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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 17 May on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 1340A–D 
(budget papers 2018–19) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 10 May 2018. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.14 pm]: It gives me a great 
deal of pleasure to stand and make some comments on this year’s budget papers. I say at the outset that 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas gave a very comprehensive coverage of the opposition’s views on the budget and I will not 
be stepping on any of the information that he has provided. As I said, it was very comprehensive and forensic and 
a very accurate appraisal of the budget. However, I will make some general comments about the budget papers. 
I will then talk about an issue that I think is a growing concern not just for the government, but for a cohort of 
Western Australians who have for years been marginalised and are gradually making it into the mainstream but 
are suffering enormously under the National Disability Insurance Scheme. I will then respond to a couple of issues 
with the Langoulant inquiry and some standards that I have some concerns with. 

To start with, I draw members’ attention to a newspaper article in The Weekend Australian of 10 March this year 
titled, typically, “Blame Barnett for debt pain, says McGowan”. It is a reflection of 12 months in office and it 
refers to where the Premier sees the government after 12 months. It states in part — 

… he said he took particular pride in fixing issues the former government had been unable to, including 
signing up to the NDIS, negotiating a deal for WA’s AFL clubs to play at Optus Stadium and finding the 
source of lead at the yet-to-open Perth Children’s Hospital. 

After 12 months, they are the three biggest things that the government can hang its hat on. We had already signed 
up to the NDIS. I assure members that today I will provide this house with some very compelling and disturbing 
problems with the implementation of the NDIS. It is causing real issues out there. I am sorry that the minister is 
away on urgent parliamentary business. Is he coming back? It does not matter; I am sure he will. I will have a chat 
to him behind the Chair as well, but I have some real concerns with the NDIS. The government’s next biggest 
achievements after 12 months were the deal for WA’s AFL clubs to play at Optus Stadium and finding the source 
of lead at the yet-to-open Perth Children’s Hospital. You have to be joking! Those three things are what the 
government can hang its hat on as being its greatest achievements in one year! Let me make it quite clear to 
members that the children’s hospital, which was not included in the ministerial statement that we have just heard, 
was built by the previous government. We paid for it and we built it. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: So how many things could he claim—two or three achievements? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: There were three things. The government signed up to the NDIS, which is falling apart 
at the moment. It did the AFL contract. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: That was going to happen anyway. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: That was going to happen anyway. It also opened the children’s hospital. 

Let me make it quite clear. Right up to the last election, the now government went on and on about the debt levels 
that were created by the previous government. I do not see one thing about reduced debt levels in any of those 
accolades that Mr McGowan has bestowed upon himself and his government. It is not mentioned at all. I will 
remind members of what we are looking at in the 2018–19 budget and reflect upon what was promised prior to the 
election. There was the McGowan plan for jobs, the $5 billion worth of unfunded election commitments—most 
notably, infrastructure for Metronet—and the promises of no new taxes, no increases to existing taxes, no 
privatisation of assets except the TAB, and that debt would be paid down slowly like a mortgage. Those issues 
were first and foremost in the minds of members of the public when they went to cast their vote at the ballot box 
on 11 March 2017. I do not remember this stuff about the NDIS, WA’s AFL clubs or Perth Children’s Hospital. 
I did not see them featured anywhere. 

The budget does not deliver any sensible or meaningful structural reform. I make that quite clear. It manages 
simply to tread water thanks mainly to significant additional revenue, the transfer of state expenditure to the 
commonwealth government, the substitution of consolidated account funding with royalties for regions funding, 
and the failure to fund the vast majority of WA’s capital election promises. The real truth of the McGowan 
government’s financial plan is that it is based entirely on hope—hope that there will be further revenue windfalls 
from either additional goods and services tax payments and commonwealth funding or higher royalty income. It 
fails to deliver real full-time jobs or to stimulate economic growth to drive Western Australia forward, and it 
highlights that the plan for jobs that now Premier McGowan waved at every day for 18 months has no substance; 
it was just hollow words. This budget has a lot of smoke and mirrors. 
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Let us look at a couple of figures. I have said that Hon Dr Steve Thomas went through this quite fastidiously during his 
budget contribution. Western Australia’s net debt will peak at $40.8 billion, according to this budget, in 2019–20, 
before falling slightly to $40.4 billion in 2020–21, and $39.7 billion in 2021–22. Although the net debt appears to 
stabilise, overall it will be $8 billion higher than the $32 billion the McGowan government inherited when it came to 
office in 2017. Interestingly, the budget papers highlight that WA Labor has already spent $4 billion in its first year 
since the election, and is forecast to add a further $3 billion to debt over the next 12 months. After adding $7 billion 
in the first two years of government, these budget papers claim that the McGowan government will add only a further 
$1 billion in the following year before debt starts to fall. That simply does not make rational sense, especially given 
what is not contained in the budget. To a degree, I want to focus on that today. 

The government made a very big deal about the federal funding and signing an agreement to match it with state 
funding, but the McGowan government has not budgeted its contribution for any of the following Metronet 
projects, all of which will add to state debt when undertaken. Not in the budget are $500 million for the Ellenbrook 
rail line, $82 million for the Midland train station and $240 million for the Byford rail extension. Further, there is 
$1.2 billion in expenditure for new railcars—a key election commitment that will produce thousands of local jobs 
that also sits outside the forward estimates. Looking at the non-metro projects, the budget also fails to provide the 
following matched state funding: $252 million for the Tonkin Highway stage 3 extension; $145 million for the 
Tonkin Highway gap; $183 million for the Tonkin Highway–Hale Road, Welshpool Road East and Kelvin Road 
interchanges; $107 million for the Mitchell Freeway extension from Hester Avenue to Romeo Road; $26 million for 
the Welshpool Road–Leach Highway interchange; and $36 million for the Roe Highway–Great Eastern Highway 
bypass interchange. All of the above amount to $2.8 billion in expenditure that is not held against the debt figures 
contained in this budget. That is compelling. I repeat: that is $2.8 billion in expenditure that is not contained in 
this budget. If it were added to the budget figures, the true reflection of net debt would in fact be closer to 
$42.5 billion. More importantly, there would be no apparent peak and then fall in debt. 
When Hon Pierre Yang brought an extraordinary motion to this chamber about condemning the federal government 
for lack of investment after it had just contributed $3.8 billion, I raised that with the Premier. That having been 
said, none of those funds appear in this budget. We focused on that and asked the Treasurer about it. His response 
in the other place was — 

I can confirm that when we increase spend, whether it be on Metronet, roads or anything else, it will 
increase net debt. 

When the Treasurer was asked why the funding was not provided for other projects that were part of the federal 
agreement, his response was — 

The member will not find a contribution to a lot of those roads that were announced as part of the 
commonwealth budget because work is still being done. I think that both I and the Premier have said in 
this place that a range of work is still being done on a lot of those roads. 

When questioned on the provision for Metronet, he said — 
It is because we are committed to Metronet. We do not know when we are committed to a lot of those 
other roads. That work on Metronet in particular is continuing and is on track, as per the comments made 
by Mr Yeaman in commonwealth estimates this week. The business-case work is going well and we 
expect construction to start as per our commitment. That is now obviously the global figure. I suspect 
that, in due course, once the business cases are done, it will be cashflowed accordingly and the state 
contribution will become clear. 

The Treasurer and the Premier have agreed that for Metronet and other infrastructure projects—for which there is 
a combined agreement with the federal government—the federal government’s contribution is in the budget, but 
the state’s contribution is not. Those projects will significantly increase state debt. I have said there is a lot of 
smoke and mirrors around this budget. 
Revenue is of course very fluid. Having been in government for almost nine years, I am very conscious of that. 
But the budget highlights that this government has had a revenue windfall compared with previous budgets, with 
revenue forecast to increase an average of 3.6 per cent over the next four years due to a combination of factors. 
First, the state government has seen an increase in the GST relativities from 34 cents in the dollar in 2017–18 to 
65 cents in the dollar in 2021–22. This increase alone will deliver additional revenue of $8.4 billion over the next 
four years. Second, the state government has been the recipient of significant commonwealth infrastructure funding 
of $3.2 billion in the federal budget, which I earlier referred to, or $5.4 billion over the past two years. As the 
funding has flowed to the state as a revenue source—the large majority of it is provided in 2017–18—the 
McGowan government has been able to slash in half the deficit in that year from $2.6 billion at the time of the 
midyear review to an estimated $1.3 billion. Third, and most painfully for households, are the cost-of-living 
increases. On average, the cost of electricity, water and other utilities has increased over $700 a year per household 
since the election. This will swell the government’s coffers by an additional $2.8 billion over four years, with 
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further increases forecast. The current increases include charges such as the seven per cent increase in residential 
electricity tariffs, a 40 per cent increase in water charges for metropolitan residential customers who consume 
more than 500 kilolitres of water per annum, and a 15 per cent increase for country residential water customers 
that consume more than 300 kilolitres of water per annum in country south and 500 kilolitres of water in country 
north. The emergency services levy will increase by 10.1 per cent in 2018–19, and there will be increases to 
a number of fees administered by the Department of Justice, including court and tribunal fee increases of 
7.5 per cent in 2018–19. Collectively, they will amount to around $700 a household per annum as a result of 
increases in the budget. Fourth, royalties will increase by $1.65 billion over the period from 2020–2021, mostly 
due to higher royalties from lithium, gold and other commodities, and higher North West Shelf grants. Finally, tax 
revenue is set to grow an average of about 4.8 per cent every year, or $4.8 billion over four years. This will include 
new and increased taxes on payroll, gambling, mining tenement rent fees, Uber rides, foreign property investment 
and a revised statewide fee structure for marine facilities that will see fees increase by 10 per cent, plus the 
consumer price index, in each of the years over a maximum of 10 years to increase the rate of cost recovery. 
As to the integrity of those figures, there are of course a number of assumptions embedded within the budget. 
Interestingly, in the budget papers a number of those assumptions underpin what the government refers to as the 
“new green shoots of the economy”. The following quote sums that up quite nicely — 

The State’s household sector remains subdued by historical standards, with household consumption 
growing by just 1.3% in 2017 … However, a recent rebound in consumer sentiment and a moderate 
increase in population growth, together with the recent pick-up in employment, is expected to support 
a lift in consumption growth to 1.75% in 2017–18. A recovery in both household income and wealth … 
underpins a further expected increase in growth to 2.25% in 2018–19. 

That statement obviously deserves little attention because it assumes a number of things. First of all, household 
consumption is expected to take over as the major driver of economic growth over the coming four years. This is 
a very generous assumption, given wages growth has remained flat or negative for years. Household discretionary 
expenditure is already tight or non-existent for many Western Australian households. The government has slugged 
them with an additional $700 a year in cost-of-living increases. Furthermore, the number of households under 
mortgage stress has reached 121 000 and the number of homes with negative or no equity is an eye watering 
71 000 households. As I said, that assumption is watery at best. Second, the number of unemployed 
Western Australians hit a record 98 500 in March—the highest rate of unemployment since January 2002. If 
unemployment is currently increasing or is around the highest rate in 16 years, it does not quite fit the 
aforementioned rhetoric that there has been a recent pick-up in employment. Third, the impact of the slowing in 
WA’s population growth since the end of the construction phase of the resources boom is starkly apparent and is 
highlighted by the fact that there have been 12 straight monthly declines in building approvals. 

Looking at the notion of a growing population, an economic note released by Bankwest on 6 June 2018 highlights 
that population growth will remain an issue for the budget going forward; namely, an early and vigorous 
acceleration in population growth will more than do its bit to underpin a cyclical recovery and although it is always 
possible, it is not always that likely. Finally, the ABS statistics that were released on 6 June 2018 show that 
Western Australia’s state final demand is 1.1 per cent for the March quarter, seasonally adjusted, making WA the 
worst performing state in the country. The result was underpinned partly by a fall in household expenditure. 
Although the budget is telling us one thing, the evidence presented is telling us another. As I said, those 
assumptions are fluid at best. 

Let us look at the royalties for regions program. There is no other way to put this: the royalties for regions program 
has been absolutely gutted by this government. By the end of this term of government, 58 per cent of the $1 billion 
a year of royalties for regions funding will be used to fund services either previously funded by consolidated 
revenue or to fund priorities that are the core business of government. That is in direct contrast to the intent of 
royalties for regions and the rhetoric of the Premier and members of the government. The Premier and the 
Minister for Water have constantly defended the massive overcharging of metropolitan water users, on the basis 
that the revenue was used to fund vital services, including subsidising regional water users. This budget shows 
that these statements are simply untrue. The McGowan government is now funding regional water subsidies from 
royalties for regions. By the end of this term, royalties for regions will be wearing most of the cost of that subsidy 
to the tune of $320 million a year. In addition, subsidies for regional TAFEs will now be funded by royalties for 
regions, totalling $45 million a year. Remote and essential services to the tune of $56 million a year are now being 
funded from royalties for regions. In addition, core health and education services are now being funded by royalties 
for regions; plus the emergency and acute workforce, $4 million over four years; digital innovation, transport and 
access to care, $24.3 million over four years; the Find Cancer Early campaign, $1.6 million over four years; a meet 
and greet service, $1.9 million over four years; Aboriginal and Islander education officers, $13.3 million over four 
years; improving teacher quality, $7.7 million over four years; independent learning coordinators, $5.9 million 
over four years; mental health support, $3.2 million over four years; education assistants, $31.4 million over four 
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years; and science in primary schools, $1.3 million over four years. That was not the intent of royalties for regions. 
As I said, this is actually cost shifting as opposed to sound financial management. But of course it did not even 
register on the Premier’s top three achievements after 12 months. There was nothing at all about financial 
management. That was his top three. 

One area I would like to spend a bit of time on is an area that is dear to my heart and concerns a group of people 
in our community who for generations have been marginalised. That is people with a disability. We did an 
enormous amount as a government, at the education level in particular and then in an overall sense, for people 
with a disability, particularly with regard to the National Disability Insurance Scheme. I would like to make a few 
comments on the budget. I am delighted that the Minister for Disability Services is here because I think he is 
genuine about his endeavour relating to the implementation of the NDIS. I will make a few comments on the 
budget and the NDIS and then I want to make a comment about my concerns with the rollout of the NDIS. We 
have a festering problem that is causing an enormous amount of grief for one of the most marginalised groups in 
our community and we must do something about it. The reason I am mentioning this is that this has not been 
a consideration of the government, with it going down the federal line instead of the state line. 

The 2018–19 budget has cemented the McGowan government’s decision to move WA to the federally run 
National Disability Insurance Scheme, a step that appears to have been taken solely on the decision to save the 
state budget more than $1 billion in administration costs over the next decade. That is a fact: it will save the 
government that amount of money over the next decade. This is in addition to the expenditure savings mentioned 
previously that would see the state reduce expenditure by $3.5 billion over 2021–22. The budget also does not 
outline which disability services will be impacted as part of this process. The budget indicates that the McGowan 
government has committed $20.3 million to support the disability sector in the transition, including for system 
adaptations and building workforce capacity. I am quite happy with the actual figure. I am delighted that the 
minister adhered to every other jurisdiction, which has a transition amount to the NDIS. If we nut it out, we can 
see how generous it was. As highlighted during estimates committee hearings in the other place, the funding is to 
assist the sector to upskill and prepare for what will be seen as a big increase in demand and areas that may require 
retraining. These are highlighted by the comments of the director general of the Department of Communities, 
Mr Grahame Searle, when he said, in answer to a question from the parliamentary secretary, Reece Whitby — 

I thank the parliamentary secretary. The intention of the fund is to try to help all service providers in 
Western Australia transition from one management and accounting set of arrangements to another. The 
reporting requirements for the National Disability Insurance Agency are different from the state system; 
the way it operates is different from the state system. We are trying to help all service providers make 
that transition with this sum of money. Obviously, that will take a fair bit of negotiation with the sector, 
and we are setting up a process with National Disability Services and some other key providers to work 
through what those transition issues are and how best to address them. 

The parliamentary secretary, Reece Whitby, said — 

The department and the minister determined that that was a reasonable amount of money—with a proviso 
that I will mention later—in the cost of compliance and the other issues that were investigated in the 
transition. We have made an approach to the federal minister to seek some additional funding from the 
commonwealth. Given that other states have sought and received that funding, we believe that we have 
a good case to bolster that figure. It is an amount that we have determined at the moment that is 
reasonable, and we hope that if we can bolster it, obviously we will be able to achieve more. 

Let us put this into context. A list of registered NDIS providers in Western Australia indicates that there are 
2 628 service providers in Western Australia. To assist all those providers would equate to each of them receiving 
around $7 700 for training staff, compliance costs and changing management and accounting requirements as well 
as any other costs and requirements that might arise. I am sure that many members would agree that with only 
$7 700 to transition to the federal system, many of these providers will be left behind. This will occur at a crucial 
time when the sector is required to grow to deal with the anticipated 39 097 clients who are expected to join the 
scheme by 30 June 2020. 

Staffing will also be another issue that the McGowan government seems to have simply glossed over in its rush to 
save money and to make decisions that do not serve the best interests of Western Australians. A sum of 
$14.5 million has been provided through the budget to facilitate the transition of the existing workforce, including 
transfer payments to up to 200 employees, who are expected to permanently transfer to the NDIA. That is another 
200 frontline public servants who will be made redundant under this government. All this leads us to ask why 
a government would be so quick or so keen to sign an agreement to hand the commonwealth a system that in other 
parts of the nation has seen the scheme emerge as a highly centralised impersonal Centrelink-type scheme. 
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There are key differences in the way that the NDIS will be implemented. The national scheme works with planners 
and local area coordinators, who are two separate people, whereas the WA system currently operates with a single 
local area coordinator. There are also ongoing issues with the future funding requirements of this state. Mr Searle 
said also in the estimates committee hearings in the other place — 

The budget is structured in such a way that we are still trying to work through with Treasury what the 
size of that will be in 2021, which is when we think it will kick in. It is still a work in progress. The 
numbers will become more readily defined as we go through the transition process — 

Mr Searle said also with regard to the time lines — 

We are currently working with the National Disability Insurance Agency to understand the transition time 
lines. Its current time line to transition people across is 2020. We think that is very ambitious given the 
task in front of the agency. 

If I were to take this at face value, the cynic in me would say that the reason the state government has decided to 
move to the federal system is to save money. Under the federal system, a local coordinator will no longer be 
assigned to each person with disability to consult with that person and their family to identify their needs, and to 
tailor an individualised package of care to ensure they receive the right mix of services to meet their needs. The 
federal system will not enable people with disability to establish an ongoing relationship with a single person to 
plan for their current and future needs. The federal system ignores Western Australia’s size and diversity and the 
decisions it makes will be nationally based. The federal system will not enable the individual needs of 
Western Australians with disability to be addressed no matter where they live, because it is run through an 
impersonal telephone and internet system from Geelong, Victoria. 

I have given members the background of the NDIS from a financial perspective. I would now like to put a human 
touch to it. I do this reluctantly. As the Minister for Disability Services would know, I have been at pains not to 
make this a political issue, and I will not make it a political issue. However, I have been absolutely inundated with 
heart-wrenching stories from people with disability, and disability groups and advocates, about their difficulties 
with the NDIS. Therefore, I now feel duty-bound to express those concerns. The founding fathers of this great 
Federation of Australia decided in their wisdom that the service industries would be best dealt with at the local 
level. That is why the Australian Constitution is uniquely ambiguous about the responsibility of the states for 
service delivery. However, that had led to an almighty bunfight over many generations between the federal 
government and the state governments about service delivery. As a result, all the money that is provided by the 
federal government for service delivery is in the form of a tied grant, with strings attached. Regardless of the political 
persuasion of the federal government and the state governments, that situation has been forever the same. It has 
been acknowledged across this nation that services are best delivered at the local level by people who live in the 
local area. In Western Australia, education is best delivered through the Western Australian Department of 
Education; health is best delivered by the Western Australian Department of Health; and disability services are best 
delivered by the people who deal intimately with individuals with incapacity or disability. That has been the case 
for many years for marginalised people in our community. For the past 200 years, Aboriginal people have fought 
for recognition and acknowledgement of their needs. The needs of an Aboriginal child in the Kimberley are very 
different from the needs of an Aboriginal child in Balga. I am not saying their needs are any more or less significant; 
I am saying their needs are different. That is why the disability sector needs to be dealt with at the local level. 

I said 12 months ago that if this state does not implement the NDIS properly, the NDIS could turn out to be this 
state’s Pink Batts problem. The aims of the NDIS are laudable. I am totally supportive of the NDIS. The NDIS is in 
theory a wonderful program. We need to ensure that people with disability, who face many barriers in their lives 
and who have been marginalised for generations, are mainstreamed, their needs are acknowledged, and they are 
funded accordingly. I did not mean to be alarmist when I said that. The problem with the Pink Batts program was 
that its implementation was rushed, and the result was chaos. The minister needs to take hold of the NDIS program 
in Western Australia. The simple fact of the matter is that the lives of many people with disability is deteriorating as 
a direct result of the implementation and rollout of the NDIS in Western Australia. That is a great shame. I applaud 
Julia Gillard for having the courage and conviction to acknowledge the need for a national disability system to ensure 
that service delivery in one state is not diminished in comparison with service delivery in another state. 

A perfect example of what I am talking about is the implementation of the national education curriculum. Many 
people were strongly opposed to a national curriculum. However, they understood the merits of it for a transient 
population. I was the Minister for Education at the time and I chaired the national committee at which this state finally 
agreed to adopt the national curriculum. However, I insisted that Western Australia be given the capacity to adapt the 
national curriculum. That is what the former Liberal–National government was trying to achieve with the NDIS. We 
agreed with the philosophy of the NDIS. However, we wanted it to be implemented at the local level. 
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Several months ago, some concerns were raised with me about the NDIS. On 8 May this year, I asked the 
Minister for Disability Services question without notice 289. My question was, in part — 

Is the minister aware of any issues or problems that exist with the implementation of the NDIS in 
Western Australia; and, if so, what are those problems? 

The minister’s response was — 

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his interest in the NDIS. The rollout has begun in 
Western Australia. We are very proud to be part of the national scheme. As we have seen in other states, 
there have been teething problems in relation to the rollout across the country. One of the positive things 
of going late is that many of those issues have been dealt with. My view is that we are in it warts and all. 
I have worked together closely with my agency, but also with the sector—people with disability service 
providers—to make sure that this transformative reform works. Although from time to time small issues 
do arise, we work to address those issues as quickly as possible to make sure — 

I then asked the minister what those issues were, and the minister continued — 

If the member wants detail on a range of things—or anything in detail—obviously he should put the 
question on notice. My office and indeed my agency have been working very closely with all of those 
who have an interest in the NDIS, particularly people with disability and service providers, to address 
any issues as they arise. 

I need to be honest. That statement offended a lot of people in the disability sector—first, that it was teething 
problems; and, second, that the problems have been sorted out, because they have not. I say constantly that I get 
on well with Hon Stephen Dawson. However, if he is not careful, that flippant attitude towards the implementation 
and rollout of the NDIS will cause him grief. 

I remember when I was shadow Minister for Education during the time of the last Labor government and it 
introduced what it called outcomes-based education. I was inundated with complaints about OBE. I would have 
asked 50 or 60 questions on outcomes-based education. I moved motion after motion and spoke to the relevant 
minister behind the Chair, who said, “No; it’s not an issue. We’re rolling it out whether you like it or not.” I would 
be on secure ground, I think, to say that that issue probably cost that minister her job because, without a doubt, she 
did not listen. I do not think that Hon Stephen Dawson is not listening, but I am asking him to take heed that the 
issues that I will speak about now are serious, consistent and intense and, quite frankly, deal with a sector in our 
community that deserves better. 
I remind members of the intent of the National Disability Insurance Scheme. This came about as a result of the 
Productivity Commission report of August 2011. That report found, first, the current disability support system is 
underfunded, unfair, fragmented, and inefficient; second, it provides people living with disability, families and 
carers with little choice; third, it provides no certainty of access to appropriate levels of support; and fourth, it 
lacks portability of funding across the nation. That is a stark recognition of the quality of service delivery for 
people with disability in our nation. As I said, to her credit, Julia Gillard took it upon herself to implement the 
NDIS across the nation. With that, we took a softly, softly approach in Western Australia. It was 
Hon Donna Faragher who finally made the determination to go down the state path, and I applaud her for that. 
I think it was the right decision, whereby service delivery for people with a disability was to be dealt with where 
it should be dealt with—at the local level. 
However, we signed up to a system at the national level that was already causing problems. On day one, the 
information and communications technology network collapsed. Do not rely on my comments here; let us look at 
the Productivity Commission’s report of October 2017, seven or eight months ago. I will read it in part because it 
goes on and on. It states — 

• The scale, pace and nature of the changes that the NDIS is driving are unprecedented in Australia. 
To reach the estimated 475 000 participants in the scheme by 2019–20, the NDIA needs to approve 
hundreds of plans a day and review hundreds more. The reality is that the current timetable for 
participant intake will not be met. Governments and the NDIA need to start planning now for 
a changed timetable, including working through the financial implications. 

It states further on — 
• In the transition phase, the NDIA has focused too much on quantity (meeting participant intake 

estimates) and not enough on quality (planning processes), supporting infrastructure and market 
development. For the scheme to achieve its objectives, the NDIA must find a better balance between 
participant intake, the quality of plans, participant outcomes, and financial sustainability. 
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– Greater emphasis is needed on pre-planning, in-depth planning conversations, plan quality 
reporting, and more specialised training for planners. 

• A significant challenge in the transition phase is developing the supply of disability services and 
growing the disability care workforce. It is estimated that 1 in 5 new jobs over the next few years 
will need to be in disability care, but workforce growth remains way too slow. 
– Emerging shortages should be addressed by independent price monitoring and regulation, more 

effective coordination among governments to develop markets (including intervening in thin 
markets), a targeted approach to skilled migration, and equipping participants to exercise choice. 

• The interface between the NDIS and other disability and mainstream services is critical for 
participant outcomes and the financial sustainability of the scheme. Some disability supports are not 
being provided because of unclear boundaries about the responsibilities of the different levels of 
government. Governments must set clearer boundaries at the operational level around ‘who supplies 
what’ to people with disability, and only withdraw services when continuity of service is assured. 

• NDIS funding arrangements should better reflect the insurance principles of the scheme. 
Governments need to allow flexibility around the NDIA’s operational budget and commit to 
establishing a pool of reserves. 

According to the Productivity Commission, we are dealing with problems of haste, the quality of plans that are 
being delivered, a qualified workforce that is seriously undermanned and will get worse, relationships with other 
services throughout the state and portability from one state to another. These are massive issues and they do exist. 
This is not me making a political point; this Productivity Commission report was handed down and identified these 
issues. This is the system we signed up to. This is the system that the current government decided was better placed 
to deal with people with a disability than the system the Liberal–National government had in place to be dealt with 
at the local level. 
The biggest issues consistently raised by people who have come to see me concern funding and pricing. I am quite 
sincere about this. I am not talking about one or two, but dozens of people who have seen me or written to me, 
either represented or as individuals. It has been heart-wrenching. The federal government asked McKinsey and 
Company to do an independent pricing review based upon issues that have arisen from the NDIA. The 
government’s own review is compelling but it does not go nearly far enough. I have highlighted what I intended 
to read but it is extensive so I will read bits and pieces. I strongly recommend anyone interested in the sector look 
at the McKinsey report “Independent Pricing Review: National Disability Insurance Agency” handed down in 
February 2018. I refer to the recommendations. The report states — 

Ultimately, the test of whether the price caps set by the NDIA are adequate is whether participants can 
access the quality supports and services required to achieve their goals. While there is not yet evidence 
of widespread supply gaps occurring, the Scheme is in a state of transition and rapid growth, and the 
situation could change quickly. Further, the absence of supply gaps does not diminish the fact that the 
current price caps are challenging, and many providers are unable to operate profitably within those price 
caps. Providers and participants have raised concerns that where providers are unable to supply services 
at a given price level, new supply will not be made available quickly enough to ensure that participants 
have access to an adequate level of support. 

To proactively manage the key risk of supply gaps, the IPR team proposes three steps for the NDIA to 
undertake. Firstly, the NDIA should collect and analyse a broader set of indicators of market development 
and participant outcomes to both better monitor the risk of supply gaps and build institutional capacity to 
avert supply challenges through market intervention. 

Secondly, the NDIA should implement appropriate amendments to price loadings and policies, to 
improve the economics of efficient providers and reduce the risk of supply shortages in high-risk markets 
particularly rural and remote, and highly complex participants. These include — 

It goes through a raft of them. It continues — 

Finally, the NDIA should assess the implementation of a temporary price supplement to the attendant 
care price cap to address short-term issues with provider economics. 

It states further on — 

Longer term, the development of a competitive marketplace should enable changes to the Scheme’s 
current pricing model of price caps and fee-for-service. 

… 
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Deregulation of pricing remains an appropriate goal, but there is not yet a clear path towards reaching it. 
To better prepare the market and the NDIS for deregulation, the IPR team proposes strengthening and 
monitoring provider and participant readiness, including investing in key infrastructure, such as an 
e-market. Trialling price deregulation in one geography or support type market will also help the NDIA 
collect more detailed information on the impact of deregulation on market development and participant 
outcomes. 

I have identified a number of issues with pricing. Providers are out there who simply do not have the financial 
capacity to deliver the same services as they did prior to the implementation of the NDIS. Ideally, I would like to 
read the whole report but I will not or I would be here all day, even though I have unlimited time. However, as 
I said, I strongly encourage members to read this McKinsey report. 

With that in mind, as I said, a number of providers and individuals have come to see me to express their dismay at 
the implementation of the NDIS in Western Australia based on the fact that we have moved to the national scheme. 
I have compiled a number of issues, but the list is not exhaustive; it is the tip of the iceberg. I will go through a few 
of the issues that have been raised with me. Pricing is one of the single most significant issues; indeed, if we go 
back to original Productivity Commission report, one of the biggest issues was that the scheme was unfunded. We 
certainly do not want to move to a system in which the funding is worse, and it would appear from both the 
McKinsey report and what I am about to read that in a lot of instances that is the case. In a lot of individual cases, 
providers will not be able to deliver the same quality of services for people with disability as they delivered prior 
to the system being implemented. According to a number of people I spoke with, pricing remains the single most 
important factor in establishing a sustainable disability sector in which people with disabilities will be able to 
exercise choice and receive quality supports. The McKinsey report acknowledges that those in regional and remote 
areas and those with complex disabilities are the groups most at risk under the scheme. However, the report noted 
that commentary from service providers was that generally they are struggling to make their business models work 
under current pricing levels. On page 11 of the report, McKinsey notes — 

… a lack of appropriate data, the IPR made several assumptions to inform estimates of costs, leading to 
wide ranges in estimates presented in this report. 

This is particularly alarming when one considers the terms of reference and the importance of the report in ensuring 
that the NDIS can deliver. 

The independent pricing review team estimates the cost of the recommendations would be in the order of 
$250 million and $420 million over the next 12 to 24 months and would alleviate some of the financial pressure 
currently placed on some providers. This should be viewed in the context that last financial year, 2016–17, the 
National Disability Insurance Agency retained a surplus of unspent package costs in the order of $600 million. At 
the end of December 2017, the NDIA had spent only 50 per cent of its budget of $10 billion. That leaves 
approximately $5 billion in unspent funds, which is unlikely to be fully expended by 30 June 2018. The current 
estimate is that up to $2 billion in cash will be remaining at the end of the financial year; therefore, the amount 
proposed to fund the estimates is inadequate and fails to acknowledge the significant financial contribution being 
made to the implementation of the National Disability Insurance Scheme from the balance sheets of the 
not-for-profit sector. A further concern is this assumption made by McKinsey — 

… as the Scheme matures, the NDIA should be able to offset any financial impact of these 
recommendations by appropriately assessing their effectiveness and efficiency. For example, as evidence 
develops which interventions are most effective in reducing costs associated with complexity, it should 
be possible to reduce the number of complex participants and provider costs and prices. 

Those who work with people with complex disability would be aware that reductions in complexity require significant 
investment and take a long time to transpire. For many with complexity, there is often no improvement in their 
disability and many tend to experience a decline in health and functional capacity due to either age or the disability 
or both acting in combination. The IPR is a summary and description of these observations combined with some 
opinions. It does not present an analysis of costs in the various service areas and the reasons and implications of the 
costs. I might add that only 45 organisations nationally were surveyed. There is no breakdown in the report of which 
organisations were surveyed, their size, service capacity, service type or geographic location, all of which are 
conditions that in one way or another impact on pricing and service sustainability under current arrangements. 
Without knowing the nature and types of services of those surveyed, it makes it difficult to take any of the findings 
seriously. By way of example, a detailed pricing analysis of attendant care organisations of the IPR team surveyed 
only 22 organisations, of which it reports that some are struggling to make an adequate return and some are making 
a profit. Of concern is that sampling only 22 organisations across the nation lacks any analytical credibility. 

Another issue raised is that the report acknowledges that the participant characteristics can also influence provider 
economics, citing that margins were more compressed or negative for providers serving participants with complex 
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needs or those in rural and remote areas. This is an obvious fact given that people with disability are not 
a homogenous group and therefore require differing service and support structures, which in turn will drive the 
operational costs and structures of the service providers. To make any recommendation that a one-size-fits-all 
approach be taken to funding this sector is negligent of the impact it will have more on the complex end of the 
disability spectrum and those in regional and remote areas. The IPR relies on unproven ideological position that 
the market will eventually solve all the issues of the disability sector through the application of market forces. 
Market forces can act in a random manner and cause major upheaval in the sector. There is little consideration of 
the impact on people, particularly those people with disabilities, their families and carers. The report recommends 
that the NDIA conduct a number of further analyses into the future. In a number of places the report recommends 
that different departments within the NDIA need to keep each other informed and work together in a more 
coordinated manner, which in itself is a concerning insight into the management of the NDIA. 

I will not go into the summary of the submissions and consultations, suffice to say that there are a number of 
issues. I will raise one, which is the wage assumption of the report; that is, the NDIA assumes that the disability 
support worker will be employed at level 2.3 under the Social, Community, Home Care and Disabilities Services 
Industry Award. Many providers believe that the assumption is too low and does not allow for career progression. 
Others noted that they pay higher wages as a result of enterprise bargaining agreements. This is particularly the 
case in Western Australia. Just quickly on the utilisation assumption, the NDIA assumes a utilisation level of 
95 per cent for disability support workers with many service providers noting that that is difficult to achieve and 
unrealistic. Some providers reported to the IPR that a utilisation rate of between 80 per cent and 85 per cent is 
more typical of the sector currently. The IPR noted that by contrast, some providers are achieving 95 per cent and 
100 per cent utilisation. These figures will depend on the types of services being delivered. 

The McKinsey report does not alleviate a number of key risks of the disability sector and, importantly, people with 
disabilities and their families who will bear the full impact of an inefficient and dysfunctional NDIS. The following 
outlines some of the key risks of the sector as a result of inadequate analysis and assessment by the report. In fact, 
the IPR team noted that the sample of providers was not comprehensive or representative of the market and the 
information providers were able to provide was limited. In this case, the NDIA had a responsibility to ensure 
adequate and representative sample was used across the nation. The risks include—I will mention just a few that 
were provided to me—first, a material risk of gaps emerging over the next 12 months as providers will be unable 
to provide services at the current pricing levels. Second, additional funding being offered is based on an already 
low base and it will not fix the fundamental issues of an inadequate hourly rate and the cost of doing business with 
the NDIS. The report notes from provider feedback that the cost of transition to the NDIS is in the order of 
1.5 per cent of total annual expenditure. In the Nulsen Haven situation, this would approximate to 
$750 000 per annum. In WA, unlike Victoria and New South Wales, the state government has made some 
transition costs, which is welcomed, although whether it is adequate is yet to be seen. Organisations are drawing 
down on working capital to adjust to the NDIS and the hourly rate for individual supports has not been addressed 
nor adjusted and there is no recommendation to do so. There is no clear definition of “complex disability” and 
there is a risk that the categories to access the additional 10 per cent will be high. It goes on and on.  

Overall, a number of issues in the report have been raised with me. If we do not stem the tide, that tsunami of 
issues will continue to grow. The general commentary from around the nation is that the report lacks rigour and 
research and the IPR has relied on unproven ideological positions, such as the market will eventually solve all the 
issues of the disability sector through the application of market forces. Market forces can act in a random manner 
and cause major upheaval in the sector. There is little consideration on the impact on people, particularly those 
with disabilities and their families and carers. There are more than 12 500 service providers across the country but 
only 22 organisations were surveyed and no data has been provided on the representative nature of those 
organisations. Therefore, the number surveyed and a lack of profiling information about those organisations brings 
into question the validity of the research. Having said that, the report itself identified issues, but, as has been 
presented to me by numerous providers, those issues are much more complex than has been presented. 

I will not go through all the issues that have been raised in the media, but I am sure that the minister will be aware 
of them. I do not think this is sensationalising it. I am dealing with specific instances. I am sure that the minister 
has seen them. There are literally dozens of cases. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Member, we don’t disagree on much of this stuff. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I know we do not, and that is why I am being temperate in my comments. As I said, 
I do not think the minister is intentionally doing the wrong thing. We have an issue that we have to deal with. It is 
heart wrenching when people come to see me. I cannot imagine the barriers that they have faced in life to this 
point. I feel for them because they honestly felt that at last they would have a system that would provide certainty 
for them and that is now under challenge. 
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I will not read all of this story because it would take far too long, but it is from a simple warrior. I am not sure 
whether the minister has read it. It is headed “Dear NDIS”. I will read part of it because it is quite worthwhile. It 
is a blog from a person with a disability. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: From WA? 

Hon PETER COLLIER: No, I do not think so. It refers to the system, and I am talking about the system generally 
because that is the system we have joined. It states — 

Dear NDIS, 

Why are you pushing all of your therapy providers away? 

We started this new exciting story with you in 2013 with hope in our hearts for a better future for people 
with disabilities in Australia. We wanted to be a part of that story. 

We brought our many, many years of skills and experiences of working in the disability sector. We knew 
the old system wasn’t working. We knew the length of the waiting lists. We knew that some people were 
going without. 

We so hoped that the NDIS would mean an end to all of that. 

Many of us had originally fallen into the sector by accident—and found our passion and satisfaction for 
supporting people to reach their potential regardless of the challenges they faced. 

And so we stayed. 

We attended thousands of hours of training and development. We read hundreds of research articles and 
went along to conferences. We endeavoured to know about the best, latest techniques and equipment. We 
learned to be person and family-centred. We learned about the International Classification of Function 
and Disability which encouraged us to move away from a medical model to an inclusive, participation 
model which saw us leave our clinics and target practical solutions where people actually live, work, 
study and play. 

We celebrated successes with the people we supported. We became frustrated with ourselves when we 
couldn’t find the answers. 

We cried at the funerals of those we lost along the way. 

We launched ourselves into the NDIS with a nervous but enthusiastic energy. We wanted to take our 
learning and experiences into the new world. We wanted to see the people we support achieve their goals. 
We wanted to stay. 

NDIS started out with such promise. Hopes, dreams and aspirations for Participants. Well funded Plans 
meant plenty of work for everyone. This new environment looked filled with promise for everyone. Job 
creation, new businesses, choice for Participants. 

It didn’t take long for the wheels to start to wobble. 

Our colleagues in government positions were in a two and a half year limbo waiting to find out what 
would happen to their jobs. Many of them stayed. 

Our non-government colleagues entered a world of billable hours and interventions dictated by a strictly 
budgeted number of hours. Their managers frantically tried to make the numbers work. Often they 
couldn’t. But many of them stayed. 

NDIS budgets were tightened. The funding bucket is not bottomless. We got that. We worked together 
with Participants and families to make it work. We stayed. 

The rules changed. All the time. Without notice. Often we found out about the changes by tripping over 
them on the website or happened to be talking to another provider. We adjusted. They still change. All 
the time. We keep adjusting. We stay. 

The payment Portal crashed. You blamed our inability to use it properly. We survived months without 
pay by taking lines of credit, maxing out our credit cards and re-mortgaging our homes to pay our staff. 
We looked after each other. We got through it and we stayed. 

Your representatives insult and disregard our professional opinions. They tell our clients that we are 
greedy and that they should find a student to deliver their services instead. They don’t take the time to 
ask us for more information or clarify our reports. In spite of this, many of us have stayed. 
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It became impossible to have questions answered. Our enquiries go off to Planet Escalation never to be 
seen again. Hours are spent on the phone and email. We created our own online communities to access 
information from each other. This has helped many of us to stay. 

It goes on to refer to the issues with the rollout, but, again, it is quite compelling. 

One group that I met with was Deafblind West Australians, and it does not mind if I identify it. I note that the 
minister is familiar with Deafblind WA. It is a wonderful group of people, led by Eddie Szczepanik. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I know Eddie very well. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: He is a wonderful man. I said to Eddie that I would read in part of his letter. These are 
some of the issues that Deafblind WA has with the NDIS. He states — 

1. Lack of accessible information about the NDIS for Australians with deafblindness. Many 
Australians with deafblindness use Auslan (sign language used by the Australian Deaf 
community). Auslan is a signed spatial language with no written form, so written English is 
a second language for an Auslan user. Communication breakdowns occur frequently for people 
with deafblindness so the best means of learning new information is through face to face 
interaction to allow for repetition and clarification of terms. 

People with deafblindness who already experience considerable isolation are at risk of increased 
isolation through not being able to engage with the NDIS processes to ensure their needs are 
met. 

2. Lack of understanding of the needs of people with deafblindness of NDIA staff at all levels. 

It is taking considerable time and effort to explain to NDIA staff the complexities associated 
with a combined vision and hearing loss. While there is large variation between people with 
deafblindness, ALL experience challenges in face to face and tele communication, and access to 
information and the physical and social environment. Many people with deafblindness do not 
have any cognitive or physical disabilities (more commonly understood disabilities) and NDIA 
staff are repeatedly not acknowledging the complexities of adequately and appropriately meeting 
the needs of a person with dual sensory impairment. For example: 

– Putting therapy hours in a plan with no hours for interpreting to access this therapy 

– Increasing hours of support coordination (which will not be utilised due to support 
coordinator not having an understanding of deafblindness) but providing no hours of 
specialist support coordination which would address the complex communication 
needs of the individual. 

– Reducing funding of specialist support coordination from one plan to the next despite 
the level of complexity and need remaining exactly the same if not increasing. 

– Insisting on an Occupational Therapy assessment before purchasing equipment, even 
though no Occupational Therapist with experience in deafblindness is available, while 
staff with skills and experience in assistive technology specifically for people with 
deafblindness are ineligible to provide this service. 

3. The need to prove Deafness again, to another government agency, is redundant. Many clients 
have accessed multiple government departments their entire lives and how haven been given the 
opportunity to access an NDIS package as asking, why do I have to get an audiogram again??? 
Why do I have to show another government department I have a disability?? It beggars belief, 
and it comes across as overly bureaucratic. It also places additional burden on what is an often 
marginalised group within the community, both in access and communication and in being able 
to access medical systems. It also places an added burden on our medical system to provide 
a report when invariable there is already in systems evidence to provide that participants are 
Deaf. 

He goes on to make some requests. I indicated to Deafblind WA that I would read that in the chamber. As I said, 
it adds to the litany of issues that currently exist with the implementation. 
I will finish off on the National Disability Insurance Scheme with a personal perspective from Mark Bagshaw. 
This article, published on 11 March, is definitely worth a read. I will read a couple of paragraphs, but I will seek 
leave to table a copy of the article in case anyone is interested in reading it. It reads in part — 

Well, the National Disability Insurance Scheme has finally achieved what dealing with the daily challenges 
of living with a high-level disability (quadriplegia) for 45 years could not. I now hate my disability. 
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Some might think it strange that living most of my life with no movement or sensation below my armpits, 
not being able to play the piano, or pick up a hammer, or climb a mountain, or do so many other things 
I used to love doing, hasn’t made me hate my disability from the day I was injured. Others may ask how 
not being able to get into the vast majority of homes, shops, cafés and restaurants, or waiting for hours 
for accessible public transport often to find there is none, or being told I can’t travel with JetStar, Virgin, 
Tiger and most international airlines because of the weight of my power wheelchair or their unwillingness 
to assist with transfers, or of arriving at a theoretically accessible hotel room to find it is anything but 
accessible, or being told by a shopkeeper or restaurant owner that “there is not enough room for your 
wheelchair”, hasn’t exacerbated that hatred beyond breaking point. 
I don’t know quite what to say to those who ask with incredulous voice, “how could this be so?” I respond 
that I’m not sure why I have for the most part regarded my disability as a challenge, the conquering of 
which has resulted in me leading a very full and active life, and has even engendered a sense of pride. 
I do know that being born with the combined DNA of two very determined parents, the love and support 
of my family, great support from the Commonwealth Rehabilitation Service in the early days, and 
a healthy dose of good luck, have all played their part. 
But all that has now evaporated and I’m feeling that I am sick of living with the disability. 
I have never felt so powerless, so angry, so hemmed in, so sickened by the injustice I and so many others 
with disability are facing. I have never felt so disabled. 
And it is all because of the NDIS. 
… 
Memo to NDIA: I actually don’t hate my disability. I just hate the way you are implementing the NDIS. 
I’m down, yes. I’m feeling very, very bruised. 
But I’m not out. Nowhere near it. 

I recommend that members read the rest of that compelling article. I seek leave to table that document. 
Leave granted. [See paper 1410.] 
Hon PETER COLLIER: To conclude on the National Disability Insurance Scheme, before I move to my next 
topic, I started by saying I want this thing to work, and I know the minister wants this thing to work. But the issues 
the sector is facing at the moment are not teething issues or minuscule. They are profound, complex and 
heart-wrenching. We must listen to the concerns of the sector. I do not want to make political gain out of this. 
I earlier mentioned the outcomes-based education system. When I was last in opposition, I wanted a good 
education system. I did not want a bad education system. That is what the OBE was delivering. In that way, I do 
not want a bad service delivery system for people with a disability; I want a good and improved system of service 
delivery, as promised when the NDIS was announced in 2012. Unfortunately, at this stage all the issues that we 
raised in opposition and looked at as a government are bearing fruit. I really hope the minister looks at these issues, 
acknowledges that they are not teething problems and does all he possibly can to work with the disability sector 
to overcome those problems. 

I would like to move on to a political area—the Langoulant report. I have mentioned on numerous occasions that 
this government has an almost infatuation with the previous government. It has focused tirelessly on the previous 
government. I keep on saying that I am flattered with the attention, but unfortunately the people of 
Western Australia are the recipients of that obsession. This government is not governing effectively, which is what 
it should be doing. I earlier said in my contribution that there has been very, very little in the way of overcoming 
debt in the two budgets of this government. After two budgets, of course, it is halfway through and gets only two 
more chances: one next May, and then the last one, of course, is the sweetener to try to get re-elected. 
The government went on a witch-hunt with the special inquiry into government programs and projects, headed by 
John Langoulant. I have great respect for John Langoulant; I have no problem with that. There would have been 
no issues if the government was just using that to actually try to improve government processes, but it was not. It 
was a witch-hunt. It cost $3 million, not $1.5 million, as I keep saying. If members want proof of that, they should 
look at question without notice 544, which I asked on 7 September, because the government did not mention in all 
of its glossies and media statements the public servants who were also included. Of course 17 were taken from the 
Departments of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety; Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions; Water and 
Environmental Regulation; and Treasury. Collectively, it cost well over $1.5 million for their services; that 
expenditure was taken away. The government spent $3 million on this thing. I have said, pretty much—it went 
hand in hand—the common theme in the responses to questions, media statements, ministerial statements, 
whatever you like, was focused entirely on the previous government. 
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I would like to have a look at this, because of course the proof is in the pudding. Was it genuinely an endeavour 
to improve governance in this state? Let us have a look at the recommendations of the special inquiry. I will not 
go through all of them because it will take forever—mind you, I have unlimited time. I will just refer to a few, the 
first of which is to — 

• introduce a Parliamentary Budget Office to cost election commitments and review major project 
business cases; 

I wish we had that before the last election, so that the opposition would have had to put through its Local Projects, 
Local Jobs commitment. I would love to have seen that go through. That will not happen. I can almost guarantee 
members that the government will not do that. It will cherrypick a few of the recommendations, but it will not go 
for the ones it thinks will hurt it. The next is to — 

• provide information about major projects in an accessible and transparent way to the public; 
That is not happening. I have here examples of dozens and dozens of projects that we have asked questions about 
with regard to businesses cases et cetera; the answers were not forthcoming. They include: the Armadale Road 
upgrade; the Wanneroo Road upgrade; the Joondalup Drive–Flynn Drive dual carriageway; the High Street 
upgrade project; the Kalgoorlie–Boulder road upgrade; the Lord Street upgrade; the Broome port upgrades; all the 
Metronet projects—I cannot wait to get them; Karnup station; level crossing removals; the traffic interchange at 
Wanneroo and Ocean Reef Roads; the Stephenson highway extension; the upgrade of South Coast Highway; stages 
2 and 3 of the Bunbury Outer Ring Road; and, the widening of the Coolgardie–Esperance Highway. They go on 
and on and on. There is also the development of the Nambeelup, Kemerton and Shotts industrial parks, the 
establishment of rail at Kemerton industrial park, the Ocean Reef marina transformation, and the Albany wave 
energy project—I will talk about that in a moment. We have asked questions about all those things. We are told, 
it is becoming increasingly prevalent from this government, to put it on notice, or that there is confidentiality 
around it—whatever it might be; any way to avoid telling the truth. So the government gets a fail on that 
recommendation of Mr Langoulant. 
The next recommendation is to — 

• centralise the leadership of major projects and public works management; 
That will not happen. The next is to — 

• simplify and strengthen procurement practices; 
It has not yet happened; I would love to see it happen. The next is to — 

• increase Government’s oversight of contract development and contract management; 
I would love to see that happen with the wave project. They go on and on and on. Another two are — 

• refreshing Budget and Mid-Year Review policy and protocols; and 
• establishing clear Expenditure Review Committee protocols. 

I am not quite sure, Mr Deputy President, you having been there for a while, what was actually wrong with those 
protocols, but anyway. The recommendations go on and on. It is all well and good to have these. The government 
held a media conference and it smashed the opposition yet again. We would think that the government might start 
to govern after a while but it is still infatuated with us. This will come back to bite the government because it will 
have to adhere to these standards. 

I would like to pick out a couple of things that came out in this project that directly impacted on me. I am sure that 
the government was hoping that something clandestine—something with criminal intent—would occur that would 
focus the attention of the CCC. Without a doubt, that is what it hoped. Apparently, there were some background 
deals, which never happened. Let us look at two things. The first is the Muja power station. I have no problems 
with it at all. I have problems with the fact that it did not achieve what it hoped to achieve. It was under my 
jurisdiction. I did not like that at all. Let me give members a bit of background so they know what happened. We 
ran out of electricity in 2008 when the processing plant at Varanus Island blew up. We had no gas. Considering 
that two-thirds of the greater metropolitan area’s fuel source is gas, that was a problem. The solution for the then 
Carpenter government was to ask households to turn off their stoves and have short showers and for industry to 
close down for a couple of days. I am not blaming the then government for that in its entirety because previous 
governments had not done anything about it. As energy minister, we have since put in a gas storage plant. The 
then government recommissioned Muja. That was up and running and it helped get us through because it was 
a coal-fired power station. It did not rely on gas. As members may remember, we had a change of government 
right in the middle of that Varanus Island episode. As a result, we took office and I became energy minister. 
Verve Energy, which had control of Muja AB, was doing work for the previous Labor minister on resurrecting 
Muja. I was advised by Verve and the then Office of Energy—I had the support of the Premier, the Treasurer and 
Treasury—to go ahead with that project. Vinalco provided 50 per cent of the capital and we provided the plant. 
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That was the original intent. I will not go through the whole thing; I want to deal with the issue itself. Suffice to 
say, the boilers blew up in 2012. The end product was that it cost a lot more. Inalco vacated the space. Collectively, 
it was called Vinalco. It cost the state a lot more money than was ever intended. It was extraordinary. In the special 
inquirer’s assessment of this project, he stated — 

When Verve Energy sought approval from the Minister for Energy to enter into the joint venture, the 
Minister for Energy consulted the then Department of Treasury and Finance prior to responding to 
Verve Energy’s request. It was only at this point that the Department of Treasury and Finance was made 
aware of the financial guarantee that Verve Energy had negotiated with Inalco Energy. 
Due to the lack of available documentation, it is unclear whether the Department of Treasury and Finance 
approved the transaction. It is also unclear as to what advice was provided to the Minister for Energy or 
the Treasurer, whose concurrence is required for section 68 approvals. 

I can assure the special inquirer that Treasury most definitely did provide approval for that project. I honestly do 
not know where that would have come from. I was not asked to appear before the special inquirer. I would have. 
I had nothing to hide. That goes hand in hand with the Office of the Auditor General, which also gave approval 
for this project. In response to a question from Hon John Kobelke, MLA, chairman of the Public Accounts 
Committee, the Auditor General said — 

Dear Mr Kobelke 
MUJA A/B REFURBISHMENT—JOINT VENTURE ARRANGEMENT BETWEEN VERVE 
ENERGY AND INALCO ENERGY PTY LTD 
As per your request of 23 June, my Office has undertaken a preliminary review of this joint venture 
arrangement with a focus on the apportionment of risk and financial returns. 
My preliminary view indicates that Verve could benefit substantially from the joint venture and I have 
seen no evidence to suggest that this benefit is disproportionate to that of its joint venture partner. I have 
also seen no evidence to suggest that the joint venture arrangements assign a disproportionate share of 
risk to Verve. 
Attached is some analysis to support this view. 

That letter is from the Auditor General. The Auditor General approves. As to Treasury not giving its approval, 
I draw members’ attention to an email from Treasury to the Office of Energy, which is the coordinating body with 
Verve Energy. It was sent on Friday, 9 July 2010. I have removed the officers’ names. It is from an officer of the 
Department of Finance to an officer in the Office of Energy and cc-ed to three other officers in the Office of 
Energy. It states — 

Hi ... 
In accordance with the agreed section 68 process, the Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF) has 
been formally liaising with the Office of Energy regarding Verve Energy’s request to enter into 
a Joint Venture partnership with Innovative Aluminium Company (Inalco) to implement the Muja power 
Station Stages A/B refurbishment project. 
The Joint Venture partnership includes the following key contract terms: 
• Inalco contributing capital funding of approximately $145 million to refurbish and upgrade 

Muja AB, including the installation of pollution abatement equipment. Project funding will be 
100 percent debt funded. 

• Verve contributing market knowledge, plant operation and the existing plant, equipment and 
licences. Verve will also contribute half ($11.55 million), of both the Independent Market Operator 
(IMO) certification and operating bonds; 

• Verve providing Inalco’s finance’s with a financial guarantee for Inalco’s debt until all capital and 
financing costs have been recovered. 

• Inalco securing a 10-year off-take agreement with Perth Energy for the purchase of all capacity 
credits and 35% of the total possible plant energy production which will provide a guarantee revenue 
stream; and 

• Muja AB returning to operation in time for the 2012/13 capacity year with an intended operational 
life of 15 years, which would provide additional revenues beyond the 10 year off-take agreement 
term; 

DTF note both the risks and benefits to the State’s financial position associated with this Joint Venture 
partnership. Specifically, DTF view that the financial guarantee is the largest risk in this transaction. 
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However, we also view that the risks is mitigated substantially given the financial disincentives, the short 
timeframe for debt repayment, the reputation and financial health of the joint venture partner, and the 
profitability of the venture. 

Consequently, the DTF concurs with Verve Energy’s request to enter into a Joint Venture partnership 
with Inalco subject to Verve receiving approval to exceed the 3000MW capacity cap from the Minister for 
Energy. The DTF also recommends that Verve continue to ensure that any and all risks are fully mitigated 
to minimise potential impacts on the States net debt position. Should any adverse net debt impacts be 
experienced we would expect that Verve take all actions available to them, i.e. sell Inalco’s share to a third 
party or use guaranteed project revenues to retire the debt as quickly as possible. 

I note that in compiling this concurrence, I have obtained approval from … A/Executive Director of 
Infrastructure and Finance, on the basis that the treatment of the guarantee will not cause adverse impacts 
on the State’s finances. 

Kind Regards, 

... A/Assistant Director 

Energy Team, Infrastructure 

Department of Treasury & Finance 

That statement by the special inquirer is wrong. There was approval from Treasury for that contract. I am just 
surprised by the special inquirer. I do not know whether he did not ask the Treasurer, the former Office of Energy 
or me. 

The second issue—this shows why this thing is political—relates to the Woodlands transmission line. For those 
people who do not understand this, the Woodlands transmission line, logically enough, is in Woodlands. It is pretty 
much along Scarborough Beach Road. Members have to imagine a bit of vacant land at the back of a row of houses. 
Western Power went out and put in half a dozen transmission lines. I am not talking about electricity poles; I am 
talking about transmission lines at the back doors of these homes. Any Minister for Energy would say that is 
unacceptable. Why Western Power did not put those lines underground—which is what it should have done in the 
first place—is beyond anyone’s guess. Western Power did that without any consultation. I looked at those 
transmission lines, and I made the decision that Western Power should take out those transmission lines and put 
them underground, at a cost of $2.7 million. I thought that decision was eminently logical. I was then told that that 
was mentioned in the special inquirer’s report. I will tell members why that was mentioned in the report. In one of 
the Treasurer’s diatribes in the other place, he spoke about the Woodlands powerline and said, “Does anyone know 
what electorate the Woodlands powerline is in?” He went on to say it is in the electorate of the current 
Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, the member for Scarborough. He then went on to talk about the policy failures 
under my watch and said — 

Again, one that I did not know a lot about—perhaps because the size meant that it was not one that captured 
the imagination—is the Woodlands transmission line, which I know the member for Scarborough has some 
interest in. 

There we have it! He continued — 

For those members who are interested in these things, we all have members of our constituency who 
would like to see powerlines undergrounded, do we not? We would love to be able to do it everywhere 
but, unfortunately, we do not get the right to say to Western Power, “Can you underground that for us? 
Can you wear the cost of undergrounding this?”, unlike the member for Scarborough, who had access to 
that sort of power, apparently. Hon Peter Collier and the member for Scarborough, on 17 December 2012—
what happened three months after that? There was a state election, of course. Mr Langoulant goes on to 
state — 

On 17 December 2012, Western Power’s Acting Chief Executive Officer, in the presence of the 
Minister for Energy and the Member for Scarborough, announced to the community that the 
transmission line would be placed underground. The Special Inquirer can find no evidence that 
this decision was based on a business case, thorough options analysis or value for money 
assessment. This contention is reinforced by the fact that the business case was not produced by 
Western Power until 1 June 2014. 

The Treasurer went on to say — 

That is some two years later. What did that business case find? It found that the option pursued by the 
member for Scarborough and the then Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, was the most expensive 
option possible—to the tune of $300 000 per constituent who was benefited by it. Yes, in the scheme of 
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things, $2.5 million may or may not be small, but we do not get the right to say to Western Power, “I have 
a constituent problem; can you fix this for us? Can you use the revenue of Western Power to do so?” 

Those comments from the Treasurer highlight what this is all about. It is all about politics. Why on earth would 
the special inquirer waste his time on that? Treasurer, we are not talking about powerlines. We are talking about 
transmission lines. If the Treasurer wants to know why Western Power made that decision, he should listen to the 
words of the former chief executive officer of Western Power, Mr Paul Italiano, who said, and I quote — 

“I’ll tell you exactly what happened … we had not done customer consultation and we had built three, 
18-metre high transmission towers within two metres of people’s back fences.” … 

That is what it was about. It had nothing to do with politics. The Treasurer has got to be joking. I challenge anyone 
in this place to come home one day and find three 50-metre transmission lines just outside their back fence and 
say that is acceptable. The only reason it was expensive is that Western Power had taken the cheap option of 
putting up those transmission lines in the first place. I can imagine the board of Western Power saying, “If we put 
them underground, it will cost a lot more, so, it doesn’t matter, we’ll put them behind people’s back fences.” I went 
to look at those transmission lines. It was disgraceful. Western Power had made a stupid decision, and I made the 
right decision to tell Western Power to rectify it. It had nothing to do with whether it was in the electorate of 
Hon Liza Harvey. Why not ask the people of Armadale what they think about the new design and technology room 
at Armadale Senior High School, or the people of Fremantle what they think about their new high school? Are 
those people bastions of conservative electorates? Of course not. Members opposite may not believe this, but most 
of the time, we make decisions for the right reasons. For the Treasurer to play politics with this is testament to 
exactly what I am saying—that this was just a witch-hunt. 

I still have a way to go, but I will finish on this. We hear all this stuff from this government about how it will 
accept all the recommendations of the special inquirer about the need for transparency, accountability and good 
governance. I want to draw members’ attention to a pearler—the Carnegie wave farm. I have taken great interest 
in and have made a number of speeches on this project, because I had something to do with the original project. 
What this government has done with this project is disgraceful. If ever members opposite needed to have a good 
look in the mirror and ask whether they are being transparent and adhering to the rolled-gold governance that they 
have espoused, this is it, and I can tell members this saga has a long way to go. 

I have asked a number of questions in this place and we have asked a number of questions in the other place about 
the Carnegie wave farm, and we have been knocked from pillar to post in trying to get answers. On 29 March, 
I asked Hon Alannah MacTiernan, the Minister for Regional Development, question without notice 197 about the 
sale into the grid of electricity that is exported from the Carnegie Albany wave project. I wanted to know whether 
the state would get any value from the money the government was spending on this project. The minister gave the 
usual tirade that she gives when she gets defensive and said, in part — 

This is extraordinary given that the former minister put out press release after press release about his 
support for Carnegie Clean Energy and wave energy back in 2009 and 2010 and seemed to understand 
the purpose of co-investment by the state was to drive a new technology. That is what happened when 
the previous government continued the funding, which I must say started under Labor, and continued to 
co-invest with CETO 5. Of course we know that the technology has to move on. It started in Fremantle. 
It then moved to Garden Island. 

I want to make one thing perfectly clear. My issue is not with Carnegie and it is not with the wave energy project. 
I am a firm supporter of Carnegie. When I was Minister for Energy, our government gave Carnegie $12.5 million 
for the Garden Island project. My issue is transparency and procurement. On 23 February 2017, in the lead-up to 
the state election, after the Labor Party had made a commitment to Carnegie, Carnegie made an ASX 
announcement. This was not a general statement; it was an ASX announcement, and we know that is big beans. 
At that time, the Liberal Party was still in government. The announcement is headed “$19.5 million commitment 
to Albany Wave Farm”, and it states, in part — 

Carnegie Clean Energy Limited … owner and developer of the CETO wave energy technology, is 
pleased to advise that the Western Australian State Labor party has committed $19.5 million to 
fund a Wave Project and Centre of Excellence in Albany, Western Australia, should they be elected 
on 11 March. 
The Project will be the first commercial scale wave farm in Australia and will demonstrate the potential 
for WA and Australia to tap into a highly consistent renewable resource; delivering 24/7 clean power into 
the electrical grid at a time where recognition of the importance of reliable, clean energy in Australia has 
never been higher. The Project, to be delivered in stages, will involve an initial 1MW unit followed by 
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a 20MW wave farm resulting in over $100m of local investment. Successful demonstration of the 20MW 
farm could in turn lead to a 100MW expansion. 

From the way it was talking there, it is almost as though Carnegie Clean Energy already had a contract. Carnegie 
knew everything about what had happened, yet we were still in government. It goes on to state — 

Carnegie has been working on plans for a wave farm in Albany for nearly a decade and has spent over 
$1 million on studies, surveys and designs for the region including research mapping, licensing and site 
design. 
Carnegie has a site licence for a proposed Albany wave farm offshore from Torbay and Sand Patch. 
The project will move through a structured design and development processes, including full consideration 
for environment, native title and planning. 

It appears therefore that Carnegie already had the project. That was on 23 February. On 13 March, following the 
election of the McGowan government, Carnegie made another announcement to the ASX confirming the 
commitment of $19.5 million to its Albany wave farm—not “an” Albany wave farm. There was enough of a nudge, 
nudge, wink, wink in the first ASX announcement to suggest it was there. This government worked fast; ministers 
had not even been sworn in, yet it made decisions, because on 13 March, the Monday after the election, Carnegie 
put out another ASX announcement, headed “$19.5m grant for Albany Wave Energy Project progresses with 
a newly elected WA Government”, stating — 

Carnegie Clean Energy Limited … developer of utility scale wave, solar and battery storage projects, is 
pleased to note the election of a new Government of Western Australia … confirming the commitment 
of $19.5 million in funding for its Albany Wave Energy Project. 

It is not “an” Albany wave farm; it is for “its” Albany wave farm. Carnegie told the ASX that the money was going 
to it. It put that announcement out to the ASX two days after. We all resigned on Saturday night and the McGowan 
government was sworn in on the Sunday. It then went through the procurement processes and Carnegie was given 
the contract on the Monday or it has misled the ASX, because it is not its project. It is not. The announcement 
states — 

Carnegie’s Managing Director, Dr Michael Ottaviano, commented: 
“We’re delighted to be working with the newly elected Government of Western Australia to deliver on 
the potential of wave energy at Albany. Wave energy justifiably demands the sort of investment that other 
power technologies, whether fossil fuel or renewable, have benefited from and the Government’s 
$19.5 million commitment is a strong step towards this.” 

That announcement contains a photograph with the managing director, the then shadow energy minister, 
Bill Johnston; the then opposition leader, Mark McGowan; and a yet-to-be-elected member for North Metropolitan 
Region, not even shadow energy minister. Their photographs were in that ASX announcement. Clearly, Carnegie 
was under the impression it already had the contract. As a result of that, Carnegie Clean Energy’s shares jumped 
from 6c at the close of business the previous Friday, 10 March, to 7.4c at the close of business on Monday, 
13 March. That is an increase of 23.3 per cent. Evidently, there was a view out there that Carnegie would get this 
contract. It already had it according to its ASX announcement; therefore, its share price went up by 23.3 per cent. 
That is what Carnegie said in its announcement. In the other place, just after Parliament resumed on 16 May 2017, 
we asked the Treasurer whether it had been decided that Carnegie Clean Energy would get the project. He stated, 
in part — 

The member is right: We made a number of commitments about the wave farm. I have not met with 
Carnegie Clean Energy. I have received a letter from Carnegie Wave Energy—I think it is called—and 
I will no doubt respond to that piece of correspondence in due course. I have not received any business 
case, but the member will note that our election commitment was not specific to Carnegie Clean Energy. 

There is a problem with that because there is inconsistency between what Carnegie told the ASX and what the 
Treasurer told this Parliament. 

Hon Sue Ellery: That’s Carnegie’s problem. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: It is to do with Carnegie. You guys have signed an agreement with it. Companies like 
Carnegie take their reporting to the ASX very, very seriously. As I said, I am a fan of Carnegie; I have no problem 
with it at all, but we cannot have it both ways. We cannot have the Treasurer saying there is no contract and 
Carnegie saying its project has been funded. That is what it said in its ASX announcement on 13 March. Either 
Carnegie misled the ASX or the Treasurer misled Parliament. 
Let us look at the second issue, the project itself. Carnegie Clean Energy will deliver a technology known as 
CETO6. We have found out that it is exactly the same project as the CETO6 project at Garden Island. 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No. Why we are providing Carnegie with $15.7 million of taxpayers’ money for 
a project that is being delivered is beyond me. For the record, we provided $12.5 million to Carnegie for wave 
energy in Albany and, contrary to what the Labor Party said prior to the election, we did not change that location. 
I draw members’ attention to the following — 

WA LABOR: Plan for Albany And the Shire of Jerramungup 
A Fresh Approach for WA 
WA Labor Policy … 
Wave Power for Albany 
… 
• A McGowan Labor Government will support the establishment of a wave energy farm in Albany. 
In 2008 the WA Labor Government negotiated a trial of wave generated electricity to Albany. On coming 
to office in late 2008, the Liberal Government changed the location of the trial to Garden Island. 

As I have said before, we did not; that is an outright lie. We did not change the location. I have said that in this 
place before, so members can look at my past comments on this. Hon Donna Faragher, as environment minister, 
and I received correspondence from Carnegie Clean Energy asking us to change the location from Albany to 
Garden Island. Carnegie thought we could just do that, but it did not understand that we could not operate that 
way. We had to go through the whole process again to ensure that the project met its obligations, and we did. We 
finally agreed to it and about six months later, I launched it in, I think, January 2012. But that statement by the 
now Premier is wrong. It might suit his case but it is wrong. 
We did that, but it was a decade ago. Wave energy was new, emerging technology, but it is not now. It is like wind 
and solar for that matter. It is pretty much commonplace now. Why has the government provided $15.7 million of 
taxpayers’ funds to Carnegie Clean Energy for technology already at its commercial stage? It is not a start-up. On 
19 November 2016, Carnegie received financial approval from the Commonwealth Bank for this project. I repeat: 
on 19 November 2016, Carnegie received financial approval from the Commonwealth Bank for this project in 
Albany. A similar project by Carnegie was already underway; it is commercial and it is financed. The amount of 
$15.7 million of taxpayers’ money is being spent on a one-megawatt power station—one megawatt—with enough 
capacity for 200 homes for one year. The total cost of the project is $65 million. The money is going to a company 
that is already demonstrating the exact technology without any state government funding—CETO6 at 
Garden Island. We are providing $15.7 million to a company that is at the commercialisation stage. This is 
a monumental waste of taxpayers’ money. The government has the audacity to cast aspersions on us. The one at 
Woodlands got my back up. I do not know how members opposite could have bothered with that nonsense. Not 
only that, this project has real implications. 
The other issue—I will finish with this—is the involvement of the Minister for Regional Development. I have 
mentioned this on numerous occasions. I wish the government would just come clean and say things rather than 
get all offensive when I mention this sort of stuff. If it has no problems, there are no issues, but what I say is 
accurate. I want to make some things perfectly clear. As I mentioned before, at the time of the ASX announcement 
on 13 March, two days after those guys opposite took office, what role did Hon Alannah MacTiernan have? She 
had none. She has a great interest in Albany now. Everyone calls her jet “The Albany” because it goes down to 
Albany so often. However, she appears on the front page of this ASX announcement with the Premier and 
Hon Bill Johnston. I can understand the Premier, Hon Bill Johnston and the CEO of Carnegie Clean Energy being 
there, but why is Hon Alannah MacTiernan there? She has nothing to do with it, has she? She is a member for 
North Metropolitan Region; she can go wherever she likes. That in itself is not an issue, but it is an issue because 
on 11 May 2011, Hon Alannah MacTiernan joined the board of Energy Made Clean. The then CEO of the 
company, Mr Davidson, said — 

“Alannah, as a former long serving Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, brings a wealth of 
experience and a reputation for getting difficult jobs done and we are extremely pleased that she has 
agreed to take on this role … 

The CEO of the company said those glowing things about Hon Alannah MacTiernan going on to the board of 
Energy Made Clean. That would be the same John Davidson who was appointed executive director of Carnegie 
on 16 February 2017. The CEO of Energy Made Clean who appointed Hon Alannah MacTiernan to its board and 
who was with her on that board for more than three years is now the executive director of Carnegie. Not only that; 
Carnegie bought Energy Made Clean. Again, in itself, we could say, “Well, so what? It’s no biggie.” But it is 
a biggie, guys, because there is a clear, evident conflict of interest. We are talking about a government contract on 
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a company that does not need it because it is already at the commercialisation stage. There is a clear conflict of 
interest. Therefore, in my usual fashion, I asked a number of questions. On 16 May 2017, I asked the Premier — 

(1) Have any ministers … declared any conflicts of interest? 

(2) If any ministers … have made declarations, what is the nature of the conflicts? 

Guess what answer I got. Yes, it was — 

It is not possible to provide the information in the time required. I, therefore, ask the honourable member 
to place this question on notice. 

What happened to transparency? I do not know what Amber-Jade Sanderson does as Parliamentary Secretary to 
the Cabinet, but surely, unless there is a plethora of conflicts of interest every week, she must have a list. I know 
that we did. She must have a list, surely, but she could not tell me the answer. I had to put the question on notice. 
That question was asked in May, so I would not get an answer until after the winter break, which would be three 
months later. The government had $3 million for this thing to be open and transparent. I did not get a response 
after the winter break, so I asked another question, which was — 

(1) Has any minister declared a conflict of interest or a perceived conflict of interest in 
Carnegie Clean Energy Limited? 

Do members know what the answer was? I had an answer to this one. It was — 

(1) No. 

There is no conflict of interest or even a perceived conflict of interest. That is quite correct. The now minister does 
not have a conflict of interest because she divested herself of the shares. That is fair enough, but does she have 
a perceived conflict of interest? I thought, “Okay; let’s have a look at what a perceived conflict of interest is.” 
A person does not need a PhD for this one. Goodness, gracious; if a person goes out for dinner with someone, they 
have a perceived conflict of interest. We had to sit there and watch those guys opposite try to hang, draw and 
quarter Hon Donna Faragher because her husband worked at Woodside and the former Leader of the House in 
Hon Norman Moore because his wife had shares in a superannuation fund, yet the now Minister for Regional 
Development was on the board and appointed by the now chief executive director of Carnegie and there is no 
perceived conflict of interest. 

Let us see whether the standards are different and what the standards are for those guys opposite. I asked the 
Premier a question. I am going to talk about this. I can tell members that we are going to keep rolling with this 
thing. I am going to talk more about this in a few days. I referred to the Ministerial Code of Conduct and asked — 

(1) What is the distinction between actual and perceived conflict of interest? 

The Premier replied — 
(1) I refer the honourable member to the Integrity Coordinating Group paper in relation to conflicts 

of interest, a copy of which I now table. Further to that, the Integrity Coordinating Group website 
elaborates as follows — 

An actual conflict of interest may arise when an employee is asked to make a decision 
as a public officer that directly affects or impacts their personal or private interests. 
Importantly, some conflicts may only be perceived—an employee’s decision could be 
questioned based on a personal or private interest that may not actually have impacted 
any decision. 

When I go through and look at this, I cannot for the life of me understand how the government could not perceive 
that Hon Alannah MacTiernan did not have a perceived conflict of interest. I will read from the paper that was 
referred to. It states — 

What is a conflict of interest? A conflict of interest is a situation arising from conflict between the 
performance of public duty and private or personal interests. 
Conflicts of interest may be actual, or be perceived to exist, or 
potentially exist at some time in the future. 
Perception of a conflict of interest is important to consider because 
public confidence in the integrity of an organisation is vital. 

I will repeat that — 
Perception of a conflict of interest is important to consider because public confidence in the integrity of 
an organisation is vital. 
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We are asked to consider “The 6 Ps”. I will read a couple of them. It states — 
Public duty versus private interests 

This is what a person has to consider — 
Do I have personal or private interests that may conflict, or be perceived to 
conflict with my public duty? 
… 

Perception  Remember, perception is important. How will my involvement in the 
decision/action be viewed by others? 
… 

Presence of mind  What are the consequences if I ignore a conflict of interest? What if my 
involvement was questioned publicly? 

Let us look at the Ministerial Code of Conduct that Hon Alannah MacTiernan had to read and sign. If not, the 
government’s standards mean nothing. The code states — 

5. Conflicts of Interest 
Public duties must be carried out objectively and without consideration of personal or financial gain. 
Circumstances which could give rise to a serious conflict of interest are not necessarily restricted to those 
where an immediate advantage will be gained. They may instead take the form of a promise of future 
benefit, such as a promise of post-parliamentary employment. Any conflict between a Minister’s private 
interest and their public duty which arises must be resolved promptly in favour of the public interest. The 
same is as true for a perceived conflict of interest as an actual conflict. 

I remind members yet again of what we have here. We have a current minister who clearly has close connections 
with a company that got a government contract for $15.7 million. As I said, a person does not need a PhD for this. 
This is politics 101. For goodness sake, when Carnegie was raised, all that Hon Alannah MacTiernan had to do 
was say, “Actually, I need to leave the room. I have a perceived conflict of interest.” Our ministers used to do it 
all the time. They might have had shares or their wife might have had shares; they did it all the time. With that, 
how can it not be a perceived conflict of interest? Not only that; we are dealing with a company that two days after 
the election told the ASX that it already had the contract. In addition, as I said, Hon Alannah MacTiernan was on 
the board of a company that was consumed by Carnegie, and the executive director who appointed her to that 
board is now the executive director of Carnegie. 
Carnegie really does not need this nonsense. It does not need any clouding of its reputation. Do you know what, 
Mr Acting President? All this could have been avoided if the minister who usually sits over there, 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan, had done what she should have done and said, “I have clearly got a perceived conflict 
of interest. I’ll leave the room.” If she had done that, I would not be talking about this matter now, the opposition 
would not be talking about it in the other place and we would not be continuing to pursue it. It is the mindset of 
some members opposite, who think they are above this chamber and above government. That is what concerns us. 
It is our job to scrutinise the government. On the last sitting day, we sat here and watched Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
rolling her eyes and shaking her head after sitting in the committee chair for only 30 minutes. That typifies the 
attitude of some members opposite, who think they are above Parliament. They are not. They can come out with 
self-righteous indignation and deliver this sort of stuff and say that it is not a witch-hunt—“We’re going to do 
better than you”—but at the first opportunity, they baulk. They baulked before they were elected and they baulked 
two days after the election when they had not even been sworn in. That is my issue. They can continue to carry on 
and give us subtle little digs in their quite frankly embarrassing ministerial statements and they can do political 
posturing in their responses to questions, but when it comes down to it—I will talk about this more in a few days, 
next week or whenever it might be—I assure them that they are simply not above Parliament. We do not want to 
make life difficult for the government, but when it does stuff like that, it makes it very, very hard. When I think 
about the hours that we used to spend in here when we were in government, I say to the new members on the other 
side that we make them look like rank amateurs in the hours that the Labor opposition used to keep us in those 
chairs—hours upon hours upon hours. The government can say that we are being obstructionist or difficult, but 
I promise members that we are rank amateurs. Let us look at the second reading contribution of the Labor 
opposition on the Perth Market Authority bill. It was seven hours and 23 minutes, with another three hours and 
48 minutes spent in committee. Sorry, it was five hours and 58 minutes for the Perth markets, which is a total of 
more than 14 hours on that bill. During debate on the Criminal Code bill, we spent five hours and 52 minutes on 
referral to committee, and 12 hours and 23 minutes on the bill itself, which brings the total to 19 hours. On one 
occasion, I sat in the committee chair from one o’clock in the morning to half past nine in the morning on a bill 
that Labor supported! That is what we had to put up with. 

Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 
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Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, the duties bill. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Not the Perth Market Authority bill? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No, that was the duties bill. I can keep going. There are heaps of them. We had 
all-nighters twice, and that is what I am saying—it frustrates us at times that the government has a self-righteous 
attitude that we are making life difficult for it. As I said, we are not. We have met the government’s demands when 
it has wanted to get legislation through, but we will not allow things such as conflicts of interest to go unabated. 
We will not allow things such as the quality of standards in this chamber to go unabated; we simply will not. 
To conclude, the government has spent pretty much the last 12 months obsessed with us. It has shown us that. That 
is fine; that is its call. We can treat life as a series of events or as a series of opportunities. At the moment, the 
government is treating it as a series of events. It has a great opportunity in front of it, but it is wasting it. It is quite 
evident that its plan to reduce debt in the same way that people pay off a house is not working. There has been no 
reduction in debt. The government has not included any of the Metronet projects or the infrastructure projects on 
which it has combined with the feds. If we consider them, debt has not reduced. The budget is full of smoke and 
mirrors. The government purports to be paying down debt but it does not include the state contribution. There is 
increasing evidence that the National Disability Insurance Scheme is a real problem and I hope the minister will 
work to help overcome those problems. The rolled-gold standard that the government talks about is a cliché and 
has no substance whatsoever. With that, we will not be obstructionist and we will not give the government a hard 
time, but at the same time, although the government can treat us with contempt because it is water off a duck’s 
back, it should not treat this chamber with contempt. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [4.14 pm]: I rise to contribute to the motion that seeks to note the 
budget papers for the coming financial year. It ought to be implied that the noting of the budget papers should be 
done after the budget has been scrutinised. In that respect, I find it a perplexing characteristic of this chamber’s 
custom and practice that, first, we debate the motion to note the budget papers before we have the customary 
dedicated week to scrutinise the papers courtesy of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, 
and, second, the estimates week, which is run by the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, 
has only select agencies appear before it, thereby leaving significant portions of the papers unscrutinised. With 
respect to the first perplexing characteristic, I note that standing order 69(1) states — 

Upon the tabling of the Budget Papers, a motion that the papers be noted shall be moved. 
That is the first limb of standing order 69. The second one is — 

A motion moved under (1) shall — 
(a) have precedence over other orders of the day on — 

(i) the first sitting day of the next sitting week following the day on which the papers were 
tabled; and 

(ii) each of the 9 succeeding sitting days, unless the question is resolved sooner; and 
(b) lapse if not resolved at the conclusion of the period under (a)(ii). 

I note that the standing orders dictate the precedence of the debate in the sitting days that follow the tabling of the 
budget papers. I also note that in a sense our custom and practice in this place is consistent with second reading 
speeches taking place prior to debate in the Committee of the Whole House. However, on occasions bills are 
referred to a committee for scrutiny before the second reading debate is concluded, and perhaps that might be 
a superior analogy for the noting of the budget papers. In fairness, in the three weeks that remain before the house 
rises for the winter recess, the first and third weeks will see debate on this motion while the second week has been 
set aside for the important work of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. Perhaps this 
is a quaint compromise. I am mindful that those of us who contribute prior to the estimates week next week, such 
as Hon Peter Collier and me, always have the opportunity to make a second reading contribution after the winter 
recess when the actual budget bills are debated, and I foreshadow that this may indeed be necessary in my case for 
the reasons I will outline shortly. 
On the second perplexing characteristic—I have said this before and each time with reticence; however, credit 
should be acknowledged when credit is due—the estimates process in the other place is in my view superior to 
that in this place. I can see no good reason why a Legislative Council process could not be established enabling 
all agencies to be called. For example, the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations could form 
two subcommittees and those committees could use two main Legislative Council committee hearing rooms for 
a week, much like the Legislative Assembly’s process. In any case, I return to my opening point: noting of the 
budget papers ought to be done with scrutiny. The serious question that needs to be asked by the chamber when 
we are considering this motion is: how can we fulfil our function of scrutiny and review when the current 
government shows such disdain for a basic principle like transparency? Indeed, the supplementary question that 
members ought to ask is: if the government is evasive on minor matters, what confidence can we have in the 
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government’s transparency on serious matters? I have said before that there can be no authentic accountability in 
the absence of transparency. In the limited time that I have this afternoon, I intend to highlight a few examples of 
this government’s evasive techniques on some matters for which the stakes are low and then move to some 
distressing matters for which the stakes are high. It is clear to me that this government has a systemic culture of 
evasion. When I have seen this in minor matters, I think that that culture is pathetic and it speaks volumes to the 
lack of character and integrity by the individuals concerned. However, when I have seen this in serious matters, 
I have found that culture to be a disgrace and one that I am fully committed to eradicating with prejudice. 
I begin with an example of this government’s specialisation in evasion on a few minor matters. The first exhibit 
that I bring to members’ attention is the first report of the Auditor General titled “Opinions on 
Ministerial Notifications” from February 2018. For members who are not familiar with this, the genesis of this 
report was a question on notice that I asked the Minister for Education and Training on 5 September last year. It 
was a very innocuous question. The question I asked the Minister for Education and Training was — 

I refer to the email from the Minister’s office, dated 31 August 2017, and I ask: 
(a) for what period of time was the Minister in the South Metropolitan Region; 
(b) further to (a): 

(i) how many meetings, events, functions or similar did the Minister attend; 
(ii) who attended each of the meetings, events, functions or similar with the Minister; and 
(iii) did the Minister receive or create any documents during or in preparation for the 

meetings, events, functions or similar; 
(c) if yes to (b)(iii), what were those documents; 
(d) further to (c), will the Minister table those documents; 
(e) if yes to (d), when; and 
(f) if no to (d), why not? 

That was the question that I asked the Minister for Education and Training, the Leader of the Government in the 
Legislative Council, on 5 September last year. The Minister for Education and Training’s refusal to provide 
information to the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia was the genesis of this report by the 
Auditor General. The outcome of that report is helpfully found on page 5. The opinion of the Auditor General of 
Western Australia was — 

The decisions by the Minister for Education and Training not to provide Parliament with information 
were not reasonable and therefore not appropriate as a significant amount of the information was already 
publicly available. 

The Minister for Education and Training is the Leader of the Government in this house and ought to be setting an 
example for the rest of the ministers. The first report that the Auditor General had to do this year dealt with this 
minister’s evasive techniques on providing simple information to Parliament. This is, of course, the same minister 
who is also one of those confirmed double dippers, but this is, if I am charitable, the only minister in this 
government who has bothered to improve the process as a result of this report. I give credit where credit is due. 
Hon Sue Ellery is the only minister who has done that. 
Other members might also receive meaningless emails that government ministers send to all of us—certainly 
I have received a lot of them—telling us that they are coming to visit us in our electorate. I received an email from 
Hon Sue Ellery telling me that she was coming to the South Metropolitan Region, and that is why I asked the 
question—to find out what she was going to do in the South Metropolitan Region: “Thank you so much for telling 
me this.” Yet the systemic culture of secrecy and evasion had the outcome of this minister refusing to provide 
information to Parliament. The Auditor General of Western Australia had to waste his time investigating this 
minister’s secrecy techniques and then table a report in February 2018. As I say, I give credit where credit is due. 
She is the only minister to have changed her system since. I no longer ask these questions of Hon Sue Ellery. Why? 
It is because when I receive her emails, she tells me what she is doing. She will say that she is coming to the 
South Metropolitan Region to visit X, Y and Z schools, so I think, “That is fine”, and I park that away. But all the 
other ministers send these ridiculous emails telling me that they are coming to my electorate. They are utterly 
pointless. None of them has learned the lesson from Hon Sue Ellery. However, there is one minister—again, I give 
credit where credit is due—to whom this criticism does not apply and that is Hon Ben Wyatt, the Treasurer. He 
was the first minister to receive one of my questions on 5 September last year. Unlike Hon Sue Ellery, who wanted 
to hide information from Parliament, Hon Ben Wyatt simply responded and tabled the documents. He was coming 
to an event in the South Metropolitan Region, he was there for one hour, the minister’s senior media adviser 
accompanied him and so on. He tabled the documents. Intelligently, this particular minister indicated to the house 
that personal contact details, such as names and phone numbers, of public servants had been redacted, and he 
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tabled some redacted documents. That was the gold standard provided by Minister Wyatt. Minister Ellery chose 
not to apply the gold standard, but, to give credit where credit is due, she has fixed her techniques and is no longer 
continuing with this systemic evasion. They are the only two ministers who do so. All the rest continue with this 
pathetic game of evasion. Clearly, they need lessons from Hon Ben Wyatt and maybe from Hon Sue Ellery, 
because Hon Sue Ellery will be able to tell her colleagues that Hon Nick Goiran in the upper house will continue 
to ask questions about these things and the Auditor General will be bombarded with these requests for opinions on 
notifications by ministers. 

Of course, the leader of the pack is the member for Rockingham. How does he handle these matters? This guy is 
clearly a specialist in evasion. He has a standard response to these questions that I ask. I will select as an example 
one from 13 March this year. I asked him about the email that he decided to send me. He told his office to send 
me an email at 5.01 pm on 8 March 2018, so I asked a few simple questions. For the benefit of Hansard, his 
response to question on notice 660 was — 

For the Member’s information, the Premier’s public engagement on the 9th of March was for a media 
event at the Cauarina Prison which lasted for approximately an hour, plus travel time. 

For the benefit of the honourable member, that email contained contact details if he required further detail. 

Emails of this nature are sent as a courtesy. If the member finds them to be nuisance, he can reply asking 
to be removed from future correspondence. 

How pathetic! What makes it worse is that the Premier, who is the leader of the evasion team, still has not notified 
the Auditor General about his refusal to provide the documents that I asked for on 13 March 2018. 

Hon Michael Mischin: He sets the standard, doesn’t he? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: He sets the standard. He needs to take lessons from Hon Ben Wyatt or Hon Sue Ellery, 
because either one of them get the gold or silver medal in this case. All the rest of them deserve to be sacked. 

The PRESIDENT: Member, I am going to ask you to hold that thought. I am going to interrupt the debate today 
for the taking of questions. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3112.] 
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