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SAFE SCHOOLS PROGRAM 
Statement 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [9.50 pm]: In an act of solidarity, I would like to express my 
concurrence with the remarks of the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Sue Ellery. Let me take us back two months 
to 17 March this year. I quote Hon Sue Ellery’s remarks from Hansard. The Leader of the Opposition said — 

Accurate and timely information to Parliament and its transparent dissemination is essential. Secrecy, 
obfuscation, avoidance and inaccuracy, whether deliberate or not, and dishonesty, are in fact the 
enemies of our parliamentary democracy. 

Those were Hon Sue Ellery’s remarks on 17 March 2016. I recall those remarks well because I had the 
opportunity to be in the chamber at the time. As those words were expressed, I thought to myself that 
Hon Sue Ellery is not only expressing a good principle—it is an aspiration for every honourable member of this 
place—but also, it is an important principle that needs to be followed by all members. Let me take us forward to 
two months later on 12 May 2016. This is perhaps where Hon Sue Ellery and I disagree about the 
implementation of the principle that she so well espoused on 17 March. On 12 May, Hon Sue Ellery moved the 
following motion, which I quote — 

That the house recognises that the report commissioned by the federal government into the Safe Schools 
resources, conducted by eminent Professor Bill Louden, found that the material provided encourages 
schools to develop their own plan for choosing among and implementing the resources in accordance 
with normal teacher professional judgement. 

At the end of the day on Thursday, 12 May 2016, after a brief contribution by me, Hon Sue Ellery saw fit to 
table a paper and leave was granted to table it. I have obtained a copy of that paper—number 4094. It is the 
review by William Louden of 11 March 2015. As I foreshadowed last week, I had already had an opportunity to 
consider that review, but I indicated to the honourable member that if I was wrong and there was actually 
a finding as she indicated to the house, I would stand and apologise. I have now had the opportunity to read the 
tabled paper. As I flagged last week, there is no such finding; it is an invention by Hon Sue Ellery to suggest to 
this house that there is any such finding in the Safe Schools review by Bill Louden. As I said, I agree with 
Hon Sue Ellery’s remarks on 17 March, which I will repeat — 

Accurate and timely information to Parliament and its transparent dissemination is essential. 

Let me stop there for a minute and restate my position that the motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery, which sought 
to suggest to us that there was a finding along those lines by Bill Louden, was inaccurate. Hon Sue Ellery’s 
statement of principle goes on to say — 

Secrecy, obfuscation, avoidance and inaccuracy, whether deliberate or not, and dishonesty, are in fact 
the enemies of our parliamentary democracy. 

It is absolutely plain that Hon Sue Ellery’s suggestion to the chamber that that is what the finding in the review 
by Bill Louden says is inaccurate. Hon Sue Ellery had the opportunity, on Thursday, 12 May last week, to 
correct the record and she chose not to. Earlier today, for reasons unknown to me, the Leader of the Opposition 
saw fit to make further mention of this fact and restate her position. Once again, she chose not to correct the 
record. 

Either we think that the statement of principle by the Leader of the Opposition is something worthy of us 
following or, alternatively, it is meaningless and we can simply ignore it and put these things into practice when 
we deem fit. I will go back to 17 March. On that occasion, Hon Sue Ellery told us that there is a certain way in 
which these types of inaccuracies ought to be dealt with. This was her suggestion to the house on 
17 March 2016 — 

It has ever been thus that the people who give the answers in this place are responsible for them. It also 
has ever been thus that there is a provision that recognises that from time to time they might unwittingly 
give answers that are incorrect, so there is a provision in our standing orders and a longstanding 
convention that states that the minister has the right, as soon as they find out that an answer they have 
given is incorrect, to take the next available opportunity correct it, and if they do that, they cannot be 
judged harshly. 

Hon Sue Ellery, on that occasion, was talking about a minister giving an answer in this house. By analogy, the 
same principle applies to all of us. It cannot be a principle that applies only to ministers. Do ministers have some 
kind of higher duty whereby they have to provide accurate information but the rest of us can just say whatever 
we like and we do not have to worry about whether it is accurate? I do not think that is what Hon Sue Ellery was 
suggesting. It is certainly not my position and I would like to think that it is not the position of anyone in this 
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chamber. We all have that obligation to aspire to, implement and follow the principle that Hon Sue Ellery said 
herself was important on 17 March 2016. In fact, she went so far as to say that if we do not do it, then those 
things are “the enemies of our parliamentary democracy”. It seems to me, Mr President, that there is a standard 
for some and not a standard for all. Once again, I invite Hon Sue Ellery to correct the record. We are not asking 
for much. It is plain that an error was made last week by the Leader of the Opposition. With a little bit of good 
grace, it requires the member only to rise, apologise to the house and say that a mistake was made. It does not 
really matter whose fault it was. It might have been somebody in her office; it might not have been her. At the 
end of the day, as Hon Sue Ellery made it plain to us on 17 March, members of this house are responsible for the 
information they provide. Last week, the honourable member suggested to all of us that we should debate the 
motion with respect to the finding by Bill Louden. That was inaccurate; it was an invention by the Leader of the 
Opposition, whether it was deliberate or otherwise. There is an opportunity, once again, for the honourable 
member to do the gracious thing and correct the record. That will be the end of this matter. 

Statement 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [9.58 pm]: I feel that there might be 
a slightly unnatural obsession happening here because this is the third time that the honourable member has 
suggested that I have done something that requires me to apologise to the house. 

Hon Nick Goiran: The second time. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is not; the member did it again in his interjections in my response to the budget speech 
this afternoon. 

Hon Nick Goiran: We will check that tomorrow, won’t we? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Do members see what I mean by an unnatural obsession? This is the point: a difference of 
opinion does not constitute an event that requires a correction of the record or an apology. 

We have serious rules in this place. If the member believes that I have misled the house intentionally or 
otherwise, he should stand and raise that as a matter of privilege and ask the President to rule on it. If the 
member wants to continue a debate about the substance of the Safe Schools motion, bring it on. Let us have 
a debate about what I suspect is a fundamental difference of opinion between us about that subject. I have not 
misled the house. I have a difference of opinion with Hon Nick Goiran about that report. That does not constitute 
any reason for me to apologise to the house. 

I invite you, Mr President, to perhaps give some advice to Hon Nick Goiran about making those allegations and 
the seriousness with which this house treats them. I again invite him to do this: if the member believes that 
I have misled the house and that something I have said needs to be corrected, he should stand and raise that as 
a matter of privilege. He should put his case and ask the President to determine whether there is a serious matter. 
If not, this is a bit of silliness and a waste of time. 

The PRESIDENT: Members, the standing order to which the Leader of the Opposition has indirectly referred is 
standing order 93. That course of action is open to any member to take at any stage if they wish.  

House adjourned at 10.01 pm 

__________ 
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