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APPROPRIATION (RECURRENT 2018–19) BILL 2018 
APPROPRIATION (CAPITAL 2018–19) BILL 2018 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 15 August. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [12.37 pm]: I look forward to continuing my short contribution last 
night on the Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018 and the Appropriation (Capital 2018–19) Bill 2018 with 
just a little more. At the start of the process, I apologise to the house. It was brought to my attention yesterday that 
an appropriation speech from me is not really an appropriation speech without a chart of some form being 
presented and tabled! Having been duly chastised, Mr Acting President, I intend to seek your permission to table 
a small chart a little further along in this contribution. I apologise to members for my lack of endeavour initially! 

We have gone very broadly over general budget things. We finished last night with a very interesting discussion 
of the history of economic differences between the state and the commonwealth. I do not propose to go back over 
any of that, but it was leading somewhere. It was leading to a conversation and some information that I have 
managed to glean from Parliament and, in particular, that excellent estimates process that gives us the opportunity 
to look at a little more information in detail. Because we were talking last night about state and commonwealth 
interactions and how the commonwealth has gradually absorbed most of the revenue-raising capacity and left us 
with what we call vertical fiscal imbalance, we need to address the most recent discussion of that; that is, the 
commonwealth’s proposal for a change in the GST distribution. I know some members are particularly interested 
in that distribution. I have previously outlined my thoughts on the process, but there are some interesting things 
that I will put forward before I get into that detail. 
First, during the budget estimates process, I was particularly interested to examine a government and Treasury 
policy on the philosophy that says that the entire GST revenue generated in a state should be returned to that state; 
that is, every state should have an equivalency of one. I am interested in that because it flies in the face of what 
has been in place for many years, even prior to there being a GST process. There was a fiscal balancing act, which 
we knew previously and still describe as horizontal fiscal equalisation. I know that is a very complicated term and 
most people roll their eyes when they hear it, particularly the public. However, it has been the philosophy for 
a long time. In my first speech back in Parliament I talked about whether that is an appropriate conversation to 
have with the people of Western Australia. We traditionally see it and read it in budget papers. Governments in 
Western Australia have traditionally developed budget papers that describe, year after year, how much the state of 
Western Australia would receive with an equivalency of one—that is, if there is no distribution of wealth in terms 
of a boom. I know that has been put out by a number of political parties and it seems to be the main focus of the 
group I have referred to previously as the economic illiterati of Western Australia—those parties formed quite 
deliberately to be a little mischievous about this process. 
I took great pleasure in putting the question during the estimates process to the minister representing the Treasurer, 
my good friend, the Minister for Environment, with Treasury officials at his back, to seek their opinion on the 
appropriateness of one equivalency around the country. It took a little while to ask the question, but I will sum it 
up by quoting from the 19 June 2018 Hansard of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, 
which is an excellent committee. My question was — 

… is it a Treasury or government position that Western Australia should receive from the commonwealth 
all commonwealth revenue generated in this state as identified in that paragraph? 

The paragraph is one I took from the budget papers, which basically stated how much less Western Australia got 
back than it generated. Quite rightly, the question was passed to the Under Treasurer, who said — 

The short answer is no. The government has recognised that Western Australia should and will continue 
to support the weaker states through the horizontal fiscal equalisation system that we have in the 
Federation. We are not seeking to completely dismantle that HFE system, as it is referred to. 

That was quite interesting. The Treasury of Western Australia has quite publicly suggested that an equivalency of 
one is not the policy of Treasury or government. I am very pleased to say that the Minister for Environment added 
a small comment at the end of that contribution. He said — 

I think, member, that that has been the policy of successive governments. We do not seek to walk away 
from it, … 

He went on to suggest, as did the Under Treasurer, that the argument was with the extent to which the redistribution 
had occurred; that is, that the government was not suggesting that redistribution should not occur, but that it had 
a problem with the extent to which it had occurred. That is fine and I think it is a healthy economic debate to have. 
I think it is an excellent debate for the Legislative Council as it moves through this process of economic literacy. 
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However, given those comments, can we put aside that base and somewhat populist model in which every state 
should receive an equivalency of one in their GST or other revenues? If we are to be an economically literate 
chamber, we should debate this at a level above and beyond where it seems to be stuck. I agree with the minister 
that for this government, the previous government and governments as far back as I can remember, some degree 
of horizontal fiscal equalisation is good policy. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Does the member think that part of the problem is that people can see that our 
economy is not doing all that much better than the others? In fact, it is quite the reverse. There is a problem in 
seeing that we are doing so much better that we should be helping some of the states. Is the member going to 
consider all these issues about the way in which the cost of services are assessed and how unfair the deliberation 
in determining the allocation is, considering the remoteness and particular challenges of Western Australia? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think the minister raises an excellent point. I do not think we will have time to go 
through that in significant detail today or this address will become a little too long, but it is an excellent point, 
which we should be debating — 
Hon Peter Collier: You have unlimited time. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We probably want to get through some legislation this week. 
Hon Colin Holt: This is legislation, isn’t it? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is an appropriation so there is a legislative component to it. However, if I take up 
too much time today, we will not get it passed. 

I think it is a very good point and I think we should debate the technicality of how the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission divvies up and assesses both the capacity to raise revenue and the need to expend revenue to provide 
a standardised level of service. I think that would be an excellent debate and I would love us to set aside a large 
amount of time for that. Only four of us might be in the chamber, but I think it would be an excellent debate. 
We need to progress the debate beyond the very simple proposition that a 100 per cent return on taxation is the 
standard that should be expected in an era in which there is a significant revenue boom. As defined by the minister 
in the estimates process, that is not the policy of this government. It was not the policy of the previous government 
and it is not the policy of Treasury. I think those—I almost called them admissions, but let us call them statements 
of fact because “admission” potentially suggests that the government was saying something unseemly—statements 
of fact need to be reinforced in the Legislative Council so that we can move on from the simplicity of the 
generalised statement that gives air and time to micro parties that are being established in order to try to take 
political advantage of this process. Although the democratic process requires us to allow anybody who can get the 
appropriate number of members to form a political party—we should not seek to silence those voices—it is 
incumbent on us to make sure that we present the voice of reason, knowledge and economic literacy in the debate 
so those groups do not get the sort of mileage they have received to date. I was pleased to see that they did not 
receive a massive vote in the by-election. However, on a very simplistic economic argument, some of them did 
better than I thought they should have. In my view, the alternative argument about the genuine and realistic 
economic outcomes and the reality of the policy of all governments going forward of all major parties did not 
make it into the popular debate. That was not the barbecue conversation that people were having. That is the 
measure; I call it the front bar, the pub, or the barbecue conversation. That is conversation we need to get to for 
people to understand that horizontal fiscal equalisation is the policy of Western Australia up to a point. The sensible 
debate is the point to which it occurs. 
Since the last budget, a couple of reports have been handed down, and I refer in particular to the 
Productivity Commission report on the distribution of the GST. That report took a fair bit of reading and I would 
not necessarily ask all members to sit down and go through it in any significant detail. I took great interest in 
reading all the submissions that were received between the draft report of the Productivity Commission and its 
final report. It made some changes; it made some recommendations of significant change. I want to cover that in 
a little more detail. The proposal put toward by the federal government to change the distribution process is highly 
welcomed and has been welcomed by everybody. I note that almost everybody I am aware of has claimed credit 
for it. I noted with some interest that the Premier of Western Australia’s tweet claiming credit that his government 
had forced these changes to be made came out within a couple of hours of the announcement by the commonwealth 
government, to be fairly quickly followed by nearly everybody else. Most political parties, the chambers of 
commerce and various news outlets all claimed credit. It was a universally recognised process that everybody 
claimed credit and responsibility for. That is fine. We are a mature chamber and we can listen to the debate. We 
do not need to get too technical. However, in my conclusion of this contribution, I am going to raise a couple of 
issues that should be considered in the longer term. 
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My problem is this: I enjoy economic research as much as the next person—in fact, possibly more than the next 
person. Yesterday I asked a question of the Minister for Environment on economic matters. He has been excellent 
in providing a range of economic information that I have been seeking over the past 12 months. I appreciate the 
effort that he goes to to make sure that we are informed. I want to describe what I do in a little more detail; this 
process will end where we need to get to. As I usually do, I tend to ask questions having done most of the research 
myself and having come up with a set of answers. I then generally like to test whether Treasury is up to the job 
and whether we agree. We generally do. Treasury is reasonably adept at what it does. The question I asked 
yesterday referred directly to the federal government’s proposed new distribution. I was particularly interested to 
see an answer, because the critical part of the federal government’s proposal is the switch of assessment of fiscal 
capacity from the strongest performing state, which for the last decade had been Western Australia because of the 
mining boom, to the strongest performing states of New South Wales and Victoria. For the 118 years of 
federation—with the exception of the last 10 years when Western Australia experienced the biggest boom in the 
history of Australia—New South Wales or Victoria had been the fiscally strongest state. The reason we had this 
very good discussion last night going back to federation and the 1901 and 1906 changes was to bring into focus 
that the strongest performing states throughout that history, New South Wales and Victoria, were largely and quite 
frequently subsidising states that struggled. Those states that started later had smaller colonies and did not have 
the same particular agricultural resources that New South Wales and Victoria did. Remember that this is going 
back to Australia riding on the sheep’s back in the nineteenth century, when agricultural production boomed, 
particularly in New South Wales, but also in Victoria. This relates back to the long-term period when those states 
had been the fiscally strongest states. Unless the mining boom of Western Australia, which has tapered, continues 
for some time, it is likely that at some point in the future New South Wales or Victoria will once again be the 
fiscally strongest state. That time frame is particularly interesting, because it impacts on the distribution of the 
GST and general horizontal fiscal equalisation. Remember, it is not just the GST with which HFE occurs; a number 
of other grants that come from the commonwealth, both tied and untied, are related to funding from the state 
coming from the commonwealth. 
Let us try to tie this up if we can. Through the budget estimates process, on that same day I asked for additional 
information on GST relativity forecasting that Western Australia and Treasury had done, specifically of other states 
as far as possible, but at least until the end of the forward estimates period. That information was provided a month 
or so ago and is available in Hansard through the committee’s website. I recommend that particular information to 
members. In my question yesterday, I asked what the current forecast economic conditions are across the nation and 
what iron ore price would flip New South Wales or Victoria back to becoming the fiscally strongest state. In effect, 
I am suggesting that we assume that the boom in Western Australia, based on massive iron ore royalties, was the 
reason that Western Australia became the fiscally strongest state. It was not just iron ore royalties, as I said in my 
first speech back. Members have to remember that payroll tax went from $700 million to $3.5 billion as well. We 
had 500 per cent growth in a range of taxes, not just iron ore, but iron ore royalties and the iron ore industry were 
the driving force. At what iron ore price, at what correction, does Western Australia expect to no longer be the 
fiscally strongest state? If that correction occurs at that point, although the federal government’s commitment to 
making sure that it happens from a legislative perspective or an intergovernmental agreement perspective is very 
welcome, I am interested to see at what point it might happen anyway. I have spent a bit of time playing around 
with the numbers to try to figure this out. I had asked that question in budget estimates a couple of months ago—an 
excellent process. I asked it effectively again yesterday, and I received the same table. If members are looking for 
the table of GST relativities, they can look at it in either the estimates committee Hansard or Hansard, because it is 
the same set of data. Most of it was available a couple of months ago, and the Western Australian relativities were 
available in the budget papers themselves. The answer came back. It went out only to the forward estimates, which 
is a little problematic, because my calculations suggest that we need to go beyond the current forward estimates 
period to work out when the rebalance of fiscal performance occurs. In a minute I will demonstrate in a very 
simplified and rather clumsy form how that might occur. I apologise that I have not put in all the data and 
information that I have, but I have to save up something for the future. There is more to come. 

This is interesting, because effectively it said that the iron ore price would have to go down significantly. It is 
$38 a tonne in 2018–19 and $37 a tonne in 2019–20 because of the lag period, which is problematic. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: In US dollars a tonne 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is in US dollars a tonne, and for that flip to occur for Western Australia to no 
longer be the highest performing state. I am prepared to accept those figures, but the time frame is likely to be too 
short. The proposed production figures that Treasury put in place for iron ore production and the boom increase in 
the iron ore production level have slowed. There will still be some increases, but this is most markedly dependent 
on price. The problem is that New South Wales’ fiscal capacity is growing quite strongly and Western Australia’s 
is plateauing. In fact, the GST relativities of New South Wales are expected to drop and Western Australia’s are 
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expected to rise. I seek leave of the house to table a very simple chart of the growth of the relativity of 
New South Wales versus the growth of the relativity of Western Australia. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1619.] 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I have it in a slightly bigger form so that members might be able to see it, but now 
that it is tabled, members can look at it. I have not used the 2018–19 growth in Western Australia’s GST. 
Western Australia’s figures are getting higher and New South Wales’ figures are getting lower in terms of 
relativities as predicted by the Treasury of Western Australia. I did not use 2018–19 figure in Western Australia 
because it bumped up quite significantly due to a range of things, including a year dropping out early on, which 
made it look like faster growth and I did not think that would be an acceptable average. This very rough mechanism 
demonstrates, by my calculation, that the flip of Western Australia no longer being the fiscally strongest state is in 
2024–25. It appears to me that the correction, highly welcomed by the commonwealth, is going to occur, all things 
being equal and with no crash in the iron ore price. If the iron ore price crashes, it will happens sooner. With that, 
I shall end my contribution.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

HON CHARLES SMITH (East Metropolitan) [2.00 pm]: I rise to offer a few brief comments on the 
McGowan Labor government’s second budget and the Appropriation (Capital 2018–19) Bill 2018 and the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018. Thankfully, since the budget was handed down, 
Western Australia’s fiscal fortunes have received a welcome boost with the announcement that the commonwealth 
will reform the goods and services tax distribution system following a Productivity Commission inquiry. Under 
the federal government’s plan, Western Australia will receive further top-up payments to raise the state’s share of 
the GST from a 50 per cent effective share, which was secured in 2018–19, to 70 per cent from 2019–20 onwards—
a 70 per cent floor followed by a 75 per cent floor as soon as Western Australia exceeds those levels. It is worth 
pointing out again that it is estimated that if WA had had a 70 per cent floor for the entirety of the time of the 
previous Liberal-National government, an additional $9.2 billion in revenue would have flowed into the 
state’s coffers. 
As a proud Western Australian, I welcome the commonwealth’s decision to finally tackle the dire GST situation 
and implement a GST return floor. However, I question why it took so very long for the federal government to act. 
I suggest somewhat cynically that the federal Liberals and their do-nothing Prime Minister were spooked by 
polling in WA and decided to do something to end the great WA GST rip-off. At last they have taken some action, 
which is in stark contrast to federal Western Australian Labor MPs, who have done absolutely nothing, in my 
observations, to campaign for a fairer GST. They have proven themselves to be the most useless seat warmers and 
are utterly beholden to their party bosses in the eastern states. They should hang their heads in shame. Irrespective 
of the recently announced GST redistribution reforms, the reality is that the McGowan Labor government’s 
fortunes are now largely dependent on the whims of the commonwealth. As other members have noted in this 
place, the majority of the improvement in the bottom line of the state budget is due to commonwealth grants and 
an improvement in GST revenue relative to the population share. 
Western Australia has received $3.2 billion from the commonwealth for a number of projects, including 
$1.052 billion for Metronet, which I make clear has my full support. The Metronet project is required as it 
incontrovertibly clear that Perth needs to improve and expand its rail network. I welcome such proposed 
investments in the East Metropolitan Region, which is struggling with congestion and a lack of connectivity. 
A train line between Morley and Ellenbrook is long overdue. I also welcome the proposed Midland station project 
and the extension of the Armadale line to Byford. I would also like to see a Midland to Ellenbrook line utilising 
existing rail in the Swan Valley. All these projects sound fantastic in theory and would provide significant benefits 
to the communities in the East Metropolitan Region. The problem is that the state government has not completed 
the business cases for these projects, meaning that we are still not sure how much they are going to cost in total. 
How can the state government claim, as it does in this budget, that it is on a path to surplus over the forward 
estimates when we do not know the full costs of such significant infrastructure outlays? The budget does not take 
into account the additional billions the state will need to spend to meet its Metronet election promise. The 
government appears to be using the old budget trick of pushing a lot of this expenditure out beyond the forward 
estimates to paint an overly rosy picture of its finances. 
There are number of other problems with the sets of figures underpinning some of the assumptions behind the 
budget. For instance, according to the budget papers, growth in gross state product is expected to average 
3.3 per cent per annum over the forward estimate period with the domestic economy, primarily household 
consumption, expected to take over from exports as a major driver of growth from 2019–20. The papers 
also state — 
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The State’s household sector remains subdued by historical standards, with household consumption 
growing by just 1.3% in 2017. Growth continues to be underpinned by spending on essential items, while 
spending on non-essential goods and services remains weak …   
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 (proxied by house prices) underpins a further 
expected increase in growth to 2.25% in 2018–19. 

In my view, a lot of this seems to be a case of wishful thinking bordering on delusion. We already have significant 
labour underutilisation in the economy and, as a result, wages remain stagnant. Furthermore, Treasury does not 
appear particularly adept at accurately forecasting unemployment levels. The 2018–19 budget assumes that the 
unemployment rate is around 5.75 per cent, when in reality it remains over six per cent. Earlier this year, 
unemployment reached nearly seven per cent, and if one uses the more accurate Roy Morgan unemployment 
measures, the unemployment figure is significantly higher, at around 10 per cent. We also have the problem of 
widespread underemployment. Youth unemployment hotspots in Perth’s eastern suburbs are among the worst in 
WA, which is a particular concern of mine. It is extremely disappointing that some business lobbies are pushing 
for greater immigration to Western Australia when so many of our young people are unable to find a decent job. 
It is grossly unfair to our own people to flood an already weak labour market with additional overseas workers. 
Until there is a significant improvement in employment and a reduction in underemployment and labour 
underutilisation, wages are likely to remain flat. In short, this means a noticeable increase in household 
consumption growth, at least in per capita terms, is unlikely. The bottom line is that the budget’s household 
consumption growth forecast is deluded, which, of course, means that the assumed return to surplus is highly 
suspect. As economic commentator Ross Gittins wrote, budget projections are — 

… supposed to increase transparency and accountability, but in practice does more harm than good, 
presenting the government of the day with an almost irresistible temptation to portray the future as more 
assured than it is. 

We saw this happen during the mining boom and I believe we are seeing it again now with flawed projections that 
growth perpetually moves up to trend, wages go up and unemployment goes down. I am not entirely sure whether 
Treasury is trying to bamboozle the state government with wildly optimistic figures or the state government is 
leaning on Treasury to make rosy economic forecasts, but I would suggest that both parties reassess some of the 
assumptions contained in the budget. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to again caution the state government against using accelerated population 
growth as a crude way to grow the economy. The budget forecasts that population growth in Western Australia 
will increase over the forward estimates to 1.8 per cent in 2020–21 and two per cent in 2021–22, driven by a lift 
in net overseas and net interstate migration. This is quite a surreal claim when Treasury advises that a two per cent 
growth rate is moderate and normal. It is actually an extreme rate of growth by standards in the developed world. 
A population growing at two per cent per annum would double every 35 years. This means doubling the stock of 
infrastructure every 35 years to prevent overcrowding and maintain living standards. It means doubling the number 
of schools, hospitals, police stations, prisons and so on. It means doubling the number of doctors, nurses and other 
medical professionals, teachers, police officers, firefighters, prison officers and other frontline service staff every 
three and a half decades. 

In actuality, the population growth pressures facing Western Australia are even more extreme. According to 
forecasts made by Infrastructure Australia earlier this year, Perth’s population will more than double to 4.4 million 
people by 2046—a mere 28 years away. Putting this into context, it has taken Perth nearly 190 years since British 
settlement to reach its current population of around two million people. It needs to be stressed that this 
extraordinary projected population growth is not some natural demographic force that we cannot control. Rather, 
it is a direct result of public policy; that is, Canberra’s immigration policies. This is done without any sort of public 
consultation. The major parties in this country have conspired—yes, I use that word deliberately—to keep 
immigration at record high levels. They have done this despite opposition from the public. A 2017 survey by the 
Australian Population Research Institute found that 74 per cent of voters believe that Australia does not need more 
people and 65 per cent said that population growth puts a lot of pressure on housing, hospitals, roads and jobs. 
Why do we need to drastically expand our population? How is this huge increase in the interests of existing 
residents? The major parties are either unwilling or unable to answer such basic questions, nor can they explain 
how they intend to finance and build the infrastructure and services needed to cope with this staggering, 
immigration-fuelled population explosion. Does the state government have a plan of any kind to raise sufficient 
capital and build another Perth-worth of infrastructure in just a few short decades? No; quite simply, the 
government does not have a plan. Perth is already struggling with congestion; overcrowded schools, hospitals and 
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prisons; urban sprawl; expensive housing; water shortages; loss of amenity; and social fragmentation. I do not see 
how any of these problems will be settled by more than doubling the population within three decades. 

According to researcher Dr Jane O’Sullivan, population growth costs us over $500 000 per person added. Over 
several studies, she has examined the kinds of assets requiring expansion, their lifetimes and costs and various 
complicating factors associated with population growth. The result is that a population increase of one per cent 
a year costs about seven per cent of gross domestic product in additional infrastructure. As Dr O’Sullivan states, 
the costs of population growth are not linearly proportional to the number of people added, but escalate with both 
growth rate and population density. According to Dr O’Sullivan — 

This perspective is crucial for the rationale of infrastructure funding, because providing for population 
growth is not investment under any meaningful economic definition. It is a recurrent cost, required in 
order simply to maintain existing productivity and standards of living. This distinction is often referred 
to in terms of ‘capital widening’ … in contrast with ‘capital deepening’ (providing better standards of 
infrastructure per capita, enabling greater productivity or amenity).” 

Using population growth to expand the size of the economy, measured by gross state product in our case, amounts 
to a Ponzi scheme. Numerous studies by the Productivity Commission and other bodies have demonstrated that 
simply adding more people may inflate overall economic growth but that does not translate into increased 
per capita wealth. The state government needs to avoid relying on the population Ponzi model of growth and look 
at ways to improve productivity and stimulate export industries if it wishes to generate real and sustainable wealth 
for Western Australians. 

I would like to briefly turn to some of the promises government members have made and their record thus far. 
During the 2017 election campaign, as we all know, WA Labor famously pledged that there would be no new 
taxes, no tax increases and no asset sales in Western Australia. Just six months later, the newly elected McGowan 
government abandoned that pledge, slugging big business with a payroll tax hike and launching a failed attempt 
to lift the gold royalty rate. In its own underhanded way the government sold part of Synergy and it now wants to 
privatise part of Landgate in a similarly underhanded way. At no point during the process has the government 
outlined how the planned commercialisation of Landgate services is in the public interest or stands on its own 
merits. Economist Leith van Onselen has observed — 

State land titles business are an essential government service and a profitable natural monopoly. And their 
sale will very likely result in end-users being gouged by the new monopoly owners, whereas the state 
governments will lose a reliable income stream. 

The government assures us that it will retain ownership and oversight of the land titles register and, under the new 
arrangements, pricing for services will be capped at consumer price index or CPI plus one per cent. However, 
some fundamental questions remain. If Landgate services are profitable, then why hand them over to a commercial 
operator and deprive the state of an income stream? What is the public benefit in allowing an essential government 
service to be administered by a for-profit operator? How is this decision consistent with the anti-privatisation 
stance that WA Labor took to the last election? Sometimes I think this government exists in a KGB-esque opaque 
bubble in which it thinks it is so clever that no-one knows what it is doing. 

Although I oppose many of the savage increases in fees and charges levelled by the government, there is one tax 
hike I may get behind, that being the foreign buyer duty surcharge. This may be a good policy for those who think 
that Western Australians should come first. The WA Labor government has announced that it will follow other 
states and increase the duty on foreign buyers to seven per cent. Hon Ben Wyatt, the Treasurer, has argued that the 
increase in the foreign buyer surcharge will provide the state with a much-needed revenue boost and I agree with 
him. It is great to see the government taking advice from some of us humble upper house crossbenchers. The 
increase from four to seven per cent is expected to put an extra $50 million into Western Australia’s coffers over 
the next four years. I agree with the Treasurer when he says — 

“I don’t think any Western Australian would think it was unfair for foreign owners of residential property, 
who benefit from our services and infrastructure, to assist in budget repair. It is something I think most 
West Australians would find fair … 

That is, most Western Australians apart from the Liberals and the Nationals, who seem to be siding with foreign 
buyers over Western Australians who are seeking access to affordable housing. I am not sure whether the Property 
Council of Australia or some other special interest group is dictating Liberal Party policy on housing but it is pretty 
clear that housing is not made more affordable by increasing demand. 

At the risk of ending on a sour note, I must once again express my profound disappointment over the lack of 
funding in the forward estimates for a redress and workers’ compensation scheme for our medically retired police 
officers. This is despite the state government promising that these schemes would be forthcoming. I also note that 
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there is no additional funding to increase the size of our police force to keep up with population growth. We have 
fewer police relative to the population than we did a decade ago even though crime remains a major community 
concern. The WA Police Union has called for an extra 1 000 officers to improve the police-to-population ratio. 
I support these calls as I believe we cannot afford to scrimp when it comes to maintaining law and order and 
community safety. 
The state government is very proud of restricting expenses by 1.2 per cent over the forward estimates, but that will 
undoubtedly come at the expense of frontline services in not only the areas of policing but also health, education 
and corrective services. The state government should come clean on what amounts to real cuts in frontline services, 
and also outline its plan to take some of the pressures off WA households and limit hikes in fees and charges at 
a time when real wages have stagnated. I think the people of Western Australia deserve to know how much more 
pain they are expected to endure. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.20 pm]: I rise to contribute to the cognate debate on the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018 and the Appropriation (Capital 2018–19) Bill 2018. Given that 
I have already spoken on the noting of the budget papers, I wanted to expand on and add to my previous 
contribution. It will be interesting to see, when the minister representing the Treasurer in this place replies at the 
end of the second reading debate, the detail provided, particularly on spending changes that have occurred since 
the tabling of the budget papers and introduction of the relevant appropriation bills in the other place. Obviously, 
some time has passed since then, and a number of decisions have been made by government—there have also been 
impacts that were not necessarily decisions made by government—on the budget. It will be interesting to see 
whether those things are further disclosed in the second reading reply of the minister representing the Treasurer in 
this place. 
Before I get to the issues I particularly want to talk a little about, I heard the Premier of Western Australia talking 
on ABC’s WA Regional Drive on Tuesday, 7 August to Barry Nicholls. The Premier was under a fair bit of fire 
from the presenter about the regional development agenda of this Labor government. In fact, Barry Nicholls was 
really pushing him to defend his government’s position. The Premier was running a very singular argument about 
the National Party trying to create a city–country divide; that was pretty much all the Premier could fall back on. 
When pushed about his comment that his government has had to make lots of difficult decisions that have affected 
all Western Australians, the ABC WA Regional Drive presenter asked him to detail some of the hard decisions the 
government has taken in metropolitan Perth. His response included that he has had to make difficult decisions in 
the city, as well as the regions. He has had to close Tuart and Canning Colleges and Point Peron Camp School; he 
has had to create a new pay policy for public servants, capping wage increases at $1 000 — 
Hon Jim Chown: Point Peron is not being closed; it is being privatised — 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: These are the Premier’s comments. 
He has had to create a new pay policy, capping public servant wage increases at $1 000. Members would think 
public servants are employed only in Perth, given that response; that is obviously not the case. He has had had to 
dismiss 3 000 public servants. I am not quite sure that he has done that, but again I am not sure that all those 
3 000 public servants are in Perth. He has had to freeze the pay of politicians, CEOs, directors general and others. 
That was the list of pain that metropolitan Perth has had to suffer, in comparison with some of the deep and harsh 
cuts that regional Western Australia has received, not to mention the ongoing and never-ending cost shifting 
occurring around the royalties for regions program, as well as other important special-purpose accounts like the 
road trauma trust account that I detailed further in my address on the noting of the budget papers. 

I will talk a little about community resource centres. I join with other members in welcoming the government’s 
decision to continue to fully fund community resource centres beyond 1 July 2019—a decision that we all know 
is the right one. It just took the government a little while to work that out. Obviously, just to recap some history 
on this, in the 2017–18 state budget—Labor’s first state budget—it was announced that there would be a $5 million 
reduction, or nearly 40 per cent, in total funding to our community resource centres across Western Australia. That 
was again confirmed in the 2018–19 state budget. So two state budgets have confirmed this loss of $5 million from 
1 July 2019. The 2017–18 state budget was delivered by the Treasurer on Thursday, 7 September 2017. 

It was interesting when I went back and looked at question on notice 1052 that I asked on 15 March 2018. I asked 
the Minister for Regional Development, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, how many community resource centres she 
had visited since being sworn in to cabinet on 17 March 2017. Her response was “Two”. I asked her to list the 
locations and dates of the CRCs visited by the minister within that time frame. She suggested Katanning on 
13 September 2017, and Gnowangerup on 23 March 2017. On that point, on reviewing this question in preparing 
these remarks, I suspect that this is yet another answer provided by the Minister for Regional Development that 
will need correction. I do not think she attended the Gnowangerup CRC on 23 March 2017. Indeed, I have had the 
date confirmed as 23 March 2018. If indeed I am correct, the answer to question on notice 1052 will require the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 16 August 2018] 

 p4693c-4715a 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Charles Smith; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon 

Nick Goiran 

 [8] 

appropriate correction and apology to the house by the Minister for Regional Development. I further asked about 
the jobs and traineeships that will be lost as a result of the decision, and the minister referred me to the review. 

From the answer to that question—if indeed that date is incorrect and it was 23 March 2018—I gleaned that from 
the minister being sworn into office to the state budget being handed down, she had not visited one community 
resource centre in Western Australia. Given the Minister for Regional Development is in fact a metropolitan 
member of Parliament, it surprises me that a minister would agree to and support a decision that almost halved the 
funding to these important centres in regional Western Australia without having even visited one. I am not sure 
whether she had experience with community resource centres perhaps prior to her returning to being a minister in 
March 2017, but certainly community resource centres have changed significantly over recent years. I want to talk 
about that further today. 
One of the things I thought was quite interesting immediately following Labor’s first budget was that the almost 
singular defence of the government was that it needed to do something because there had been such a significant 
increase in community resource centre funding over the previous five years, and that something needed to be done 
to address it because it was unsustainable. In fact, the Minister for Regional Development released a statement on 
30 April 2018 entitled “Sustainable funding for Community Resource Centres”, in which she said in 
a direct quote — 

CRC funding blew out tremendously under the Barnett spending spree. The total CRC operational cost 
of $5.9 million in 2009–10 ballooned to $13 million five years later. 
We were elected to bring the finances back in order and our out-year allocation of $8 million represents 
what would have been the normal trajectory of growth. 

They were the direct quotes of the Minister for Regional Development in only April. 
I have heard the comment that this was unsustainable repeated by Hon Darren West, as well as other regional 
members of the Labor Party. In fact, I think I heard Hon Darren West say on radio that funding to CRCs had grown 
faster than funding to the Health budget. That was the argument put to substantiate and defend this cut. That fails 
to recognise a number of things. I excuse the Minister for Regional Development for thinking that that is an 
accurate statement, given that she represents Perth. I do not blame her for not fully understanding the issues and 
the importance of community resource centres, but regional Labor members of Parliament should know better. 

We interact with these community resource centres regularly. No CRC is the same. These centres have evolved 
over time from the original telecentre form. When we came to government in 2008 they were surviving on very 
little funding, which had never really changed over many, many years. In 2008, the future of the telecentre network 
was at a real crossroads. Fortunately, we were in government and we saw a different path to take those telecentres 
down, and that was obviously to evolve them into community resource centres and to make them more responsive 
to the needs, demands and desires of their local communities. We made sure there was a funding arrangement. In 
my view, it is a fairly modest funding arrangement. The funding allocation to individual CRCs is not a lot of 
money. They are not paving their centres with gold. They are not fancy places. A lot of them are in accommodation 
that has been provided to them. It is not flash. They are doing the best they can with what they have. That was why 
the proposed funding cut by Labor was quite harsh. It also did not factor in that the CRCs were very different from 
the telecentres—they were doing far more than the telecentres ever had. The CRCs supported the concept of 
decentralising government services. Many of these communities that have CRCs do not have a government presence 
beyond the schoolteacher and the policeman. CRCs are the conduit that connects people living in smaller 
communities in Western Australia in particular with government, whether that is the state government, the federal 
government or in some cases local government. The other thing I learnt in only the last few years was that one of 
the big contributors to the increase in funding to the CRCs was a review that identified a number of issues with the 
industrial awards and the application of wages and salaries paid to CRC staff. That work basically ensured that all 
our CRCs complied with the correct industrial awards and agreements in an appropriate way. That meant that many 
of them had to significantly increase the amount of money paid to centre staff, in accordance with those agreements. 
One would think that if any party would recognise the importance of that, it would be Labor. Indeed, that was one 
of the contributing factors to the growth in funding that the minister labelled unsustainable and reckless. 

There were some conflicting messages from government members during the CRC fallout, particularly from the 
Minister for Regional Development, who has a hatred for regional Western Australia and particularly my 
electorate. She really took exception to the proliferation of community resource centres across the south west land 
division and how few there were in regions such as the Pilbara and Kimberley. I do not think one needs to be 
a rocket scientist to work this out, but I think the real value of our community resource centres, which I think the 
minister has come to accept from her reviewing of her own decision, is that they are in smaller communities that 
really lack government presence and government services. That is their real value. Putting a CRC in Karratha, 
Port Hedland or Broome makes no sense. I think they would struggle to find their intent or purpose in those towns, 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 16 August 2018] 

 p4693c-4715a 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Charles Smith; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon 

Nick Goiran 

 [9] 

whereas CRCs in smaller communities like mine in Gingin, or in Gnowangerup or Bruce Rock, are very clear 
about their intent; it is very defined. The CRCs are very responsive to community needs. 

I wanted to quote from the letter sent to community resource centres on 30 April 2018 by Niegel Grazia, acting 
deputy director general, industry and economic development, of the Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development. This was obviously the start of the government’s review process, which I want to talk 
about in more detail. The title of the correspondence is “Funding of community resource centres from 1 July 2019”. 
The first two paragraphs say — 

The funding allocation for the Community Resource Centre (CRC) program will be reduced from 
$13 million per annum to $8 million per annum from 1 July 2019. The reduction in funding follows 
a review of all Royalties for Regions funded programs as a result of the significant budgetary pressure 
facing the Government. 

The Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food, the Hon Alannah MacTiernan MLC, 
recognises the value that CRCs play in regional and remote Western Australia particularly in very small 
towns, and is keen to identify the best possible outcome from the reduced funding in terms of function 
and location of CRCs. 

It was very clear from the opening two paragraphs of this letter to CRCs in April 2018—it was the same day that 
the minister put out her media statement “Sustainable funding for Community Resource Centres” from which 
I quoted earlier—that what was not under review was the funding amount. What was under review was how to 
spend $5 million less. It is clear from those first two paragraphs that the minister was targeting the function and 
location of CRCs. That was very clear. Hon Darren West, when representing the Minister for 
Regional Development at the Linkwest conference, said that the government had no plans to close any CRCs or 
for any reduction of services. Clearly, there was an impasse between Hon Darren West and the Minister for 
Regional Development. I asked questions in this house about the claims that Hon Darren West had made about 
CRCs and the impact of that, and about what the Minister for Regional Development was saying in this house. 
They were clearly on a different page, despite the fact that they were both members of the executive government 
and, indeed, he was, and still is, the parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Regional Development. That was 
not the first time we have heard Hon Darren West say something to appease a group of people and then go on 
radio and defend the government’s line about how unsustainable the funding was and that to give the CRCs 
$13 million a year was faster growth than the Health budget had. That is what he would always claim. In this house 
I asked question without notice 651 on community resource centres and, in particular, the contribution by 
Hon Darren West at the Linkwest conference. The response of Minister MacTiernan was, in part — 

We note that they are very unevenly distributed throughout the community and we are seeking to 
understand why the need would be concentrated so greatly in very small areas while other vast areas, 
such as the Pilbara and the Kimberley, appear to have very few of these facilities. 

She went on to say — 

We have indicated to every CRC exactly what our plan is. Our plan is to have a comprehensive review 
of CRCs next year to make a determination on how we take them forward. 

It was very clear that the Minister for Regional Development had an agenda with community resource centres. 
I am not quite sure what was the straw that broke the camel’s back that saw the reversal of this decision only this 
month, but despite the many statements made by government members—mostly the minister and her parliamentary 
secretary—something clearly changed their mind on the value of community resource centres in 
Western Australia.  

I welcome the decision that has returned $5 million to the community resource centre network, but I have to 
criticise the government’s process in making its decision. This is not the first time we have seen a government, not 
in one but in two budgets, reaffirm and defend a decision and then do the complete opposite. It raises questions 
about the way the government approaches, in particular, regional development in Western Australia and how ill 
thought out some of its decisions are. Making a decision first and consulting after seems to be the government’s 
modus operandi, and it really is to the detriment of regional people. After talking to people in community resource 
centres, I have found that there is not one community resource centre in the state that does not welcome the return 
of this $5 million. The second thing they point out is the impact on their centre from when Labor took office 
in March last year and delivering its budget in September last year to now. Many of them have told me about the 
pain and angst experienced by staff and committees, particularly their staff. I have spoken to people at community 
resource centres who have given me real-life examples of staff deciding to leave because they know that the 
funding cut is coming on 1 July next year. It is not a great time to be looking for a job in Western Australia, so 
some of those staff, particularly the good ones who have good job prospects in other occupations, industries and 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 16 August 2018] 

 p4693c-4715a 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Charles Smith; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon 

Nick Goiran 

 [10] 

locations, have made decisions to leave already. I have spoken to CRC managers who can point to cases of losing 
good staff because of a government decision that has now been reversed. 

We have already seen some centres close. I have pointed out in previous contributions that the closure of those 
centres may not be entirely due to this impending cut to their budgets, but for other reasons as well. But I think 
that that would have been the reality of this budget cut that will take effect from 1 July next year. It would have 
been inevitable because many centres would have been challenged to continue sustainable operations with such 
a significant reduction in funding. 

The Minister for Regional Development made it quite clear that community resource centres could respond to this 
budget cut by reducing their hours of operation. She suggested in not only her media statement, but also public 
reports that centres could reduce their hours and days of operation to reduce the operating costs of their services. 
Obviously, that is at odds with contributions by regional members of the Labor Party, who said that there would 
be no change in function, which, of course, is a nonsense. How can any organisation’s funding be stripped by 
40 per cent and it not result in a change in function or service? It is just nonsense! Nevertheless, that was the line 
being peddled time and again. 

We have now seen the media statement, dated 10 August 2018, “Community Resource Centre funding to 
continue”. There is an interesting paragraph in that statement. The minister, for one, did not apologise for any of 
the pain or angst she caused from this ill-thought-out process that she engaged in; nor, did she close or suggest 
closing any of the wheatbelt community resource centres in particular, which she seems to have a hatred for. The 
fourth paragraph of the media statement says — 

The traineeship component of the CRC program will be strengthened to ensure Community Resource 
Centres are working with local businesses and local governments to get the best outcomes for their 
trainees, and will be made available to regional areas which do not have CRCs. 

That is the most interesting paragraph of the media statement. I will talk about Labor’s infographic in a minute, 
but Labor has really heralded how it is going to improve community resource centres. It is not giving them any 
more funding than they have ever had, but it is going to improve in particular the traineeship opportunities in 
community resource centres, which is interesting, because the first thing that was going to be impacted on by 
a 40 per cent reduction in funding to the community resource centre network was traineeship positions. Many of 
our community resource centre managers knew that reducing the number of traineeship positions was the easy 
way to cut funding. Now the government is heralding in media statements as well as in infographics how it is 
going to do it better, just like it is doing in its mantra: we are going to keep royalties for regions and do it better. 
Its mantra is: we are going to keep CRCs and do it better. Only time will tell. There is no money for CRCs, but at 
least $13 million has been retained so that CRCs can continue doing the important work in their communities. 

I wanted to talk about Labor’s infographic that was shared widely, particularly by regional members of the 
Labor Party, which states — 

WE’RE FUNDING 

COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTRES 

Delivering important services for regional communities 

Strengthening traineeship programs 

That is very good! But I noticed a tweet on Twitter—obviously it is getting harder and harder to find tweets after 
the Premier’s instruction to ban some of his frontbenchers from being on Twitter. Nevertheless, I did find a tweet. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Not from Hon Darren West! 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: No; he has been banned. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Maybe he is operating under another account—a secret account. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It could be a troll account. 

This tweet is from Geoff Cannon, @Research_Geoff. Geoff in his Twitter account profile says that he is the 
research officer for Laurie Graham, MLC for the Agricultural Region. Good old Geoff, looking after his boss, has 
put out his tweet with Labor’s infographic, probably paid for by the taxpayer. His tweet says — 

Here’s some good news for #CRC offices across the state 

He is the bearer of good news; it is always good being the bearer of good news. Not long after he tweeted, Geoff 
came under a bit of fire. Regional people are not silly; they know that the Labor Party announced in two budgets 
a $5 million budget funding cut. Indeed, their regional members trotted out all the government lines about how 
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unsustainable and irresponsible maintaining $13 million in funding to the CRCs was. It was so irresponsible that 
they are now funding them with $13 million. Geoff responded to some of the fire that came his way and said — 

This in fact was a review, with an extensive consultation period and process that I have been a part of. 
After the review Government decided to maintain funding and expand the traineeship program. 

That tweet is obviously very misleading. Of course, as I said earlier, there was never a review of whether to give 
community resource centres $8 million or $13 million—never. It is very clear in all the answers to this house, in 
all the media statements, in all the public media and in everything Hon Darren West said on and off Twitter that 
the amount of money that was going to be allocated to community resource centres under Labor was not, and never 
was, under review. What was under review was how we were to pay them $5 million less, because that was not 
reckless and irresponsible, and they were the good financial managers who had to return the budget to good order. 

I do not think anyone has accepted what Labor has trotted out on community resource centres. I think that the 
government should own up to the pain it has caused community resource centres and communities across 
Western Australia and apologise. How hard is it to say, “Yes, the decision we made wasn’t the right one. We’ve 
decided to take a different approach. We apologise for the angst and pain we have inflicted”, and not put out 
rubbish infographics saying, “This was always our plan. The review found that you actually were important”? 
What a joke this government is! It is really disrespectful to the people who work in community resource centres 
and those who rely on them. I had a call to my office only the other day from a community resource centre in my 
electorate that was assisting an 82-year-old lady who was trying to repair the landline to her house. She had no 
other form of communication. This 82-year-old lady, who lived alone, was driving into town. The community 
resource centre was helping her re-establish a landline connection to her house. I am pretty sure that that is not in 
its job description but that is the type of work that our community resource centres do in our electorates. That is 
just one example of the things that they do to help people when there is no connection to government services. It 
is no wonder that people get angry when they hear the Premier of Western Australia in the other place get up and 
say that CRCs are not needed like they used to be because we have smartphones. Really! We would think the party 
with more regional MPs than everyone else—a line that it likes to trot out every day—would stand up in caucus 
and do something about its regional development agenda. Maybe the first thing it might do is get one of its plethora 
of regional MPs to be the Minister for Regional Development. What a foreign concept—that we might have 
a regional person running the regional development agenda in this state. That might be a starting point. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Who would they put up that would be competent to do that? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I do not wish to speculate on who should be the Minister for Regional Development 
but there are a lot of regional members in the Labor Party, including in this house. 

I welcome the commitment of returning the funding to community resource centres. I do not think the fight is over. 
I think the Premier and the Minister for Regional Development have really shown their true colours by the 
contempt with which they hold regional Australia. On WA Regional Drive earlier this month, the Premier said that 
his defence was that metropolitan Perth is sharing the pain of the budget by capping public servants’ salaries. If 
that is the biggest pain that this government is inflicting on metropolitan areas when we consider the funding loss 
to royalties for regions, community resource centres, education services and our primary healthcare programs, 
amongst other things, there is no myriad pain being shared. The Premier certainly did not convince me when he 
spoke on the ABC program WA Regional Drive that that contribution was made equitably across all people in 
Western Australia. 

I want to talk a little further about one of the saddest decisions of this government—that is, the short-sighted one 
to close Moora Residential College. Numerous attempts have been made to convince the government to change 
its mind in this respect. Every sound and good argument has been disregarded by the government. It is clear that 
there is a lack of appetite amongst the Labor caucus that is so dominated by regional members of Parliament to 
drive the outcome that is needed in this part of Western Australia and, indeed, my electorate. Whilst we have a few 
regional members of the Labor caucus with us today, I want to draw their attention, if they are not aware, to some 
freedom of information documents that have been accessed by us. The Department of Education sent an email to 
the minister’s office on 12 December 2017. That email is titled “Narrative”, which is an interesting subject line 
from a government department to a minister’s office. Nevertheless, within this email is a section called 
“Moora and Northam residential facilities”. Under paragraph 59, there is a sentence that states — 

It should be noted that if Moora were to remain open, building compliance issues would need to be funded 
immediately. This will require $2.5 million. 

I am not sure whether the minister is aware of that information. If she is, I am not sure whether she has given that 
information to the regional members of the Labor Party, particularly the two who represent the 
Agricultural Region. Time and again, I hear them out there saying that it will cost $8.7 million to keep 
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Moora Residential College open, not $2.5 million. They keep on saying that it is far too much to spend on too few 
kids, and to spend $8.7 million is reckless. I am not sure whether the members are aware of the $2.5 million figure. 
I am happy to provide them with a copy of the email if they wish. We can couple that with a further document that 
we accessed—an options paper that was presented to the Minister for Education by the Director General of 
Education on 13 June 2017. Basically, option 1 was to keep the college and option 2 was to close the college. 
Option 2 was that if the government closes the college, it will need to spend $1.5 million refurbishing Northam 
Residential College. That is interesting because obviously we know that the government has opted for option 2, 
which is to close the college. When we factor in the fact that it will cost $2.5 million to address the noncompliance 
issues at Moora and keep the college open or, if it is closed, it will cost $1.5 million to do some refurbishments at 
Northam off the back of the closure of Moora, from my maths that is a $1 million cost to the government. To keep 
Moora open, it will cost $2.5 million. If it is closed, the government has to spend $1.5 million on Northam—this 
is the department’s advice—so the saving is $1 million. We are talking about $1 million, not $8.7 million. 

Hon Colin Holt: Is that $1 million a one-off? 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is a $1 million investment in capital. That is what the government would be 
saving if it closed Moora and invested in Northam, as the department’s brief advises the minister. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Whereas, on the contrary, they would also derive the ongoing benefits from Moora, which 
are almost impossible to measure but they are certainly substantial. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Yes. It is interesting that this argument and debate often falls back to measuring 
a service value and dividing that by population or, in this case, students. When we are talking about regional 
development, that is a very dangerous endgame when making decisions based on a dollar divided by population 
outcome. We have concentrated populations in the Perth metropolitan area and the rest of the state is very dispersed 
and sparsely populated. In my electorate, there are very small and dispersed communities, so it is much more 
difficult to drive those regional development and economic development outcomes. When we have a government 
that has a pure endgame equation of project costs and service costs divided by population and an attitude of 
“you’re not worth it”—that is how it is running the regional development agenda—we always lose. 

It is interesting that in this state budget, the government put out a nice little flyer headed “WA State Budget 
2018–19: Investing in our Children’s Education”. That should probably read “Investing in some of our children’s 
education”. Nevertheless, on page 2, under the section “School Upgrades”, it states — 

City Beach Residential College, upgrades continue ($6.4 million) 

I do not begrudge City Beach Residential College anything; it probably needs those refurbishments. I have not 
been to City Beach Residential College and I do not know whether other members have. Students from my 
electorate probably attend City Beach Residential College. I am sure that that college needs that refurbishment. It 
is interesting to compare this argument that is presented by the Labor Party, which is that it cannot justify spending 
that much money on that many kids. That is not only done with this issue with Moora, but with a range of other 
issues. We can put that test to this issue. City Beach Residential College has capacity for 66 students and 
Moora Residential College has capacity for 50 students. When the capital cost is divided by the capacity of those 
colleges, the City Beach investment is $96 969 per student—nearly $100 000. Moora’s is $20 000 per bed 
capacity. The refurbishment at City Beach is five times the cost per bed than needed for the capital improvements 
at Moora to keep it open—five times. Clearly, it once again shows just how weak and inferior the arguments of 
the Labor Party are, and particularly those of the Labor members for the Agricultural Region, who continue to tell 
these communities that they are not worth it—“You’re not worth it. We can’t justify spending that type of money 
on you. You just move to Perth like everyone else.” That is what they are telling them. I hope that there is still 
time left for the government to see the error of its ways. Maybe we might see some members of the Labor Party 
starting to become more vocal about this, but I doubt it. I ultimately hope we do not see this, but when we see 
Labor deliver its plan to close Moora Residential College, I warn the people of Northam that they are not safe. 
Their college has far fewer students than Moora. Moora has the great advantage, and disadvantage, of its 
geographic isolation. It has fewer options, a bigger catchment and more students. As a result of the government’s 
decision, we have gone from 32 students last year when the decision was being pondered, down to the mid-20s, 
and I understand the number is falling by the week. I think there is a really promising future there for Moora if 
only the government would see the error of this decision. 

The documents we accessed are really quite interesting. The director general basically said to the minister, 
“How about we can Moora, and we’ll do all these other great things with the money? We will build a new 
residential college at Broome, upgrade the residential colleges in Northam, Albany, Merredin and Narrogin, and 
maybe build a residential facility at Fitzroy Crossing to accommodate Aboriginal students during the week. This 
all sounds wonderful.” She also said the government could even consider building a new residential college in 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 16 August 2018] 

 p4693c-4715a 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Charles Smith; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Alison Xamon; Hon 

Nick Goiran 

 [13] 

Perth to accommodate regional students. These are all things that the Director General of Education suggested we 
could spend the $8.7 million in savings on. Not only have we seen the government can this project and save 
$8.7 million, but, as far as I can tell, it has done none of the things that the Director General of Education said the 
money should be reinvested in. I really encourage members of the Labor Party to consider all these things more 
fully and really start advocating for their communities, because these things will have long-term impacts long after 
their government has gone, and hopefully that will be sooner rather than later. As I stated in my noting of the 
budget papers, things are crystal clear from looking at the advice that was provided. I will just remind the house 
of it. On 28 September 2017, the director general, Sharyn O’Neill, said — 

If the residential college is closed, consideration could be given to Central Midlands Senior High School 
and Moora Primary School amalgamating to became a Kindergarten to Year 10 district high school. 
Moora Primary School has a current enrolment of 114 Kindergarten to Year 6 students. Students entering 
Year 11 would transition to a senior high school or remain at the district high school and complete their 
studies through SIDE. Students may choose to enrol in one of the secondary schools at either Northam or 
Geraldton. Both have a wider range of secondary options and have residential colleges available. 

This minister said the government had no plans to downgrade Central Midlands Senior High School. I think the 
Director General of Education, Sharyn O’Neill, had a plan on 28 September 2017. In fact, the government does 
not need to have a plan. 

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Hon Sue Ellery: I hope you appreciate the generosity of the house. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I do.  

The other option is that I could have stood as lead speaker by being deputed by Hon Jacqui Boydell and spoken 
for as long as I liked. 

Hon Sue Ellery: That’s your choice. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I will do that next time, no problem! I thank the house for leave. 

The letter went on to say — 

Secondary schools with small enrolments are unable to generate the required level of funding to provide 
sufficient breadth and depth of curriculum that meet the requirements of the Western Australian 
Certificate of Education … for Years 11 and 12 students. Larger secondary schools such as those in 
Northam and Geraldton offer specialist facilities and teachers, a broader range of academic and vocational 
courses as well as comprehensive pastoral care. This improves student access to pathways leading to 
tertiary education, further training and employment. 

Students in Years 11 and 12 who live in Moora and choose to remain at the district high school could 
complete their WACE through the School of Isolated and Distance Education. 

That is the reality of the situation that Moora is facing. The government and the minister do not need to have 
a plan. When Moora Residential College is closed and the cohort of students is taken out of those classrooms, most 
of them in years 11 and 12, the reality is that the school will be constrained from delivering a senior high school 
program. The government does not have to have a plan; that is the reality. That is why we have said right from the 
beginning that the fundamentals of education in the central midlands will be undermined by closing 
Moora Residential College. It is more than $1 million or $2.5 million or $8.7 million or $500 000; it is much more 
than that. I challenge Hon Laurie Graham and Hon Darren West to ask the minister for those documents if they 
have not seen them. They should ask her for the documents that we have been provided with under freedom of 
information and read the advice from the Director General of Education to the minister, including the advice that 
the college can be kept open for $2.5 million. If the $1.5 million that the government will not have to spend on 
Northam for shifting the kids there is factored in, the one-off capital cost is $1 million, not all that far away from 
the $500 000 that the campaign has run in Moora to keep the doors open. I reckon that if the minister went to 
Moora, which I am not sure she is going to do any time soon, and said, “Listen, friends, you guys come up with 
$1 million, I will cover the operating costs and we will keep your college open”, they will find $1 million. I do not 
think there is any question whatsoever that that community would not be able to achieve that. I think that every 
single person who has been connected to this debate knows that the value of ensuring that we have a sustainable 
educational future in the central midlands is worth so much more than $1 million, yet we cannot seem to find 
a way to convince this government to do the right thing at Moora. 
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In the recent Darling Range by-election campaign, we managed to find $3 million to add to the existing funding 
provided to Araluen to run a tulip festival. I am not taking away from the benefits of a tulip festival. I am not sure 
whether that is good use of money or not—maybe we will have to ask the new member for Darling Range—but 
that $3 million looked like an election commitment. I am not sure; maybe the minister will be able to tell us in her 
reply to the second reading debate whether the appropriation bills before us have a $3 million provision for tulips, 
but that is three times what Moora needs. Every argument that the government puts up about this issue has so many 
holes and deficiencies that I struggle to understand why the government cannot move beyond this. I do not 
understand. Moora went through this under a former Labor government with Moora Hospital. At the end of the 
day, that government—I think it was Geoff Gallop and Jim McGinty—saw the error of its ways and, after a very 
strong community campaign, there was a good outcome for Moora Hospital. The hospital was further improved 
under our government and it will be an important resource and asset in the future. It beggars belief that we are not 
able to convince the government and that Labor members are not able to convince the government to keep 
Moora Residential College open. In fact, Labor members keep telling the community that they need to move on. 
They need to stop talking down their community. The Premier, the Minister for Regional Development and the 
Minister for Education and Training said, “Stop talking down your community.” But the next thing they did was 
to jump on radio and say, “There’s better education opportunities for you, and it’s not Moora.” If that is not talking 
down the community, I am not sure what that is. Based on the figures that I last saw, 80 per cent of the kids who 
go to Moora Residential College are in receipt of boarding assistance. When I was a boarder there—I do not think 
it has changed—the families who sent their kids there were not wealthy. Often these families have no other option 
than to send their child, sometimes great distances, to attend one of Western Australia’s residential colleges. They 
are really important education facilities and are intrinsically linked, as Moora Residential College is, to the 
community’s senior high school that is co-located on the same site. I am hopeful that before the year’s end, the 
government will have an epiphany, like it had about community resource centres, that this is not the right decision. 
It is not a lot of money. 

Those are the two issues that I wanted to canvass, noting that there are many other opportunities coming up, not 
the least of which is the motion that is before the house on the Local Projects, Local Jobs scheme or grants—
whatever they may be—and other ways to pursue arguments about the Labor state government’s second budget. 
I will be interested to hear in the minister’s second reading response some advice about spending changes since 
the budget was handed down, particularly expenditure, in areas where we have seen increased, or indeed decreased, 
expenditure planned following the tabling of the budget papers, which has led to the introduction of the 
appropriation bills before us. As I said, the government seems to have found an election commitment of $3 million 
worth of tulips. I would be interested to know whether funding for those tulips are in the bills before us or whether 
it is a new allocation or whether something else was cut to fund the tulips. Nevertheless, I will be interested to hear 
the minister’s second reading response. I thank the house for the extension of time. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [3.13 pm]: I rise today as lead speaker for the Greens on the Appropriation 
(Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018 and the Appropriation (Capital 2018–19) Bill 2018. First, I would like to address 
some of the comments made by one of the previous speakers, Hon Dr Steve Thomas, who spoke at length and 
gave us his ideas about the right and left sides of politics, which left me thinking. I understand what he was saying. 
I learnt the same thing in high school economics. It is correct to say that the right is portrayed as the individual 
working to the best of their ability to obtain the best for themselves and be rewarded for their own efforts. The left 
side is portrayed as the collective; people work together to achieve their aims with their best efforts and intentions. 
In later years, I thought more about my own perspective without researching it any further, and I look at it more 
as the self and others. I grew up in a reasonably conservative family in the Midwest, near Chicago. I went to 
a conservative university and studied accounting. I planned to be with one of the big eight accounting firms. When 
I transferred here, I worked in merchant banking, transferring billions of dollars around the world. To me that 
world made sense. A person earnt money and spent it on themselves, which is great, but it did not give me any 
sense of fulfilment or achievement because it was almost too easy. I did not need that sort of money. Life 
happened—I got married, had children and moved to Western Australia—and I started to think a little bit 
differently. I am not going to say that there is a good and a bad side because both develop good things. Both lead 
to technological innovations that help with medicine, transport and all sorts of things. They both have their benefits. 
I do not like to see the world as a stark left or right. In fact, my high school teacher, who was quite innovative at 
the time, suggested that when the left and right are taken to extremes, they are almost the same thing because they 
end up with a dictator telling us what we should be doing. My view developed that it was more of a circle but now 
I am thinking that it is more of a sphere. We can be anywhere on that sphere. 

I come from the United States and when they talk about liberals there, it means the loony left, so it is really tough 
here when I think of capital “L” Liberals and members on the other side of the chamber. I will look at it in terms 
of “liberal”, meaning to allow things to happen, and the conservatives as keeping things as they are. The triple 
bottom line is the idea of the economy, the environment and social issues. Many people draw that as a little triangle, 
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but I would draw a circle of the economy—there it is, that is how it works and we can use whatever mechanisms 
we want to control it. Outside of that circle are the social issues. A lot of people are living and operating and, yes, 
they are part of the economy, but there is more than that. There is more to a person than just money changing hands; 
there is a whole bunch of ideas, philosophy, study, art and other things. Yes, there are some economic parts of it, 
but really it is bigger than the economy. Then I have come to learn that the environment is larger than the social 
part, because the environment will be here whether or not we are. Humans may make this place uninhabitable for 
humans, but there will still be other biodiversity. The planet will still be here; it will find a way to recover. 
Let us take that central economy and the social and the environment circles and go back to the liberal and 
conservative ideas that I was speaking of. With the economy, the Liberals are liberal. I get that; that is fine. Labor 
is somewhere in between; it is liberal in some areas and conservative in other areas as it wants to protect more of 
our industry, possibly. The Greens look at it more conservatively in general. We are liberal in terms of wanting to 
let things happen to a degree, but we want to maintain some sort of oversight of the economy so that it does not 
get out of hand, and multibillion-dollar corporations do not fund our governments through huge donations that 
influence the outcome of our laws and elections. That just does not make sense. If we look at the social side of 
things, we see that the Liberals are conservative on social issues for the most part. Labor is mixed, depending on 
which part of Labor we are talking to at the time. However, on social issues, the Greens like to be out there and 
allowing people to be people. We should be allowed to make our own choices within reason and without hurting 
others. I guess I could say that the Greens are liberal on social issues. When we look at the environment, again, 
the Liberals are quite liberal with the environment—“Let’s use it and make money off it, because that is what is it 
there for. It’s about us, the individual.” That is their choice. Labor, again, is a bit mixed and the Greens are quite 
conservative. If we look at the conservative and liberal values that we place on things, they do not really fit with 
the right and left sides of politics. If we talk about the far right, we are usually referring to social issues of the far 
right and yes, they are very conservative. However, the far right is not necessarily the same as the Liberals in terms 
of being liberal with the economy. They want to be able to make their own money through their own work, but 
they also want to have jobs and be able to enjoy the things that wealthy people enjoy even if they are not wealthy. 
There is a real mix and it is really hard to classify something as being on the right or left. So often we use these 
terms and I understand their meaning, but if someone means liberal in a social sense, they should say that and if 
they mean conservative environmentally, they should say that. To lump it all under the same terminology does not 
make sense anymore. 
To get back to the budget, I am not in agreement with everything in it but the budget needs to be passed. We need 
to go on with paying the bills. We know that will happen, but from an accounting point of view, a budget is a guide. 
It is not a hard and fast saying, “Here it is; that’s what is happening. That’s all you’ve got and you have to spend 
that much.” It is a guide for what we expect to spend. It is not a crystal ball; it is a plan. We can see that because, 
coming up in the next few weeks, we will get to some of the supplementary bills or appropriations from last year, 
the year before and the year before that going back to 2010. Although it is a requirement that any spending has to 
go through the house and be agreed to at some time—even if it is after-the-fact of it being spent—that has somehow 
been overlooked for eight years. It is strange. I cannot figure that out. As an accountant, it seems to me that it 
is easy to put them through and get on with it. The budget is a guide that we try to stick to and try to say, “This is 
what we intend.” I think that is what this budget shows. 
There is an awful lot of detail in the budget but behind every page, there would be reams and reams more pages. 
Some details are just figures, showing, “Here’s $5 million we’re putting to this project.” If we asked how the 
money is going to be spent, the detail is not in there because some of it happens throughout the year. We know 
how much money it costs to run a school each year, but we do not know which teachers are going to be teaching 
what classes, or what items they will need to teach different courses. Yes, there is a curriculum, but some of it 
happens along the way. That is okay. The budget is a guide and I guess I have to trust that this guide will deliver 
outcomes for our community that represent the needs of the people whom I represent and the state as a whole. This 
budget is not fixed; it is not cast in stone. Things can change, hence the change we have already seen with the 
community resource centres. I think we should all applaud the change—no, let me take that back. I would not say 
I applaud it because, of course, it is what should have happened all along. The funding should never have been 
taken out of the budget in the first place. I am really pleased that the cut has been reversed and that the community 
resource centres will get that funding. 
I wish that somehow opposition governments in Australia would get away from the idea of a “backflip”. I hesitate 
even to say it because, to me, why would we want to try to embarrass, ridicule, put down or denigrate a government 
that has just done the thing the opposition wants it to do? It has just done what the opposition has asked it to do 
for months or a year. It makes no sense. The issue of Moora Residential College is another example. Let us not 
make government members feel as though we are going to make fun of them and ridicule them in the newspapers. 
If Moora college gets the funding, would that not be a good thing? Would it not work if we all worked together 
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and agreed on something? If we agree on a good outcome, we should go out and say, “Hey! This is a good outcome! 
Let’s do more of it.” 

Hon Donna Faragher: We could all stand on the steps of Parliament House and say exactly the same thing. 

Hon Peter Collier: We could have a group hug! 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I will get to that. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Members may remember me saying that both sides are just as bad as each other. That is 
what our system builds up. That is how we do it; we have a government and an opposition. The terminology leads 
us to this system, like a sporting event with two teams on either side. One side is trying to make the other side lose 
and the other side want to make the first side lose. It makes no sense. I feel that one day we will find a better way 
and, if that group hug is still available, maybe we should try it sometime—maybe at Christmas or something! 

I think the way the system is set up stops us from looking at what we are doing. It stops us from trying to do the 
best we can for the state and for the country. It does not have to be a fight. We are here together. In fact, most of 
us in here could probably agree on a lot of things if we did not have the parties that make us hold to party views. 
I think we would find we would agree on a lot more issues, but that is not how it works. 

Hon Peter Collier: But most legislation goes through with bipartisan support. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Quite a few bits of legislation have gone through since we have been here and I have been 
really pleased to see that. It just takes a long time sometimes, but maybe we do not need to do too much more. 
I tend to think there is a lot more we could be doing. It takes a while, but we get there. We get a lot of legislation 
through and I am really pleased to see that. As I am talking here, I am taking up some of the time in doing that. 
I have no trouble recognising that but it is my chance to say a few words while there are members in the house. 

Money gets handed out through the budget process. Another part of the process that we are a part of is the idea 
that money gets handed out for election promises. We have talked a couple of times about the issue of 
Local Projects, Local Jobs. It is less than $40 million in total. Over the last eight years, some of the $7 billion in 
royalties for regions funding went out on relatively slim business cases or with little rationale. It was not distributed 
fairly in any way. It is $40 million versus $8 billion; I would say, guys, get over it. If we weigh them up, that is 
how it works. 

Hon Jim Chown: Are you talking about Local Projects, Local Jobs? 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I am talking about Local Projects, Local Jobs. It is $40 million versus $8 billion. The zeros 
are important. It would be nice at the next election if both sides agreed not to make financial promises. Would that 
not be an interesting election? 

Hon Tjorn Sibma: We’ll hold you to the same standard. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Greens do not make financial promises. We know that we cannot hand out any money. We 
say the things that we stand for and what we will work for and that is what we do while we are here. I would like 
to see whether the other parties could stand on their merits and their policies, and not make promises based on 
budget submissions or handing out money — 

Hon Donna Faragher interjected. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Give it a shot; try it someday. Members will see — 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Didn’t you support expansions to public transport? That is obviously going to cost 
money. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Yes, I do support public transport and that is what I would say. As members will see, 
I support a number of things, but that does not mean I am going to make a budget promise that “I’m going to spend 
this money on that thing at this time and, if the other party gets in, it’s not going to happen” because I cannot do 
that. If members say what they intend to do and where their policies are, they should stand behind them. 

Earlier, there was talk about Collie. It is a significant case that needs support. We need to do something to make 
sure that as the coal industry dies, which it will over the next couple of decades, although I cannot say when it will 
happen, Collie has support to make sure it continues to thrive. It is interesting that that case was made about Albany 
after the end of whaling; it still had good outcomes, it is still working, we are still managing, and there has been 
plenty of business opportunity down there since whaling stopped. 
Last weekend I was in Manjimup for the opening of the State Timber Museum. That was a very interesting 
exercise, and it was lovely to see. Twenty years ago, Manjimup was asking what would happen after the end of 
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the timber industry and what would it do, and through some royalties for regions funding for SuperTowns—
I cannot say I agreed completely with the whole idea of SuperTowns, but Manjimup was the beneficiary of much 
of that—Manjimup has really gone from one good step to another through its Southern Forest Foods Council. So 
much is happening down there. I also went to the Truffle Kerfuffle, and many businesses down there are adding 
value to what they are growing—the avocado industry has taken off and will grow further. It can happen. So, 
Albany and Manjimup—tick. We should be able to manage Collie, too. But it will not happen on its own; we will 
have to make sure that effort is put into the place so that it can develop and grow further. 
I return to the ideological differences we share. I was thinking this morning about the bridge that collapsed in Italy; 
my kindest condolences go out to all the people who lost loved ones in that. However, it begs the questions: Who 
has responsibility for ageing infrastructure such as bridges and airports? Who pays for that? Would it be a user-
pays system? People on the roads pay for the roads, people who fly pay for the aeroplanes, people who use the 
hospitals pay for the hospitals and people who use the schools pay for the schools. To continue this, is it purely 
a user-pays system in which the wealthy who have the ability to pay for the things they need get to use the things 
they need and the others in our community do not? The others in our community basically live off the altruism of 
those wealthy people who can afford it. Do we go to a kind of world where the wealthy—those people who believe 
that it is the individual who gets the benefit for what they do—get things or do they share with others? In my book, 
we need to share. All members are privileged to, hopefully, enjoy their time, speaking for the people they represent. 
But there are many others, even more privileged than we are, who intend that the self gets to keep what they want. 
They are happy to pay for the things they use and they have their private schools and hospitals. We have only to 
look to the US to see the next step from here. It is not pretty. 
This past weekend I also spent some time in Margaret River, not with the privileged or wealthy but with the 
homeless. Hearing some of the stories of these people who are well educated and have had jobs and homes but at 
this point, for one reason or another, are homeless opened my eyes. Their options are not many. It is suggested 
that they leave—go somewhere else to find those homes. That is not fair to somebody who has lived there all their 
life or who lived there as a youth and has come back. It seems to me that in this chamber we have party politics 
holding us back. We should talk about people who are not so much deserving—they are deserving because they 
are human—but why would we not translate that to all people? That is why this budget has positives, but it really 
comes down to how it is delivered—how each of our agencies deliver what they need to do, to make sure those 
funds are used in the most appropriate and best way to represent and provide for all in WA, rather than focusing 
on just the few who we think are the most deserving. 
I will just finish with a “however”, because of course I can be trapped by this as well. I want to speak about the 
regional areas, not because they are deserving or poor or friends of mine or whatever it is, but because we need 
them. For the benefit of the state, we need our regional areas to thrive. If we do things that limit the opportunities 
for people in regional areas, or limit the opportunity for people to stay there, such as closing schools, we really 
need to think again. Each school that is closed may mean more than one dozen families leave that area. I do not 
think that people today are as willing to let children go to boarding school at a young age as they may have been 
in the past. I think with smaller families, the family wants to stay together if it can, and that means moving to the 
city when their child has to go to school. It is a real drain on our regional areas. 
I would appreciate this budget focusing money on the regional areas, and we should support Moora Residential 
College and the remaining 20 to 25 senior high schools outside of the metro area so that they can maintain their 
numbers. If we find some that might not be doing so well and kids are leaving the school, that should be an 
indication that they need more funding. That should be an indication that we need to do more to get the community 
involved to find out what it needs, so that we can get people to stay in the regions, go to those high schools and 
continue living there and building up businesses so that more people will come. 
I would like to see this budget and future budgets somehow address the cultural change that we need to say that 
the regions are a good place. Not only are they healthy and community-spirited places to raise children, but also 
people can live more cheaply in some areas. Some, I know, are more expensive, but there is less pressure on 
families to be involved in everything. There are more outdoor opportunities that may not cost as much as joining 
a gym or soccer club or whatever it is. Anything we can do to support the regions, even though it may cost a bit 
more in the initial stages, will support the industries that exist and the innovations that occur out there. We will 
support the income to the state that will be generated from our regional areas, as it has done forever. 
That is what I would like to see from this budget: money well spent to cater for the needs of everyone in the state 
and the people who cannot manage for themselves—the ones without the privilege we have that puts us in that 
position of being able to focus on ourselves. We are not here to focus on ourselves; we are here to focus on others 
and how we can support them. Therefore, the Greens support this budget. 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [3.37 pm]: I stand because I want to make a few comments about 
this budget. I have made my budget contribution, when I spoke at length about the investment needed in the 10-year 
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mental health and alcohol and drugs services plan. Of course, since giving that speech, I have become aware of 
a particular cut within the alcohol and other drugs services that I have been talking about during the winter recess. 
But it is still ongoing, so I want to talk about it today and draw it to members’ attention. It is one of those cuts that 
has been made that I put in the category of the few select issues that have been brought to this government’s 
attention. I really hope there is reconsideration of the decision to make this particular cut, and that there can be 
a change in the thinking around it. As my colleague Hon Diane Evers so rightly said, I think it is good when people 
make decisions to uncut things because it has been figured out that it is better not to. I think it is a sign of wisdom 
to do that—to listen and not to dig in and ignore what people are saying. I am talking specifically about the cuts 
to the Meth Helpline that were announced—$154 000 has been cut from the WA Meth Helpline. That came into 
effect at the beginning of July. People may not be aware of the history of the Meth Helpline. It was established 
about two years ago with about $200 000 in funding, which included funding for additional staffing of the alcohol 
and drug support service lines, which incorporated the Meth Helpline, and promotion of the service to encourage 
people to call the Meth Helpline. It was an initiative of the previous government as part of the overall strategy to 
try to deal with meth within this state. It was a good strategy. As I will demonstrate, it has also proven to be quite 
an important component of the battle to try to address meth within this state. 

I have been contacted by a number of constituents who have very real concerns about the immediate impact 
of those cuts on the community. Within the scheme of a massive budget, we are talking about a small amount of 
money for a very heavy investment. As I always do when I talk about these things, I acknowledge that we have 
a very tight set of books and that decisions about cuts have to be made. I cannot deny that difficult decisions have 
to be made when it comes to funding priorities, but I do not think that cutting funding for very important early 
intervention meth services is particularly wise thinking. As I said, I believe that the original allocation of funds for 
the service included a provision for promoting the helpline. Members may remember the ads a couple of years ago 
on TV that talked about the effects of meth and encouraged people to ring the dedicated helpline that had been set 
up. I understand why, in such a difficult fiscal environment, that component of the funding may be temporarily 
put on hold, but cutting staffing levels to the helpline just does not make sense. The staffing cuts we are talking 
about would reduce it from 75 shifts a week to 65 shifts a week. That will significantly reduce the capacity of that 
helpline. My concern is that making cuts to early intervention services that are designed to help people navigate 
the system is short-sighted. I think it will cost us more in the long run, both economically and, importantly, socially. 
I think it will prove to be a quite false economy. 

It is my strong view that these cuts are symptomatic of a worrying trend—that is, a divergence from the directions 
outlined in the very well considered, comprehensive and widely endorsed “Western Australian Mental Health, 
Alcohol and Other Drug Services Plan 2015–2025”. They are also at odds with the interim findings of the 
Sustainable Health Review and the recently released Methamphetamine Action Plan Taskforce community 
consultation report, which basically summarised some of the key issues we are facing in trying to address the meth 
crisis. There are a couple of comments that I particularly want to point out. The report acknowledged that, in many 
cases, when help is sought, it is difficult to know where to go. When people did locate services—these are people 
with whom the task force consulted—there were long waiting times to get treatment. People in the community are 
struggling at the moment to have their issues dealt with urgently. The task force heard that the system is complex 
and difficult to navigate and often not able to respond when people are in crisis. These issues are often compounded 
for people in regional WA. There are some other points that I will speak about in a moment. 

We already know that we are dealing with a complex system that needs as many pathways as possible so that 
people can easily access services, and particularly at those early crisis points. There is no question that meth is 
having a huge impact on Western Australians and that the government quite clearly considers it to be a priority 
issue, just as the previous government did, and as it should. It is a huge problem that needs to be addressed. We 
know that much money, time and effort has been invested in working out evidence-based approaches to reducing 
the impact of the harms of these drugs on the community, yet it seems that when it comes to implementing these 
measures, there is not enough commitment from this government to put its money where its mouth is to rebalance 
the system. That is what we need to do here. The latest wastewater drug monitoring program report showed that 
WA continues to have the highest regional levels of methamphetamine consumption in the country. We know that 
cutting back on the helpline will disproportionately impact people living in the regions. People in the regions do 
not have the same options to access face-to-face support as their metropolitan counterparts. There is already 
a shortage at a metro level, so the system is already under strain. It was found that a helpline was an effective way 
of assisting with the tyranny of distance. 

We know that the helpline has been working. The Meth Helpline has turned out to be a very well used service—it 
was struggling to meet demand even before the recent round of cuts. In fact, I have heard reports and seen figures 
that an estimated 4 000 calls to the helpline went unanswered last year, so it was already struggling to meet demand. 
Members may ask who is accessing this helpline. The answer is that a very broad range of people within the 
community are accessing it. It is estimated that about 50 per cent of the people who have been ringing the helpline 
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have been users and 50 per cent have been friends, family members and loved ones of users, who have been 
distressed. We are talking about people who are working. We are talking about fly in, fly out workers; tradies; 
small business owners; and professionals. Meth is an insidious drug that has an effect right across our community. 
It is highly addictive. It is very easy to get, unfortunately. People try it and are caught within the web of meth very 
quickly. Of the 50 per cent of people who were ringing the helpline who were not users, I am saddened to say that 
some were children of parents who were caught up in meth addiction. They had heard about the meth line and 
were ringing to get that very early support. There were also parents and other loved ones ringing the helpline. 
Significantly, another group that was regularly calling the helpline was our health professionals—our GPs. They 
did not know where to go to access services for patients they were dealing with. Other specific services, such as 
the Start Court for example, were accessing the Meth Helpline in order to get referral pathways. There were calls 
from emergency departments and grandcarers. This has been a very critical service acting as a first point of contact 
for a whole range of people in the community. They were able to quickly google and find out that there is 
a Meth Helpline. It was really well marketed and easy to find. They could immediately get on to people on the 
other end of the phone. 

I will say something about the people on the other end of the phone. These people are qualified and trained alcohol 
and other drug counsellors. Often they are social workers as well. They are highly trained. They are also trained 
in co-occurring AOD mental health issues. They are a very good first port of call for people to contact. A key 
objective of the 10-year mental health, alcohol and other drug plan is to make sure that we support system 
navigation, collaboration and integration so that people are supported to get to the right place at the right time. The 
helpline has been doing this. It has been playing a very key role in referring children of users, other family 
members, medical professionals and, of course, the users themselves onto other services. The reduction in funding 
of 10 shifts a week will significantly decrease the number of people being supported or linked into an appropriate 
service in a timely manner. It alarms me that this is going to be happening at the point at which people need it the 
most. As one of my frustrated constituents wrote, according to my notes — 

Why is it that the minute something is working, it is taken away? 

If anything, we need more hours of the service, not fewer. 

We also know that having access to help when a person is ready to seek it is a key determinant in the success of 
interventions. This fact was explicitly recognised again in the report released recently by the government. Page 6 of 
the report states — 

There is a small window between deciding to get help and when help needs to be provided, before 
dependent users return to using methamphetamine and retract from seeking help. Support needs to be 
made available as soon as the decision to seek help is made. 

We know that that is the key to success in ensuring that people are able to finally take that first critical, painful 
step in trying to address meth addiction. It is a small window. If people do not succeed in the first instance, do not 
think that people will necessarily keep trying. People will give up. We do not want that. We do not want that for 
them, for their families or for the community. We need to grab that window and make sure that it is as easy as 
possible, once someone wants help, to grab them and give them as much assistance as we possibly can. 

Another constituent whose family has accessed the service and found it to be incredibly valuable highlighted the 
importance of having a 24-hour service. For example, the volunteers at the Drug Court, or, as I mentioned before, 
the Start Court, recommend that those who have been put on a curfew access the helpline if they become agitated 
during the curfew hours. If they are not able to access the court when it is needed, there is a real risk that they will 
likely go out to try to find more drugs. 

The community alcohol and other drug services do not provide around-the-clock assistance, so it is not as simple 
as referring people who cannot access the helpline onto these services, nor is it as simple as referring people to our 
emergency departments, which people know are already choked up, considering it is emergency departments that 
rely on the helpline to provide those people with that emergency assistance. We know that the helpline is 
a necessary—in fact, I would argue, a very critical—part of the continuum of services needed to effectively support 
users and those impacted by their meth use. 

I am happy when this government comes back to this place and says that it has listened to the community and has 
decided to reverse decisions around funding cuts. I really hope that the government will put the funding of the 
meth helpline into this category. As I said, there is a way to almost put it on a bit of a holding pattern, in the sense 
that I recognise that right now the government may not have the money to further promote the service, although 
I have to say that it is really needed. At the very least, we need to maintain the current capacity of the meth helpline 
and in the future, frankly, we need to increase it quite significantly. Hopefully, at that point we can also increase 
the level of promotion so that people can access that service, because the one thing we want to do in this state for 
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the betterment of the community, and also for good financial management, is to make sure we deal with this issue 
of meth and help people get off it as soon as possible. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.55 pm]: I wish to contribute to the consideration of the bills. 
I believe we are dealing with these bills cognately so I am pleased to be contributing to the debate on the 
Appropriation (Recurrent 2018–19) Bill 2018 and the Appropriation (Capital 2018–19) Bill 2018. Like some other 
members, I have already made a contribution to the debate on the noting of the budget papers, but I draw to 
members’ attention that my contribution was made on Tuesday, 12 June this year, and that in the early part of my 
contribution I said — 

… 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. 

I go on to say — 

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. 

As events unfolded the following week during the estimates committee hearings, it became absolutely necessary 
for me to make a further contribution—in fact, far more than I could ever have possibly imagined. Allow me to 
explain. During my contribution on 12 June 2018 I spent some time drawing to members’ attention a sequence of 
events that I think most members would be familiar with, simply because most members are present during 
question time. It related to a series of questions that I had been asking the Leader of the House representing the 
Minister for Child Protection with respect to the matter of Roebourne. The genesis of this matter was in a question 
on notice that I asked last year, which states — 

I refer to the article “Paedophilia, the curse that stalks Pilbara town of Roebourne” published in 
The Australian on 23 September 2017, which stated that by June 2017 there were 184 victims of child 
sex offences, and I ask: 

(a) how many of the 184 victims are currently: 

(i) in the care of the department; 

(ii) not in the care of the department, but being monitored by the department; and 

(iii) not in the care of the department or being monitored by the department, but known to 
the department; 

(b) of the 184 victims, how many are no longer living in Roebourne as a result of intervention by 
the department; and 

(c) are any of the 184 victims currently residing with a person: 

(i) convicted of one or more child sex offences; and 

(ii) charged with one of more child sex offences? 

I put that question on notice on 1 November 2017. Members may be aware that the answer that came back on 
5 December 2017 reads as follows — 

Roebourne is a very small community and providing detailed information as asked by the member could 
result in the identification of children and young people affected. 

The Government is monitoring the current situation in Roebourne and is satisfied the Department of 
Communities is taking the necessary steps to appropriately protect and support children and families who 
have been affected. 

That was on 5 December last year. We then had the extra long summer recess—a decision made by the Labor 
government and the Leader of the House. Immediately upon our return after the extra long summer recess, on 
13 March I asked the following question—question without notice 5—of the Leader of the House representing the 
Minister for Child Protection — 

I refer to the answer on 5 December 2017 to my question on notice 486, which was asked on 1 November 
2017 about the 184 victims of child sex offences in Roebourne. 

(1) Has the minister received a briefing about this matter since 5 December 2017? 
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(2) If yes, can the minister now confirm that none of the 184 victims are currently residing with 
a person either charged or convicted with one or more child sex offences? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Yes, the minister is receiving regular updates about Roebourne. 

(2) The minister is satisfied that the Department of Communities continues to undertake the 
necessary actions to appropriately protect and support children and families in Roebourne. This 
is a complex situation and involves detailed and ongoing assessments. As information is 
received, the Department of Communities will always assess it to make determinations on the 
appropriate action that needs to be undertaken. Should a circumstance arise in which there were 
concerns about a child or children living with a particular individual or individuals, action will 
be taken to assess the safety of children in these circumstances and appropriate protective action 
will be taken. 

That wholly inadequate response on 13 March then led to a series of questions that I pursued with the Leader of the 
House representing the Minister for Child Protection. Ultimately, it led to my remarks on the budget papers on 
12 June this year. I concluded my remarks by saying — 

We plead to members opposite to speak to the Minister for Child Protection and the Premier and get an 
assurance from them that none of the 184 victims of child sex offences are living with a person who has 
been charged with or convicted of one or more child sex offences. They should do it for their own sake 
and for their own conscience. Even if it is the case that for the remainder of this term, this government 
never reveals that information, members opposite should satisfy themselves by speaking to the 
Minister for Child Protection or the Premier. They should have a private conversation with them, by all 
means, and ask for an assurance that this is not happening. At least members opposite would then have 
that assurance and that comfort. That would mean that something would be achieved out of this situation. 
It is apparent that the government is refusing to tell the Parliament of Western Australia what the situation 
is—all it has done is provide the most grotesque of evasive answers to a most serious matter. 

That is how the events unfolded, starting from the end of last year and culminating on 12 June 2018 when I made 
my remarks on the budget papers. As I indicated earlier, I had foreshadowed on that day that it may be necessary 
for people like myself and Hon Peter Collier, who were required to speak prior to the budget estimates week and 
potentially give a speech afterwards, depending on what happened as a result of the estimates week. At the time 
I said that, I had no idea what would transpire during the estimates hearing on child protection. Never before have 
I witnessed what I witnessed on that day. 
Part of the reason I am spending time doing this now is that I recognise that the five members of the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations—only five out of the 36 members of this place—have 
the privilege and a duty to be on that particular committee. The rest of us have the opportunity, as we so desire, to 
participate in hearings when we are informed of them. I recognise that most members of this chamber will not 
have been present on 20 June 2018 when this despicable performance took place in session 5 with the 
Department of Communities. It was a session, as I mentioned yesterday to the chair of the committee—I remain 
grateful to the committee for separating the different sections and sessions of the Department of Communities; 
that was a good decision by the committee and I applaud it for doing that—that was devoted solely to child 
protection. On that day—Wednesday, 20 June 2018—this is word for word what took place during that hearing. 
I asked — 

Perhaps let us ask it this way: have any of the witnesses here today briefed the Minister for 
Child Protection on the West Pilbara plan? 

The answer from Hon Sue Ellery was yes. I then asked — 
Which of those witnesses? 

The Leader of the House said — 
The director general. 

I asked — 
The director general is the only one of the witnesses here today that has briefed the minister on the 
West Pilbara plan? 

Hon Sue Ellery said — 
Is there some particular information you are seeking because other than asking members to go back and 
check their diaries, I do not want to give you information that might not be correct and I do not want to 
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ask them to go back and check their diaries unless I am sure that there is something that you are 
particularly looking for that we could be helpful about? 

I said — 
We are sure about the director general? 

Hon Sue Ellery said — 
I am sure about the director general. 

Then I asked — 
At the briefing at which the director general attended with the Minister for Child Protection, did the 
minister seek an assurance that none of the 184 victims of child sex offences in Roebourne are residing 
with a person charged or convicted with one or more child sex offences? 

Hon Sue Ellery said — 
I am not going to provide you with an answer to that question now because there are two parties that need 
to recall what happened. I am representing the minister and she is not here. I am happy to take that 
question on notice. 

I said — 
The director general is here. 

Hon Sue Ellery said — 
And I am providing you with the answer. 

I have never ever seen this type of obstruction that took place on this day. But it gets worse. I then said — 
And you have indicated to me that the director general was personally present and I am asking whether 
an assurance was sought at that briefing and he is, according to you, the only person present here before 
the committee who is in a position to answer the question. 

Hon Sue Ellery said — 
And I have given you the answer that I am going to give you. I am happy to take the question on notice. 

I said — 
You are refusing the director general to answer to the committee whether at the briefing he attended the 
minister sought an assurance. 

Hon Sue Ellery said — 
I give the answers and if I need assistance, I will ask for it from the agency officers who are here today. 

I said — 
That is right. 

Hon Sue Ellery said — 
The answer that I am giving you is that I am happy to take your question on notice. 

I asked Hon Sue Ellery — 
Minister, were you present at the briefing? 

Hon Sue Ellery said — 
No, I was not. Honourable member, I am happy to take your question on notice. 

It concluded with me simply saying — 
That is unsatisfactory. 

It took every ounce of restraint from me on that day to limit my remarks to “that is unsatisfactory”. That was the 
most despicable display that I have ever seen in an estimates hearing. I am gratified that the Leader of the House 
has arrived after attending to urgent parliamentary business. How could it possibly be that a witness before the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations is told by the minister representing that the only 
witness on that particular day is one individual, which is the director general, who is going to be in a position to 
answer the question and the committee is obstructed from getting that information? Why? It is because the minister 
responding says, “No, I’m going to take your question on notice.” I have never seen it before. There is absolutely, 
with respect, no point in the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations having hearings, calling 
witnesses, having before them witnesses with information within their personal knowledge and being obstructed 
from being able to obtain that information. There is no point in having the hearings.  
Hon Sue Ellery: Member, will you take an interjection? 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: No, I will not, honourable member. If Hon Sue Ellery wants to rise in due course and 
explain her conduct on that day, she is welcome to. She will have unlimited time to do it and I encourage her to 
do so. It was the worst display I have ever seen in nine years of Parliament by a minister answering a question. In 
politics it is one thing to have a difference of opinion—it happens all the time; it is a contest of ideas—but in this 
particular instance it had nothing to do with a difference of opinion. The committee was being obstructed from 
obtaining information by the one witness who was present who had the information at their disposal. That should 
never, ever happen. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Did you put the question on notice? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The honourable member took the question on notice—supplementary information E4—
and I am about to get to that. On the same day, Wednesday, 20 June 2018, when this despicable performance took 
place, further on I asked — 

… Has the director general briefed any other minister on the West Pilbara plan? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: What I might do, honourable member, is take that on notice as well and provide 
you with an answer as to which ministers were briefed and in that sense, I want to be clear about what 
I mean by the word “briefed” because ministers considered, as I indicated earlier, this initiative as part of 
the cabinet process. I will not be giving you any information that goes to the cabinet process. But if there 
were briefings that, let us accept the definition being that public officers meet with a minister for the 
purpose of briefing them on a particular subject, I will check that and I am happy to take that on notice 
and provide you with an answer. What I cannot provide you with is the process of cabinet consideration 
and that includes the subcommittee of cabinet as well. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The director general is sitting no more than 30 centimetres away from you. Are 
you willing to ask him whether he has briefed any other minister on the West Pilbara plan? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Honourable member, I have given you the answer to the question, which is that 
I am more than willing to provide you with an answer on notice that sets out how the briefings were 
conducted. The officers are here to assist me; if I think I need assistance from them, I will ask for it, 
otherwise I provide the answers. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that. I am asking you, are you prepared to ask the director general? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I have given you my answer. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I did not hear the answer. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I have said it twice. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can you repeat it for the benefit of the committee? Are you prepared to ask the 
director general? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not sure that this is a particularly helpful line of questioning but the answer 
I have given previously — 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that. It was not intended to be helpful. 

Hon Sue Ellery concluded and supplementary information E5 was taken. It is unbelievable that on that same day 
there was a second example, with the director general sitting in a chair as a witness before the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations, and this person is unable to provide information because the 
Leader of the House, the most experienced member opposite, the government leader, said she would not ask the 
gentleman sitting next to her 30 centimetres away. In fact, if I recall correctly, for the benefit of members, 
Hon Sue Ellery was sitting in the chair that Hon Alannah MacTiernan is sitting in at the moment and the director 
general was sitting in the chair that Hon Alanna Clohesy sits in. That was how close those two people were 
together, and the Leader of the House was unable—the truth is she was unwilling; it had nothing to do with her 
being unable—she was unwilling to turn her chair slightly to the right, speak to the director general, the person in 
charge of this particular department and ask a simple question. No, she was not prepared to do that; she had to take 
the question on notice. What a disgrace. Why have hearings if that is going to be the approach taken? 

By way of analogy, I want to draw members’ attention to a point of order taken by none other than Hon Sue Ellery 
on Wednesday, 19 June 2013. On that particular day Hon Sue Ellery said — 

We canvassed this type of matter in the previous Parliament. That is not a satisfactory answer to the 
Parliament. If the information is available and a member of Parliament asks for it, the obligation is on the 
minister to make it available to the member of Parliament when they ask for it. They do not refer them to 
another document; they do not refer them to a website; they provide the information. 
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How convenient that on 19 June 2013 Hon Sue Ellery is outraged that some information has not been provided to the 
Parliament, but in my case cannot even turn her chair to the right to talk to the director general 30 centimetres away. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4726.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm  
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