in the briefing notes it was providing to her.  

I mentioned that the department was aware that the briefing note did not reflect the Miles Morgan report. The 
commissioner makes the following point at page 39 of the report —  

Even taking these issues into account, the Commission observes — 

It is interesting that the commission only observes and finds; it does not make too many recommendations as 
such — 

that it was undesirable that there was such a lengthy period of time between receipt of the final report 
(27 January 2011) and providing a copy of the report and advice to the Carson Street School regarding 
the future funding of the program … Particularly, given that the Department was aware that the School 
and parents of the children were anxious to know the outcome of the evaluation. 

It makes the specific observation in bold underneath — 

That the Department of Education Executive consider reviewing this project to identify opportunities to 
improve the timeliness of finalising future responses to evaluations, including associated Ministerial 
briefings. 

The Public Sector Commissioner also makes the point that when the department intends to make 
recommendations that do not reflect what an independent report has found, there has to be a clear 
acknowledgement of that and an outline of why that is so. Page 52 of the Public Sector Commissioner’s report 
states —  

The Commission considers it appropriate for briefing notes to provide an analysis of an independent 
evaluation report, and to raise any concerns or differences in view in relation to its conclusions and 
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recommendations. Given the Department was aware the Carson Street School community was eagerly 
awaiting the release of the report — 

And the minister was clearly aware that the Carson Street School community was eagerly awaiting this report — 

the Department should have been more mindful of the need for its decision regarding funding to make 
reference to the findings of the independent evaluation and to clearly explain the rationale for the 
Department’s decision to the contrary. 

It is extraordinary that the senior levels of the department would need to be told this. I want to know, in light of 
the advice the minister received from the upper house in July 2010, what she put in place to ensure that she 
would receive more accurate advice from the Department of Education. What has she done now? Bear in mind 
that we are talking about families and severely disabled children who were left waiting for a long period and then 
received a report cutting that funding and saw the minister on TV saying there was no evidence to suggest that 
conductive education was worthy of continued state government support. What did she put in place to ensure 
that she does not do that again, and that she does not come in here with a memo that is not reflective of the 
reality of the position that has been developed by an independent report?  

I am curious about that, because a number of other situations have caused me concern as the shadow Minister for 
Education in the last six months. It has become apparent to me that the minister is not critiquing her department. 
It has become very apparent to me that the department holds the minister in contempt. I will give another 
example. I think one of the very first questions without notice I asked of the minister was about the Aboriginal 
tutorial assistance scheme. Some members may recall that. It resulted in a suspension of standing orders. The 
minister’s response to my first question was to say, “Well, we’ve had to cut the funding, because the 
commonwealth has not given us the money.” That was not correct, and we know that was not correct. I refer to 
the minister’s statement on 12 April 2011 — 

I wish to provide additional information on the Aboriginal tutorial assistance scheme. The information 
that I was originally provided by the Department of Education about upper secondary ATAS has now 
been clarified. Previous advice received from the department was incomplete.  

This is another example in which the minister was given wrong advice. This is not an isolated incident. I will 
give another example. It was a question on notice. I dare say the minister is not alone when it comes to not 
providing answers to questions on notice asked by members of the opposition. I asked a question that was 
identical to questions the Minister for Education asked when she was an Independent. It concerned Aboriginal 
staff in Western Australian schools. I had an interest in how many Aboriginal staff members the department has 
in Western Australia, because I think we all know that, particularly in some of our regional and remote schools, 
the more Aboriginal teachers we can get, the better. I asked the question for the years 2007, 2008, 2009 and 
2010. This is the response from the Minister for Education, prepared by the department and of course signed off 
by the Minister for Education — 

The Department collects diversity information through surveys. However, employee responses are 
voluntary, consistent with public sector policies and accordingly not all staff elect to disclose their 
ethnicity. For 2010, the response rate relating to Aboriginality was 36.4 per cent, with response rates 
ranging between 16.6 per cent and 19.3 per cent for 2007 to 2009. These response rates are considered 
too low to accurately estimate Aboriginal employment levels. 

However, in information the department provided to the federal government there is a detailed breakdown of 
Aboriginal employment levels. The Smarter Schools National Partnerships Western Australian annual report for 
2010 states — 

The Department is committed to increasing the representation of Aboriginal employees, particularly 
within classrooms. Over the period November 2009 to November 2010, the Department achieved an 
increased representation of Aboriginal employees of 4% (an increase of 43 employees). In November 
2010, there were a total of 1 023 employees who identified themselves as Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islanders (ATSI), including: 

It then goes on to give a breakdown of not just Aboriginality in 2009 and 2010 but specifically the roles they 
play—director of schools, school administrator, teachers, school psychologist et cetera. It is a situation in which 
the department provided the minister with information and the minister has signed off on it that she is unable to 
provide that information. Yet she is happy to provide that exact same information to the federal government, 
broken down in more detail than I even asked for.  

I will give two more examples. I have 27 minutes. I put a series of questions to the minister, which were the sorts 
of questions the minister herself asked when she was an Independent in the previous Labor government. One of 
those questions was about the number of Aboriginal students who had completed years 11 and 12. I would have 
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thought that was a fairly straightforward question. Bearing in mind that I have the answers given to the minister 
when she was an Independent member by the member for Rockingham when he was Minister for Education and 
Training and by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich when she was Minister for Education and Training, which answers had 
that breakdown, the minister’s response was — 

The Member will need to clarify what he means by ‘completed’, as the figures will vary depending on 
how this is defined. 

For heaven’s sake; I am asking straightforward questions of the minister—questions that she asked the previous 
government and answers to which she was provided—and the department starts to quibble over how 
“completed” is defined. The minister had the audacity to sign off on this. The minister will sign anything she is 
given. I think that has been proven, and I think the department knows that, because the department has been 
playing this minister for quite a considerable period. 

I am very careful here, because, like every member of Parliament, I have a lot to do with employees of the 
Department of Education. I do not think this is a broad problem within the department; I think this is a very 
isolated problem in some of the senior levels of the department. I do not know who and I do not know how. I am 
not the minister. I am not managing that department, but neither is this minister, and that is the problem. We now 
have a number of examples whereby the department has been willing to provide the minister with wrong advice. 
It was willing to provide a member of the opposition, the shadow Minister for Education, who asked a fairly 
legitimate question about the number of Aboriginal students who had completed years 11 and 12, with an 
answer, which the minister signed off on, asking that I define what I mean by “completed”. 

I have one more example. I raised this issue in my speech on the Premier’s Statement earlier this year. It was my 
follow-up to my questions about and investigation into the upper school Aboriginal tutor assistance scheme. A 
question on notice I provided to the minister states — 

Has any submission been put to the Corporate Executive of the Department of Education in respect of 
the operation of the Upper School Aboriginal Tutor Assistance Scheme … 

The answer was — 

I am advised by the Department of Education that — 

(1) No. 

The minister said no, yet a freedom of information application about that very topic suggested that that was not 
correct. I received a bunch of submissions that had been put to the corporate executive on that very topic. When I 
attacked the minister earlier this year about this issue, she came running into the chamber and said that the 
member for Victoria Park had got it all wrong, that it was a draft report that had been given and that it was not 
the real deal. Yes, I got the draft report under FOI, but I also got the real one. There is a problem with how the 
minister interacts with her department. There is a problem with the regard in which the department holds her as 
minister. That is crystal clear. This is not an isolated incident. This has been going on for at least a year, or at 
least since July 2010, when the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations made this finding — 

The Committee finds that the briefing note provided by the Department to the Minister for Education 
did not accurately outline all of the issues involved. 

The questions that must be asked are: What is the minister doing about this? What did she do in July 2010 when 
she wrote back to the committee and said that it was a great report and that the committee had considered the 
evidence thoroughly and legitimately? What did she do with those findings? What did she do about the fact that 
the committee found there was a lack of clarity in the information provided by the department to principals and 
schools and also the fact that the briefing notes being provided to the minister did not accurately outline all the 
issues involved? What did she do then? The minister will respond to that when she gets to her feet. She can also 
perhaps answer the question of why I am not getting answers to questions on notice that she is willing to provide 
to other parties. Why is it that I am not getting answers to questions on notice that are identical to questions that 
she got answers to when the member for Rockingham was Minister for Education and Training, when Hon 
Ljiljanna Ravlich was Minister for Education and Training and, indeed, when Alan Carpenter was Minister for 
Education and Training? When the minister was an Independent member of Parliament, she asked all these 
questions and she got answers. If a member is going to base her political career on transparency and 
accountability, all we ask is that she uphold the standards that she spent so much time holding governments to 
account for. That is all we ask. The minister needs to get on top of her department. It is treating her as a mug. I 
think she knows that. I think she was embarrassed when the Public Sector Commissioner’s report was tabled. 

Dr E. Constable: No; you were. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I was not embarrassed. 
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Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: In fact, in a couple of weeks I will be going to the Carson Street School quiz night. Why does 
the minister not come along and we will see who is embarrassed? The member for Cannington will be coming. 
The minister should come along and sit at our table and we will see who is embarrassed. 

Dr E. Constable: You should’ve been embarrassed by the Public Sector Commissioner’s report. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No, not at all. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Churchlands is the bastion of accountability—right until the moment she 
became accountable! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Who was embarrassed by the cut in funding to Carson Street School? I can tell members 
right now that it was not the member for Victoria Park. When we saw the minister come out agitated and blame 
Sharyn O’Neill, the director general, and say that it was her fault, thankfully the Premier swanned in, as he does, 
the day after and said that the director general was safe. Ultimately, we know that if the Minister for Emergency 
Services can survive today, the Minister for Education can survive anything. The Minister for Education made a 
number of different points to the media. One point was about the timing. She was not happy with the delay. I 
will give her that; she said that. She was unhappy with the department. Good! She recognises that the Public 
Sector Commissioner has pulled the pants down on a practice in the department that is not good for the delivery 
of public policy in education in Western Australia. When the department knows that it will not be questioned by 
the Minister for Education about its findings, it can do whatever it wants. Despite the fact that the Minister for 
Education made the point time and again in media releases that she is responsible for early childhood 
development and learning and that she has commissioned Brenton Wright, who is getting $100 000 or whatever 
it will cost taxpayers to tell her how she will do it, we know from the Public Sector Commissioner’s report that 
the Department of Education says that it does not have any statutory obligation. That is why the department was 
so concerned about the moral and ethical responsibility of the department to fund conductive education. I accept 
the fact that that did not go to the minister’s office. But I am also concerned that the Department of Education is 
providing the minister with briefing notes that do not reflect reality and do not reflect the fact — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: She doesn’t ask anything. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Correct, member for Cannington; that is the point. Despite all of this, the minister was 
willing simply to proceed. If this issue had not been raised in Parliament, funding for conductive education at 
Carson Street School would have been cut. Actually, it was cut. We saw the letter from Mr Axworthy; the 
parents and the principal saw that letter. The funding was gone and the minister snuck out a media release stating 
that she had visited the school, she had taught in the area for eight years, she was an expert and she loved it and 
she would fund it. But if that issue had not been raised in Parliament, that funding cut would have remained—
and the minister asks whether I am embarrassed. For heaven’s sake! I am most proud of highlighting the 
contempt that has been shown of the minister by the Department of Education. I make the point again that the 
minister was willing to simply go along with the advice of the department. There was no challenge, despite the 
fact that she is an expert in this area. She has said that time and again. We know that the minister is an expert; I 
will give her that. 

Dr E. Constable: That’s your fantasy! 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Is this fantasy, minister? I will quote Hansard of 14 June 2011. She said — 

There is no conclusive evidence at all about the worth or otherwise of conductive education — 

Dr E. Constable interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will send the minister a DVD.  

In the media she said — 

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

Bear in mind that the minister received the report, as well as the memorandum from the director general, on 
13 June. The Public Sector Commission report highlights that. It was entered into TRIM at the Department of 
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Education on 13 June; we know that. Yet on 14 June the minister said in Parliament, in response to questions 
from me — 

There is no conclusive evidence at all about the worth or otherwise of conductive education — 

We know that the minister did not read the report because, if she had, she would not have said that. 

Ms R. Saffioti: She said there’s no evidence. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I wonder why she has continued to fund it. There is no evidence that this is a good program, 
but we will continue funding it anyway! Minister, it is extraordinary; it really is quite extraordinary. On 14 June, 
the minister went on to also make the point — 

I received the report only today; 

Wrong; it was the day before — 

I clearly have not read it, and I have received a recommendation from the director general, which I am 
considering. I cannot say any more than that about it, — 

Et cetera — 

… until I have considered the evidence. 

But the minister was willing to say on the same day to the parents, to the staff, to the principal and to all those 
families who had had their children go through conductive education at the Conductive Education Centre of WA 
that “there is no evidence to suggest that this is a program worthy of our continued financial support”. Thank 
God I raised this in this Parliament, because I can tell members right now that that letter from Mr Axworthy to 
the principal of Carson Street School would have stood; funding would have been cut; the department would 
have sent that off, and I dare say the minister probably would not have even seen it if not for the fact that this 
issue was raised at a political level in Parliament. That is the reality. The minister has harmed herself by her own 
words, both in the media and in this place. That is the reality. 

The minister needs to get to her feet and explain a couple of things. What did she do back in July 2010 when she 
received this report from the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations? What did she do? The 
finding in that report was that the briefing notes were not accurate. What did she do to ensure that that never 
happened again, because it did happen again, and we saw that with the Public Sector Commission’s findings. 
What did she do, and what has she done since? Despite the critique of the director general, what has the minister 
done since, because there is a problem with how the Department of Education regards the Minister for 
Education. The Leader of the Opposition made the point today: weak ministers have an impact on lots of people. 
We have seen her delay over the year 7 issue—primary school or high school. She said that the Department of 
Education had previously said that it was going to cost $800 million, but, no, it is no longer the case. What is it? 
Why is this taking so long? Why is that? Is this a dispute between the minister and the department; is it a dispute 
between the department and Treasury? What is going on? What is the advice that the minister is receiving? A 
number of times we have seen the minister refer to these substantial cabinet submissions on teacher shortages, 
but nothing ever happens; nothing ever occurs. What is going on? Where is the hold-up in all these issues? These 
are legitimate questions to which the minister needs to respond—and for the students at Carson Street. I will see 
them all at the quiz night in a couple of weeks, and I am looking forward to it. 

But, minister, the department does not want to be involved in zero to four; that is obvious. It does not care what 
the minister says in her media release of 23 December 2010 — 

“Children make rapid progress in their early years and we have an obligation to children and their 
families to ensure that we maintain that momentum. 

The department does not care, because the arguably selective advice that was given to the minister, to quote the 
Public Sector Commissioner, was probably influenced by bias because of that reluctance to take on zero to four. 
The minister will say, “I don’t have a statutory obligation.” Of course she does not. The act needs to be 
amended. No doubt Brenton Wright probably recommended that, if we ever see that report. It is probably part of 
a major cabinet submission and we will never see it again. However, the minister needs to get up now and tell 
the opposition and tell members of the government how it is that she is going to ensure that she does not make 
decisions that go against recommendations by independent consultants, paid for by taxpayers, without a 
thorough knowledge of the case for and against, because it has happened on a number of occasions. The answers 
to questions on notice are not good enough. When the minister sat up there when she was an Independent 
member before she entered cabinet, she would not have tolerated that herself, and she should not expect the 
opposition to tolerate such inadequacies in the department as well. 

I say again that the minister has been on notice about this for over a year. It is time for the minister to get to her 
feet now, tonight, and outline what she has done. Therefore, when she makes decisions about funding priorities 
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in the future, not just this chamber, but Western Australians in all our electorates, can be confident that she has 
weighed up the pros and cons of each decision with accurate advice provided to her by the department so that the 
best interests of children, of whatever age, and the best interests of the education system are taken into account, 
because at the moment the minister’s leadership of the department certainly leaves a lot to be desired. 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre) [6.05 pm]: Irrespective of the member for Victoria Park’s call, I will make a few 
comments before we hear from the minister. The member for Victoria Park talked about embarrassment, and he 
talked about the issue of the Carson Street investigation. The Public Sector Commission looked at the issue of a 
December report versus a January report. I will quote from the investigation and the report on the 
investigation — 

The Commission considers that the following factors likely contributed to the occurrence of an 
administrative error: 

I see that the member for Victoria Park would like to make a lot of this, and it is almost as though there is a 
conspiracy here or there is an issue here. However, the umpire has said that factors are likely to have contributed 
to the occurrence of an administrative error. I would like to document those factors for Hansard. The first dot 
point states — 

• Prior to 24 June 2011, the December Report was the only version of the Report stored within the 
electronic records system (TRIM) of the Department of Education. 

The second dot point states — 

• Department of Education officers only stored the January Report into TRIM … 

The third dot point states — 

• The Department of Education uses the electronic records system (TRIM) to track hard copy 
records/files—there is a risk, as in these circumstances, that the records stored electronically do not 
match the hard copies being circulated for consideration and approval. 

The fourth dot point states — 

• The consultant’s Report did not have robust version control embedded within the document.  

It goes on to mention the details of the version description, such as the draft and the final. However, it is really 
important to recognise the finding. The member for Victoria Park can perhaps make all he wants to of this, but in 
fact the finding of the report states — 

Based upon the established facts: 

The Public Sector Commission finds that there is insufficient evidence to conclude that a 
copy of the December Report was provided to the Carson Street School for any reason 
other than due to an administrative error by the Department of Education. 

The member for Victoria Park and I came into Parliament at the same time. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No, you were here before me. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Was I? All right. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: When I came in, I think you were already here. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I came in in 2005. That is right; there was a by-election. I thank the member. It was roughly 
the same time. He and I know, I am sure—he might not concede it, and I often say this—that a lot of the good 
things that are done for a member’s electorate are not done by grandstanding over there. I give credit to the 
Minister for Education for this—some of the good things that are done occur when an opposition member sees a 
minister about an issue. That does not necessarily always occur in the chamber, but can be done, as we all know, 
in the corridors of Parliament. A member might go to the minister with a problem about funding for a school, air 
conditioning or whatever. I did that when I was in opposition too. However, in this case the member for Victoria 
Park wants to grandstand. 

Let us talk about the nature of Carson Street School and the unfortunate children with a disability whom the 
school educates and provides services for. I am talking about the children aged zero to four years who attend two 
half-day sessions for conductive education. I will tease out what conductive education is and talk about the 
cohort of students who attend that school. The member for Victoria Park would know that about 32 students in 
this cohort attend the school. Since the member raised these issues, I have done some research and gained some 
knowledge about conductive education and what Carson Street School does. Conductive education is a 
Hungarian educational therapy that was the brainchild of Professor András Petö. It is about rhythmic intention 
and task series. The website of Carson Street School shows that it is also about the significantly disabled children 
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developing a can-do attitude. A large percentage of the children who attend Carson Street School suffer from 
cerebral palsy. That is a non-progressive, non-contagious, motor retardation condition that affects the brain 
anatomically, particularly the cerebellum, which controls muscle coordination. This retardation causes a physical 
disability in human development. We are dealing with a cohort of children who have this rather severe disability. 
To be frank, it is a very difficult area to work in. The member for Victoria Park said that there has been rapid 
progress — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: When did I say that? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: I wrote it down when the member said it. He said that there has been rapid progress as a 
result of conducting a conductive education program with this cohort of children. I suggest to the member—this 
is not to decry the program in any way, but it provides some balance—that it is a very difficult cohort of children 
to work with. Unfortunately, that cohort does not show rapid progress. We are talking about a staffing cost for 
that school of about $850 000, of which approximately 25 per cent is designated for conductive education. It is 
very important to look at the difficulties the minister faces in assessing that, not as a cost-saving mechanism, but 
as whether it is a good spend of our resources. The minister must look at what we get for that expenditure. I 
might expand on that a little by referring to the results in some scientific literature based on an assessment of 
conductive education. The minister will note that the conductive education program will continue to be made 
available with the resources provided. The minister endorses that position. I refer to a report into conductive 
education by Louise Tuersley-Dickson and Norah Frederickson titled “Conductive education: appraising the 
evidence. Education Psychology in Practice, Volume 26, Number 4, December 2010”. It is rather contemporary 
literature. I will summarise their results because this is where the difficulties lie. It is all very well for members 
opposite to throw stones and tell the Minister for Education what she should do, but when a member sits on this 
side of the chamber as a minister, one must look at the evidence, because the minister’s decisions are based on 
evidence, although other factors are taken into consideration. Let us look for the moment at the evidence. On the 
basis of the available evidence, the Tuersley-Dickson and Frederickson report argues that there is no rationale to 
support CE programs either conceptually or financially. They state, however, that equally there is insufficient 
evidence to conclusively establish that CE does not have a positive effect. Therein lie some of the difficulties 
involved in making a decision about this school. I ask the member for Victoria Park to take that into 
consideration if he ever sits on this side of the house as a minister. One day the member for Victoria Park might. 
If he does, he will find that it is very easy to throw stones when in opposition but that as a minister these types of 
things have to be taken into consideration when making decisions. That is not a lame excuse for what has 
occurred; it is the reality of having to make decisions as a minister on this side of the house. 

This issue is about the best use of resources. I will go right out of left field and talk about my education as it 
relates to the best use of resources. As members know, I was a country boy. As a seven-year-old boy I went with 
my new land farming parents and lived for a time off a gravel track west of Esperance. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): I hope that this has some relevance to the motion. 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: It is about education and resources. The track was so bad that the school bus travelled only 
24 miles out of Esperance, and we were living 43 miles out of Esperance. My mum and dad and their two 
children camped by a waterhole 43 miles out from Esperance of what is now the Ravensthorpe–Esperance 
highway, far from where the bus travelled. Mum and dad decided that they had to do something about educating 
their children. One was seven and the other was five. Because the bus did not come out that far, for two years my 
mum educated us by correspondence in a caravan by the waterhole. My father agitated for the bus to come out to 
pick us up so that we could go to school in Esperance. With his campaign two years along the way there was a 
suggestion that a small school should be started in Coomalbidjup, which was five miles down the track. My 
father fought tooth and nail to see that that did not happen. He said, “My children should go to a bigger school 
with more resources and if you establish a school in Coomalbidjup with 12 kids or whatever, they will not get 
the best education.”  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Member, I know it is a lovely story and I am sure everyone 
wants to hear the end of it, but not while I am in the chair. You are not talking to the motion. The motion is in 
respect of the findings of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations and the early 
intervention conductive education trial at Carson Street School in relation to the quality and accuracy of advice, 
including briefing notes. I do not think what the member is talking about goes anywhere near that. But it is a 
lovely story and I am sure you can turn it into a book later, but at the moment it does not go to the issue we are 
talking about.  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Thank you very much for the direction, Mr Acting Speaker. This issue is actually not about 
me. I want to tell members about the allocation of resources. The member for Victoria Park talked about senior 
school allocations and a report. The report is about the removal of senior school allocation funding for year 11 
and 12 courses at 21 district high schools, which ended up, minister, being 19. The findings in the report 
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indicated that senior school students receive a maximum benefit when they attend full secondary school. It is a 
bit like my story about sending kids to a little primary school of 12 students in Coomalbidjup, but my dad, with 
his foresight, said, “No, I want my children to travel a little bit further and go to a school that has a bit of size 
and provides more resources and more educational opportunities for my children.” It is not about me but it would 
be very interesting in light of that allocation of resources to say, “Oh, we’ll have the little school.” No. It is a bit 
the same here with years 11 and 12 in a lot of these country district high schools. District high schools were 
meant to be transitional. That allocation of resources provides for that year 11 or 12 child to stay in a district 
high school with just three or four kids.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, can you get back to the motion please? 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Okay. The member for Victoria Park talked about the minister’s response to the twenty-
seventh report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations and a letter that did not address 
anything. I suggest that the government response to the report is here in black and white for everyone to read. It 
refers to the issue of alternative transport arrangements—the same transport arrangements I was faced with as a 
young kid living out of town—and indicates that schools of isolated and distance education are available to 
students wishing to access increased breadth in educational programs and pathways. Mr Acting Speaker, I would 
understand if you did not give me an extension of time, but I argue that my remarks have relevance to the issue 
of the minister’s decision on the allocation of funds.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Thank you very much for your understanding, Mr Acting Speaker. The decision about 
senior school allocation funding for district high schools was based on the understanding that students are best 
served where there is access to a broad curriculum and appropriately qualified teachers and where they can have 
increased social interaction with peers in facilities designed to cater for their educational needs. Whether it is the 
Carson Street School or whether it is senior school funding for year 11 and 12 courses at district high schools 
where there are very low numbers of students, decisions have to be made on the best allocation of resources, if 
we like, for the best results for our kids. These decisions about funding allocations for education are very broad. 
They include air cooling in schools. In the electorate of Eyre, which includes Esperance, the minister and I 
grappled for a long time with the conditions of registration at the Esperance Anglican Community School. Not 
only was funding for public schools considered, but also whether registration to year 12 at the Anglican private 
school should be lifted. I thank the minister for that decision. May I say that for its first ever year, the Esperance 
Anglican Community School has 32 students enrolled in year 8.  

Mr P. Papalia: What does this have to do with Carson Street?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, I do not want to have to sit you down. This is the third time I have told 
you. Have you read the motion?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS: Yes, Mr Speaker, thank you. The motion refers to the minister’s decision on the allocation 
of moneys for a conductive education program at Carson Street School. It is for the minister to decide on the 
allocation of funding to achieve outcomes of a conductive education trial at Carson Street School, as it is for her 
to decide on the allocation of funds for years 11 and 12 at district schools, as it is on air cooling and a lot of 
issues in and around the Esperance Anglican Community School and the impact it could have on the Esperance 
Senior High School. It is about looking at the evidence and making decisions about allocations for all sorts of 
programs in education.  

The member for Victoria Park made a lot about the standing committee’s report. However, the matter has 
obviously been dealt with by the Public Sector Commission, as can be seen very clearly in black and white, and 
as I have quoted. My advice is that rather than throwing rocks from the opposition benches, the member for 
Victoria Park should speak to ministers, as I used to do when I was in opposition, to get the best result for his 
electorate. Obviously, some allocations have been made. The minister visited Carson Street School on 21 June 
and the funding allocation for this conductive education trial will be continued.  

I do not care whether it is this minister or one day the member for Victoria Park as minister, it is very important 
to look at the best use of resources and to ensure that the results are being achieved from that spend. The member 
for Victoria Park said that the trial at Carson Street School is a great program and is making rapid progress. As a 
medical practitioner, I suggest that that cohort of students unfortunately comprises severely affected children 
with disabilities. I have to say that it is not just the disability of particular motor functions; there are also children 
with other co-morbidities, intellectual disability being one of them. This is a very, very difficult cohort of 
students and, of course, it is a very difficult area to get progress in. Of the cohort of students, 31 per cent 
experience mental disadvantage with IQs of less than 50; 20 per cent have active seizures; 20 per cent cannot 
walk; and about 10 or 11 per cent have reduced vision. It is a very difficult cohort of students. Our hearts go out 
to their parents. We obviously need to do everything we can to help them. However, we must consider the 
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evidence base and the best allocation of resources so that not only are there advantages for the students, but there 
is also an ability to go to the taxpayer and say that this is a good spend of money for educational results.  

Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for your understanding. 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands — Minister for Education) [6.30 pm]: I have listened with some interest 
to the debate this afternoon. When I was listening to the member for Victoria Park, I was reminded that in a 
previous life I was involved in research on very young children and their interactions with their parents. The 
mode of data collection was observation. A group of us would go to homes, one observer at a time, and observe 
the interactions between mothers and children and record in detail those observations. One of the things that I 
have always done is observe people’s behaviour, sometimes in a very clinical way and sometimes in a less 
clinical way. I must say that when I was observing the member for Victoria Park this afternoon, it struck me that 
the main difference between us is that I am interested in education — 

Ms R. Saffioti: Is that what you observed?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That is what I observed. It is very interesting that when we listen to what the member for 
Victoria Park says in debates and so on, we realise that he never talks about education. I am going to talk about 
education this afternoon, because I think that is what is important in what I do as Minister for Education and in 
the decisions that I make.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Now she’s an expert on observation!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: She’s an expert on everything!  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Not at all.  

Two reports were mentioned in the motion this afternoon. I will deal with them in the order in which they were 
presented. The first report is the findings of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations in its 
twenty-seventh report, “The Removal of Senior School Allocation Funding for Year 11 and 12 Courses at 21 
District High Schools”, which was tabled in the other house on 1 July. This report concerns a decision the 
government made about the funding for 21 district high schools. I want to talk about the recommendations of 
that committee. Those recommendations have been debated here before, but I want to talk about them because 
the report is raised in the motion. I also want to talk about the action that was taken following the release of that 
report. I have been asked to explain my actions in regard to the report, so that is what I will do.  

As we know, district high schools are set up for children between kindergarten and year 10. With the increase in 
school leaving age, a number of children beyond year 10 age—often very small numbers—across a range of 
district high schools were staying on in those district high schools. When we examined those schools, we found 
that some of them were very isolated and too far from their local senior high schools for children to get on a bus 
and travel to a senior high school for years 11 and 12. All these schools were given senior school allocation 
funding for those students in years 11 and 12 without any great thought about the education that might be 
appropriate for them. Again, when we initially looked at all 56 district high schools, 21 emerged that were close 
enough for students to get on a bus and go to their senior high schools. For some of the reasons—there are 
others—that the member for Eyre just mentioned, it is beneficial for students to go to senior high school for 
years 11 and 12. If students go to larger schools, they get an increased range of programs, increased access to 
teachers with senior schooling and subject-specific curriculum expertise, greater interaction with their peers, 
especially with their intellectual peers if they do a university entrance course, and better facilities, particularly in 
areas such as science. There are very good education reasons for encouraging young people close enough to a 
senior high school to go to a senior high school for years 11 and 12.  

The upshot was that we reduced the number of district high schools to have their senior school allocation 
funding removed from 21 to 19. Those 19 district high schools were close enough to senior high schools that we 
expect and encourage those students, who wish to and who seek further education beyond year 12, to go to their 
senior high school rather than stay at their district high school where they are restricted in the amount of support 
they can receive and have to do all their subjects through Schools of Isolated and Distance Education.  

Two schools were taken off the list for very good reasons. I took Lake Grace District High School off the list—it 
was my decision—because I deemed it far too far from the local senior high school for students to travel to on a 
bus. Therefore, that school retained its senior school allocation funding. I took Roebourne District High School 
off the list for a range of reasons. Some of the students from Roebourne go in to Karratha and others do not. For 
a range of reasons specific to Roebourne District High School, I decided that the senior school allocation funding 
would remain with Roebourne. This was all in discussion with the Department of Education; these things are not 
done in isolation.  

We looked at the other 19 district high schools very closely. They were close enough for students to bus to a 
senior high school, but for those who for some reason were unable or did not wish to do that—particularly those 
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students who were looking for VET courses or who might have had to stay closer to home because of problems 
in rural areas with drought and so on—the decision was made that there would be a special VET funding 
allocation to those schools. The schools have really liked that VET funding allocation. It depends on the schools 
engaging with local communities, industries, businesses and local shires to have VET courses that are 
appropriate for those kids and that will lead them into employment and further training at another point. We 
specifically looked at the needs of those students in making that decision. This answered the recommendations of 
the upper house report that is referred to in the motion.  

In providing for kids in these regional and rural areas, we are looking for a better education. By reorganising 
those 19 district high schools, I believe that we are providing a much better education. I will give some examples 
in a moment of the sorts of things that are being provided at those schools. It is worth mentioning that we are 
investing a huge amount of money in those schools and, therefore, in students and families in those regions. We 
will invest $100 million over three years to improve the school facilities. A large amount of money will also be 
allocated to improve residential hostels so that students have better opportunities to stay within their regions, 
rather than having to come great distances to Perth.  

Work is being done on the residential hostels in Esperance and Merredin. Work is being done to prove up and 
get plans ready to improve many of those school facilities, including Merredin. There is a very interesting 
development in Merredin where two primary schools and a high school are becoming a K–12 school that will be 
state-of-the-art with the hostel with renewed and new facilities. That will become an ideal country location for 
kids with the best possible facilities. All this is to do with improving what we can offer young people in the 
country. VET programs are the ones in which we want to see an improvement.  

The arrangements are working well. It means that these school students, if they wish to, can attend their local 
senior high school with a wider curriculum and special facilities, or they can take advantage of the new VET 
arrangements in their district high schools so that they do not have to move from home. If they stay in their 
district high school, they can also study other subjects through SIDE if they wish. I believe that those students 
who want to stay within their district high schools to do VET should start around year 10, rather than wait until 
year 11, if that is the course they want to take. I want to give a couple of examples of what we are seeing 
happening. Dongara District High School now offers its year 10s, 11s and 12s a range of VET certificates in 
hospitality and tourism, in metals and engineering and in sport and recreation. They are able to offer Western 
Australian Certificate of Education subjects in English, maths, food science and technology, materials, design 
and technology and workplace learning. They have built up a really good suite of possibilities for young people 
who stay at Dongara District High School. As another example, before I go on to the other report, Jurien Bay 
District High School is offering certificate levels I and II in general construction, horticulture and aquaculture—
the sort of industries in areas that will allow those students, hopefully, to stay within their home area. They can 
do Western Australian Certificate of Education courses in maths and English, and they get support from Schools 
of Isolated and Distance Education for other WACE subjects. They have a much better opportunity than they had 
under the senior school allocation. 

I will now make some comments about the other report mentioned in the motion, which is the recent Public 
Sector Commissioner’s report on Carson Street School. I thank the member for Eyre for his comments about 
research on conductive education. One of the issues in research on conductive education is that there are always 
a very small number of students available for evaluation of the program. When we have a smaller number, it is 
often very difficult to get conclusive evidence to decide the actual impact of a program; that is certainly the case 
with conductive education. It is often the case in social and educational research that there is some evidence for, 
or inconclusive evidence; in the case of conductive education, it is certainly inconclusive. That is not to say it is 
not worthwhile. We do not then say, “Well, if it’s inconclusive, then we won’t keep funding it.”  

I will lead into some comments about the Department of Education and my working relationship with the 
Department of Education. Looking back over the past three years, there have been a number of very important 
initiatives in education. Those initiatives are changing the face of how we deliver education in this state. The 
very first one was independent public schools. That initiative is changing what we do. We are moving, very 
rapidly, from a centralised, top-down model of education, to one that gives flexibility to individual schools, gives 
them autonomy, empowers school communities, and gives parents a greater say in how their schools are run. 
Indeed, Carson Street School itself is an independent public school, and I understand that the member for 
Victoria Park sits on the board of that school, which is something I would applaud. I know that a number of 
members sit on the boards of independent public schools, and they can see them at work and be involved in 
them.  

The independent public school initiative started with just 34 schools chosen out of the first 104 applications. In 
the second year, 134 applications were received and 68 were chosen. This year, there has been a massive 
196 applications, and 109 were selected by an independent panel. We are seeing a very rapid change in what is 
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happening in our schools because of the independent public schools initiative, which gives flexibility, 
particularly, in profiling staff appropriate to that school. Principals are able to select their own staff. But it also 
provides control of finances, and the board has a real job in approving how money will be spent.  

The other area that is worth mentioning is the regionalisation of our schools. There has been a change from 
14 school districts to eight regions, which, again, is part of devolving responsibility and action from the central 
office to the regions. Very importantly, the regional executive directors are all on the corporate executive of the 
department. In the past, the regions and remote areas were represented by one member on the corporate 
executive; there are now six regional executive directors on it, giving a much broader and louder voice on how 
education is thought through in this state.  

As a result of both of those things, there has been a change in staffing processes centrally. Now, all schools can 
select staff year-round, as required. In the past, schools had to wait until the end of the year, when there was a 
major staffing round, before they could select staff. Now, it is a continuous process, as it ought to be. They also 
have the authority to decide whether leave can be taken by the members in their school, and therefore that gives 
the principals in all our schools more opportunity to design how the school is working and the staffing in their 
schools. I have already mentioned the initiative in district high schools in response to the other report.  

What we have seen is a very close and good working relationship between the government, between me as 
minister, and the department. We work well together. We meet very, very regularly. We have extra meetings 
when there is reason to do so. Between us, the policies that we came into government with have been translated 
into practice. Whatever fantasy world members opposite live in when they tell me what my relationship is with 
the director general is just wrong. The director general and I have a productive and open working relationship. 
There are times when we disagree, and that is good. That means that we end up with the right decisions and the 
right results. There are times when I do not accept the advice, and Carson Street was one of them. I did not 
accept the advice given to me by the department. I questioned it, I did my own investigations, I talked to them, 
and I told them what I thought. That is how it works, if we are interested in getting the best results for students 
and making the best decisions. I must say that the director general has led the changes that I outlined in 
independent public schools and in regionalisations very well, and she has done it with great success by leading 
from within the department—I would not deny that for a moment. But it is no secret—I have made no secret of 
it—that on the issue of Carson Street, I did not accept the advice I received. I never accepted that advice; I 
questioned it from the beginning.  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I made it quite plain in this house, and to the director general, that I was both very angry 
and very disappointed with what happened over the issue of Carson Street. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That is not true! 

Mr M.P. Whitely: You parroted it. She quoted you.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: It is not true.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: She said it. You parroted their advice; you said there is no evidence to support it.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: If the member goes to the debate on 23 June, he will see there a chronology of what 
happened, and I am not going to go through that chronology again.  

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am not going to go through that chronology again tonight, but I can assure the member 
that I did not accept the advice of the department.  

Mr M.P. Whitely: Why did you say it?   

Dr E. CONSTABLE: When the department first sent me the memo that I was meant to just sign off and tick 
what they had already done in sending the letter to Carson Street, they did not even send me a copy of the report.  

Mr P. Papalia: Are you trying to pretend that if it had not been raised in here, you would not have cut the 
funding?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I asked for a copy of the report, I read the copy of the report, I visited the school, and I 
changed the decision! That is what a minister is meant to do!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So, minister, I have a question: if the Public Sector Commissioner says you received the report 
on 13 June, that is not correct? 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE: I asked for it on the—no; I am not sure. On 9 June the letter was signed by David 
Axworthy to Carson Street; on the Monday I received a copy of—I think on that evening I got that. On that 
evening I got a copy of the letter, and a memo asking me to both note the information and approve the decision 
that had been made. When I read it, I said, “I can’t do this until I get a copy of the report”, and I was not given, 
on that evening, a copy of the report. Whether that was sitting in my office, I do not know, but I did not have it in 
my hand, in my bag, when I was at home reading that. I said, “I must get a copy of that report before I can sign 
off on”—make a decision about the memo that I was being asked to sign-off on.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: According to —  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I did not read that report until the following weekend. I did not have time to read it until 
the following weekend. I finished it on the Monday, which would have been, I think, 21 June or 20 June. It 
would have been Monday, 20 June. On that evening I finished reading the report, which was the one I tabled 
here with my annotations on, and on the morning of Tuesday, 21 June I went out to the school to have a look, 
having read the report. At 5.30 pm I asked the director general to come in here and see me, and that is when I 
told her I had made the decision to reverse the decision that had been made.  

Ms R. Saffioti: So it was —    

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I remember those two days very clearly.  

Ms R. Saffioti: But it was after the member for Victoria Park highlighted the issue?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I will tell the member what it was after: it was certainly after he had asked me a question.  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: No, just a moment. Shush, shush, shush! 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Just a moment, you haven’t spoken! Let me finish.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Minister — 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Let me finish!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: — your office — 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Let me finish!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: — had the report on 13 June. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I did not have it on 13 June. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The Minister for Education’s office had it on 13 June.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: My office might have had it; I didn’t!  

Ms R. Saffioti: Minister, it is your office.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Just a moment! Shush, shush, shush!  

Ms R. Saffioti: Stop patronising me! 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am not patronising you. You’re interrupting me! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Minister, you do not address members as “shush, shush”, you 
will address them with their proper name. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I have just gone through that part of the chronology. I was not given a copy of that report 
in the bag, when I took it home. I had to ask for a copy of the report. I was given the memo only to look at. I 
questioned it. I did just what a minister is meant to do: I read it carefully. I did not like what I read. I questioned 
it. I asked for the report. I read the report. I went to the school and I changed the decision of the department.  

If that is not what a minister should do, what is? Do you expect me, with everything that I read, to sign off on it 
all? Of course not! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No, and that was the whole point of my argument. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That is what I did not do, though.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The fact that the department could feel it could write to the school, cancel the funding, and then 
seek your permission—don’t you find that unusual? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: It is the first time it has ever happened.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 17 August 2011] 

 p6060b-6078a 
Mr Ben Wyatt; Dr Graham Jacobs; Acting Speaker; Dr Elizabeth Constable 

 [17] 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: So what do you say about the briefing notes not accurately reflecting the report?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I said to the member — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That is not my finding; that is the Public Sector Commissioner’s finding.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I say to the member for Victoria Park about that memo that he has read, and that I read as 
well, that I did not accept the advice in it, that I queried the advice, that I read the report in full, and then I went 
to the school — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: A week after it was provided to you. You said you read it on the twenty-first, and you got it on 
the thirteenth.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: No. I did not get that until the Thursday and I read most of it over the weekend. I had 
other things to do as well. I finished reading it on the Monday evening, and I went to the school on the Tuesday. 
On that day I reversed the decision of the department. I would have thought that is what a minister is meant to 
do. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It was an issue of some importance.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That is what a minister is meant to do: read, query, ask questions and make decisions. 
That is exactly what I did.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: But it doesn’t seem that your department thinks that you do that. That’s the problem.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I do it all the time. I have dealt with just over 28 000 files since I became the minister, 
and at every meeting I have a pile of files and I query and ask questions. That is what I do. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The key is the decision you make in the end.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am interested in getting the right decisions. That is what I do.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Can I clarify that the member for Victoria Park raised it on the Wednesday and you didn’t read 
your report until the following Monday? That’s what you are saying.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Member, I have a lot of things to do. It was a long report; I saved it for the weekend. In 
fact, that is one of the things I do. When I have large reports to read, I usually save them for the weekend so that 
I have plenty of time to sit down and read them. I spend a lot of my weekends reading reports. I did not complete 
that report because I probably had lots of other things to read as well that weekend. I finished it on the Monday, 
and as quickly as I could I went out to the school. I did what a minister should do: I spoke to the people, I looked 
at it and I reversed the decision.  

Ms R. Saffioti: So there was a decision to cut funding? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Correct. 

Ms R. Saffioti: You said there wasn’t a decision to cut funding.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: No, I did not. I said it was my decision to reverse what the department had written to the 
school about because they had asked me to approve what they did and I did not approve what they had done. It is 
pretty good. At the same time, I seem to remember, that the member for Victoria Park, on the Tuesday—I think 
it must have been about the fourteenth or was it the twenty-first—had assembled himself on the front steps of 
Parliament House, and I remember it was a very cold windy day, with those severely disabled children in their 
wheelchairs out there in the cold for your political ends. For no other reason but your political ends, and you 
could have done —  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It shows how desperate they were, minister. That’s how desperate they were!  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: No, how desperate you were!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: They were so desperate to get you to reverse your decision, that’s what they did.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: No! That’s what you did!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That’s what they did, minister; they were so desperate.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That’s what you did! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I call you to order for the second time.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: If the member for Victoria Park had really wanted to do something, and to ensure the 
funding for that program, he would have done exactly what the member for Eyre said—he would have come and 
spoken to me about it.  

Several members interjected. 
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Dr E. CONSTABLE: All you were interested in was political grandstanding! That is all! 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No! The Conductive Education Centre of WA tried it. They couldn’t succeed so why would I 
have been any more successful?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: They did not contact me.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You don’t respond to my letters at the best of times, let alone something like this. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: That is not true! I respond to all your letters.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: You cut the funding, minister.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I did not cut the funding.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The funding had been cut! That is why it was raised —  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I made sure the funding is going to continue. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: — quite appropriately in the Parliament of Western Australia. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I made sure the funding was going to continue.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Apparently we now know that the Department of Education thinks you’re a twit, and that’s why 
they’re providing those sorts of briefing notes. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member! I think you would like to withdraw that comment.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: What you did as a member of the board of Carson Street — 

Mr P. Papalia: There are two people in Western Australia who believe your story and that’s you and the 
Premier—no-one else. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I do. I would believe her story over you any day. You’ve got no credibility. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: What the member for Victoria Park did as a member of that school board was to assemble 
those children in their wheelchairs on a cold rainy wintry day for his own political ends. It had nothing to do 
with funding for that school. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I assembled that school? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: It’s exactly what you did. You orchestrated the whole thing and you know you did. If you 
had come and spoken to me about it, you know darn well that I would have listened to you. I would have gone 
out to the school with you.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Rubbish!  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I do it all the time with members, but you have never asked.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Rubbish! You do not.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I have made 400 school visits. I tell you what: I go out to schools an awful lot. Just ask 
me.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: A Cook’s tour of schools doesn’t mean anything at all! 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Really! How interesting. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Not when you’re cutting funding!  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I did not cut the funding.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Turning up at the school, unannounced, and saying, “I’d better speak to a few people now 
funding has been cut.”  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: You can believe your own fantasy world. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: “I read the report last night. I’d better come up and see what’s going on.”  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, please, I cannot hear myself think.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: The member can believe everything that happens in his own fantasy world, but I assure 
him that I reversed the decision of the department and made sure that school was funded. I did that.  
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: After I exposed the fact you cut it.  

Mr P. Papalia: He shamed you into action! Just admit it.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: No, he did not. I read the report and I went to the school. He had nothing to do with it—
nothing whatsoever to do with it.  

Several members interjected. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I am sure they are very pleased they have got the funding, and they would not have it 
without my decision.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Yes, they are but they are not very pleased with you though.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I do not mind whether they are pleased with me. I am just pleased that they are happy 
with my decision. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: As long as they are happy with my decision — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, if you keep talking to that side instead of to me, you will have to put up 
with interruptions.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Getting back to the Public Sector Commissioner’s report, I did not wait for it to be tabled. 
On the Tuesday, I made that decision. On the Friday, I spoke to the director general in the afternoon, and by then 
a range of matters was absolutely clear to me about record keeping—the documentation, different versions of 
that particular report—where the department quite clearly needed to improve its game on this. I spoke to the 
director general on that Friday afternoon, 24 June, and discussed a range of issues with her, and members will 
note on pages 74 and 75 of the report—I think it is in an addendum to the report—the director general has set 
out, and sent to the commissioner, a plan for improving administrative practices. I had discussed that and the 
need to improve in those areas with her on 24 June. That was the action that I took as swiftly as I could after the 
debates in this area and after the issues had come out. There are those two reports that I have responded to with 
my actions and that of the government in improving, first of all, district high schools, the education delivery and 
the standard of education for students in those 19 district high schools.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: The issue with the first report was the fact that the department was providing you with briefing 
notes that were not accurate. You haven’t addressed the issue.  

Dr E. CONSTABLE: No matter what is in the mind of the member for Victoria Park, without my decision on 
that Tuesday 21 June there was not —  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________  
 
 
 


