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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 10 October on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment) — 
That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 469A–D 
(budget papers 2017–18) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 7 September 2017. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.38 pm]: I rise to speak on the motion that we note the 
2017–18 budget papers. In doing so, I recognise this is the last week in which the noting of the budget papers will 
have priority in the Council. We still have a long list of members to get through; I think there will be some seven 
speakers today, four tomorrow and four on Thursday. It will certainly be a long week but an important one, 
nonetheless. I have forgotten how many times I have had to revise my speech notes, because we have had a few 
speed bumps along the way and a few interruptions to the debate. Nevertheless, we are here now and hopefully 
we will deal with the bills before year end. 
I first want to express some concerns about the budget. The Labor Party came to government with a significant 
swing. In the lead-up to the election, it promised all sorts of things and made a lot of commitments. Many of those 
promises and commitments have not been honoured in this budget. We were able to tease out some of those through 
the estimates process, from which I have obviously been able to benefit in making my contribution today. My 
contribution will obviously have a bit of a regional flavour, because I am concerned that this budget will impact 
more on people who live in the regions than it will on people who live in the metropolitan area. I do not think that 
people who live in the metropolitan area will see much difference from this change of government and this budget, 
although some of the metropolitan members who will be contributing to this debate this week may want to point 
out some differences. 
During my contribution to the Address-in-Reply debate to the Governor’s speech at the opening of Parliament, 
I referred to the Labor Party’s failure to make any significant policy and election commitments to my electorate 
of the Agricultural Region. Although the Labor Party recorded a significant swing in the seat of Geraldton, it failed 
to clinch that seat. Had the Labor Party been more dinkum about the Agricultural Region, it could have pulled off 
a win in that seat. 
The government has certainly had a bit of a bumpy start. We have heard a lot of rhetoric about the government’s 
mandate. I pointed out in my contribution to the disallowance motion on the proposed increase to the gold royalty 
that the Premier has a double standard. The Premier is constantly lecturing members on this side of the house about 
how we should not be budget wreckers and should agree to everything the government puts to this chamber. The 
Premier has a number of Labor members from Western Australia who are holding up and amending revenue and 
non-revenue measures in the Australian Senate. I will not delve into that issue because I have canvassed it 
previously. We are elected to this place to represent the people who elected us. Therefore, I do not feel obliged to 
support in any way, shape or form the dumb ideas that are put up by members of the Labor government. Unlike 
people in the Labor caucus, and unlike many of the many communities in regional Western Australia, we will not 
be bullied and intimidated by this government. We on this side of the house will continue over the next two and 
a half years to hold this government to account for what it said in the lead-up to the 2017 election. The government 
would have one skerrick of credibility had it been brave enough to take to the election the policies that have been 
revealed in this budget. It is clear that the Labor Party and the now Premier employed a small-target strategy. They 
lacked the will and the bravery to put their policies to the people of this state in the lead-up to the election. 
In the lead-up to the election, we put forward a plan for asset reinvestment. We also unashamedly took a position 
on the partial sale of Western Power. We faced a significant campaign by the unions on that issue. In the four years 
that I have been a member of this house, the Labor Party has taken the view that it is anti-privatisation. That position 
has been tempered recently with some noise about the potential privatisation of Landgate. There also seems to be 
a bit of a policy tussle between the state Parliamentary Labor Party and the lay Labor Party on the privatisation of 
Fremantle Port, and specifically the outer harbour. It will be interesting to see where the government lands on 
that issue. 
In the lead-up to the election, I do not recall that the Labor Party discussed any of the revenue measures that it is 
now proposing to implement. The Premier has said that he did not know that the financial position of this state 
was so bad. However, he would have had access to the Pre-election Financial Projections Statement, which 
forecast net debt at less than was forecast in the 2016–17 budget. In the lead-up to the election, the Labor Party 
said nothing about a $1 000 cap on wage increases for public servants. It said nothing about increases to payroll 
tax. The now Premier actually campaigned to stop an increase in the gold royalty, but after the election he 
attempted to implement such an increase. The Labor Party said nothing about capping concessions for seniors. 
That will cost seniors in this state $82 million over the forward estimates. The Labor Party said nothing about 
implementing a wagering tax, nothing about cancelling the first home owner grant boost, and nothing about 
reneging on the commitment to a 1.5 per cent wage increase for police. None of that was taken to the election or 
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even mentioned during the election cycle. I believe the small-target approach taken by this government was 
particularly gutless. 

We took to the election a policy of opposing an increase in the gold royalty. We also took to the election a policy 
of reducing the payroll tax obligation for small to medium-size businesses. That matter will be canvassed further 
when the payroll tax bill arrives in this place, potentially as soon as this week. We certainly will not go back on 
the position that we took to the election and the position on which our voters supported us. We took to the election 
a policy to increase the special lease rental on iron ore. That was canvassed widely by many in the community, 
and it would have had positive and negative impacts in various electorates across the state. It is interesting that on 
election day, Labor candidates around the state pulled out their “Jobs, Not Taxes” corflutes—which were proudly 
funded by the Chamber of Minerals and Energy—and displayed them at polling booths. I saw many Labor 
volunteers who refused to put up those signs. I heard one exchange in which a Labor volunteer said to a candidate 
that if they put up that sign, they would leave. There are obviously polarising views about that policy. 

I want to refer now to an opinion piece in The West Australian of 12 September by Gary Adshead. The article is 
titled “How a levy could fix Budget”. The article is not specifically about the special lease rental, which was the 
focus of the Nationals policy, but about what the Labor government should have done to help fix the budget. It 
states — 

It should have put a temporary $2 Budget repair levy on every tonne of iron ore exported from WA, and 
in doing so put the fiscal fix in fast. 

With iron ore miners expecting to ship between 817 million and 835 million tonnes of iron ore a year 
between now and 2021, WA would stand to make $6.6 billion over four years. Treasurer Ben Wyatt 
would then have a $3.72 billion operating surplus to work with. 

The $2 levy would have some ramifications for our GST share, but that would be years later. It would be 
in place until June 2021, and only while the iron ore price remained above $55 a tonne. 

Now, that’s a plan to put WA back on track. 

In contrast, the Labor Party’s opposition to our plan was obviously about jobs and GST, two things that it seemed 
to conveniently ignore when it proposed an increase in Western Australia’s gold royalty rate. Treasury has 
confirmed that up to 60 per cent of the revenue raised through the increase in the gold royalty would be lost beyond 
the forward estimates. 

I want to talk about state debt, which was obviously the focus of every conversation one would have about the 
budget and its requirements to focus on reducing state debt. Under the Labor government’s budget and forward 
estimates, net debt will peak at $43 billion. Despite this and despite everything that we heard from Mr McGowan 
about the state of the finances, certainly the Australian Labor Party showed no restraint in the commitments that it 
made in March this year. We heard from the Premier those famous words about paying down debt slowly and 
surely, just like paying off a house. He has obviously forgotten those words because we are not going to see the 
debt paid down in the Labor government’s first budget and over the next four years. The budget papers show that 
on 30 June 2017 net debt was $32.5 billion and is forecast to peak at $43.64 billion by 30 June 2021. That is an 
increase of $11.14 billion over four years and equates to roughly $2.785 billion a year, or almost $271 000 a day 
that the Labor Party will borrow over the next four years. 

I have heard some very misleading statements about how the Labor Party previously left Western Australia in such 
a strong financial position. I have often heard the claim bandied around that it left no debt. I want to talk about this 
briefly in my contribution today and draw some comparisons. The 2008–09 budget was Labor’s last; it lost an 
early election in September 2008. Under Labor’s last budget, net debt was set to peak at $7.91 billion at the end 
of the 2008–09 financial year. I am not quite sure which budget papers members who go out into the community 
and say that the Labor Party left Western Australia with no debt were reading. Even if I were kind and said that 
the Labor Party was not in government for all of that financial year and we went back to 2007–08, the estimated 
actual was $4.71 billion. Net debt was somewhere between those two figures when Labor lost the election in 
September 2008. Interestingly, in the Labor Party’s last budget in 2008–09, it had net debt tracking to 
$11.44 billion across the forward estimates, which I think is often missed in the commentary around the state’s 
current position. We have heard much about balancing the books but, unfortunately, I am struggling to find much 
in the budget papers that show its commitment. 

The slimmest surplus of $271 million is projected across the total public sector in 2020–21. That is a pipe dream 
if I ever saw one. I think it is safe to say that we will not see a budget surplus across the forward estimates. In fact, 
in the talking points that were kindly distributed to me by the mole in the Labor Party—it does not have a date, 
but I could go back and check the email—one of the questions is: “Are you funding METRONET; it was 
a $2.5 billion promise, but only $1.34 billion is allocated in the Budget?” The answer to that question, according 
to the Labor Party’s talking points, is a recognition that only $1.34 billion for Metronet is in the budget but that it 
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is committed to the $2.5 billion; it just has to do some more work on the business case development and scoping 
a number of other projects, which are listed. The document states that additional planning funding has been 
allocated for a number of Metronet priority projects, including the Morley–Ellenbrook line and the Byford rail 
extension and that as more detailed work is completed on these projects, additional funding will be announced as 
part of subsequent budgets. That is a significant funding shortfall in the forward estimates—albeit Metronet is 
a large infrastructure project—for the completion of a $2.5 billion project, if it is indeed going to cost $2.5 billion. 
How much it will cost Western Australia to deliver fully on that election commitment is another important 
question. The notion of having a $271 million total public sector surplus at the end of 2020–21 is just farcical 
unless there is some sort of radical change in the state’s finances. 
It might be presumed that many people are concerned about or perhaps embarrassed by the history of the Liberal 
and National Parties between 2008–09 and 2017–18, but I am certainly not one of those people. During that period, 
we spent $64 billion on infrastructure and it is widely recognised that some half a million people moved to 
Western Australia. They did not start on the day that we took office; the figures were already trending in that 
direction before then. To put that into perspective, it was the equivalent of about the population of Tasmania 
moving to Western Australia over a decade. I certainly would not want the population of Tasmania moving to 
Western Australia over a decade. We might have to consider our options with building walls or those sorts of 
things! That movement in population certainly puts immense pressure, regardless which government is in power, 
on providing core infrastructure and services. Those issues have been canvassed in this place on numerous 
occasions. It was estimated that 80 per cent of the projected $64 billion in asset investment spending was attributed 
to electricity, water, roads, health, housing, education, public transport and land. Those projects were really the 
pressure points in Western Australia. Hon Peter Collier covered many of these things in his reply to the budget 
speech but people often forget some of the issues the state faced when we came to office. We have talked before 
about trying to retain public servants in the public sector. I am not talking about bureaucrats; I am talking largely 
about nurses, teachers and police, who were being attracted elsewhere by significant salaries in the mining, oil and 
gas sectors. Shortly after taking office, we also faced a damning report into the state of Western Power’s 
infrastructure. People’s houses were literally burning down every fire season because of its failing infrastructure. 
That sort of failure does not happen in one term of government in the space of a few years or a decade; it was 
a failure over a long period and we had to significantly invest in Western Power’s network to simply make it safe. 
We saw a departing chief executive officer of the WA Country Health Service describe regional health services as 
“blatantly bloody unsafe”—a quote I think I will never forget. A good example of that was, on taking office in 
2008 and for a short period after, I could travel on a weekend across our state highway network from Kalgoorlie 
to Perth and not pass a single doctor on call at one of our public hospitals over that vast distance. There was, 
obviously, the dispute with the former health minister, Jim McGinty, over the Royal Flying Doctor Service, calling 
it a community interest group and refusing to fund it. Then, of course, rents in the Pilbara were exceeding 
$2 000 a week. If ever there was a public policy failure, we only have to look to the Pilbara to realise what can 
happen when governments do not do their job properly. A number of issues on a number of fronts simply required 
immediate and not insignificant investment. We only have to look at the money that continues to be put into 
Western Power for it to be able to operate its network safely. 
We often hear from members opposite that we are quick to criticise, but when we challenge them on things that 
the previous government did, they retreat to motherhood statements. I have not often seen a debate in this house 
or outside this place when they were prepared to name projects or to say, “We would’ve done that differently. We 
wouldn’t have committed to that project. We wouldn’t have spent that money there.” Often, they just go back to, 
“We would’ve done it better. We would’ve done it differently,” and things that are easy to defend. 
I think it is fair to say, as I stated, that the government has not had a smooth start, and I do not think that necessarily 
has anything do with the numbers in this place either. I think the government has faced a number of hurdles and, 
certainly reflecting on the regional development focus or lack thereof in this budget, I am quite comfortable in 
stating that this is certainly the worst regional development agenda since September 2008 when we took office. 
I challenge members opposite to jump up and compare and contrast that statement. 
This government has leapt to power. We often hear the line rattled out, which I do not dispute, that the Labor Party 
has more regional members of Parliament than any other. I am sure that is statistically accurate, but it then strikes 
me as a little odd that they in the Labor Party selected a Minister for Agriculture and Food and a Minister for 
Regional Development who lives in Mt Lawley. I find that a little odd. I certainly think that would be a significant 
slap in the face for many of the numerous regional members of the Labor Party in this place and in the other place, 
whom I am sure would have loved the challenge of particularly those two portfolios that have a very strong 
regional development focus. Although there are agricultural and food priorities in the metropolitan area, the 
agriculture and food portfolio is largely regionally focused. 
I think the Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food’s reputation certainly carried her for the first 
few months. It is certainly easy to govern when there is no budget, and it is very difficult to hold anyone to account 
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for anything because not much is known. Those first few months were not terribly difficult for the minister or the 
government but, I think, as time goes on, the feedback I get from the community about the minister is that there is 
very much a lack of detail around the government’s agenda in regional Western Australia. Lots of people are 
saying to me, “Well, she’s certainly not the minister we remember her to be when she was the minister,” for, I think 
planning and infrastructure, “under the former Labor government.” These are not things I am saying, but they are 
things that are being repeated to me. Obviously, to pay respect where it is due, Hon Alannah MacTiernan is held 
in high regard in the community across Western Australia, but I think certainly her participating in this government 
and its attack on regional development and royalties for regions in particular has certainly tarnished her reputation 
to a significant extent. 

When we come to basic scrutiny in this house, I recall in the week after the budget asking some fairly simple 
questions in question time about fairly contentious matters—things that I think a minister would have a three-page 
briefing note on in a “contentious issues” file that they would study the night before—and even on the most basic 
questions the minister struggled to answer. I am going to go through some of those and certainly some of the work 
that was done through the estimates, constrained as it was with the superagencies that now appear before estimates. 
I want to talk about some of those things in the time I have remaining. One thing is for sure: there can be no 
question that this budget was put together by a party dominated by Perth politicians. It might be the party with the 
most regional members of Parliament, but it is still one that is dominated by Perth members of Parliament, and 
that is certainly evident in the budget papers that we are noting today. 

With the Katanning Show last weekend, we have reached the end, largely, of the agricultural shows, field days 
and events that occur across my electorate. There are many of them; just about every town has one. They are really 
good opportunities for members to get out for no other reason than to be there to listen to people’s concerns and 
to make themselves available for people to raise an issue. I think regional Western Australians are very much 
engaged in the agenda of the Labor government. They have been coming up to me and talking to me about their 
concerns. Despite a majority of regional members of Parliament being from the Labor Party, we have seen a lack 
of commitment from many Labor members turning up and flying the flag at these local shows. Country people are 
not afraid of telling us what we are doing wrong. They do not often tell us what we are doing right, but they are 
not afraid of coming up to us and telling us what we are doing wrong. I think that some of that feedback, based on 
what I have been hearing, will be delivered to members of the Labor Party. 

I want to talk about some specific budget examples. Obviously, this is a time-limited debate, but one issue of real 
significant concern to me is the continued operation of the RAC rescue helicopter in the south west. It is quite 
extraordinary to think that we are standing here in the Parliament without any certainty about the future of this 
service. I note with interest an article in the Bunbury Mail on 13 September 2017—shortly after the state budget 
was handed down—entitled “Rescue team to remain in regional WA”, which states — 

Mr Punch said he recently took Emergency Services minister Fran Logan to the helicopter’s new rescue 
base at Bunbury Regional Airport and the pair saw first hand the ability for the service to provide critical 
care in emergency situations. 

“It is a fundamental safety and health issue and I’m pretty confident about the ongoing support for 
a rescue helicopter service in the South West,” Mr Punch said. 

Mr Logan told the Mail an announcement about further funding for the helicopter service will be made 
at the appropriate time. 

Obviously, the budget is not the appropriate time, because the budget has shown that there is no funding for the 
rescue helicopter beyond 30 June this year. I guess the next opportunity will be in the midyear review, which is 
not all that far away or, indeed, just simply the minister or the Premier coming out and saying something positive 
about the future of this service. Given that the contract life of this Bunbury-based service is coming to an end, 
I would think that that decision, or at least that confidence around government making a decision, would be 
forthcoming. But I have not heard that yet. Obviously, those people who live in regional Western Australia know 
that our rate of death and serious injury is so much higher than it is in Perth. That reminds me of the contempt with 
which the former health minister, Jim McGinty, held the Royal Flying Doctor Service as a community interest 
group in terms of its funding and the government’s commitment to its ongoing service in regional 
Western Australia. The issue with this issue in particular is not that a decision might not be made before 30 June; 
rather, it is within the scope of the government to make a decision. When we look at royalties for regions, with the 
amount of cost shifting that has occurred, we see it is almost fully committed over the next four years, particularly 
in years 3 and 4. There is very little scope for the government to make commitments without increasing expenditure 
or changing the service delivery that is on offer, and obviously that is a live option because we do not have any 
commitment. Before the estimates committee hearings, the Treasurer said that he was concerned about the number 
of aircraft the state has, both leased and owned, and that he wanted to take a more whole-of-government approach 
to the procurement of aircraft. After hearing that, I used it on a number of occasions during estimates to try to 
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identify which agency would undertake the review, the review’s terms of reference and when the review would be 
complete. The review in itself does not sound like a bad thing in terms of having better coordination across 
government for very expensive pieces of equipment, whether they be owned or leased by the state. There are 
a number of aircraft across a number of agencies and some of their costs were detailed during estimates. The fact 
that I am unable to find a skerrick of fact that supports the Treasurer’s statement of an ongoing commitment to the 
RAC rescue helicopter in Bunbury was prefaced on the fact that this review would deliver an outcome for 
government. When Department of Fire and Emergency Services representatives sat across from me in the chamber 
and I asked about them about the review, they looked blankly at me. In the end, they deferred questions to Treasury, 
and Treasury said that it thought it was with the Department of Finance, but it really relates to the State Fleet, 
which is motor vehicles, so there does seem to be some confusion about whether there will be a review. One thing 
is for certain: services such as the RAC rescue helicopter and the Royal Flying Doctor Service are core service 
delivery in regional Western Australia. We would simply lose more people to death or serious injury if we did not 
have resources such as those available. 

Another issue that I want to talk about is the Country Age Pension Fuel Card, an initiative of the Nationals in 
opposition in 2008, which arose from the then Labor Party in government and the Liberal Party in opposition 
making commitments about free transport for seniors on the public transport system—a policy that exists today. 
Obviously one of the inequities that exists between metropolitan and regional areas is the lack of public transport 
in regional areas. Even if that policy were extended, the opportunity to access it in the public transport offering is 
fairly limited, and the policy of the Country Age Pension Fuel Card arose from that. It helps to pay for fuel and/or 
taxis to assist people in the regions with mobility. One of more recent initiatives in the last few years was to 
increase the fuel card based on the consumer price index. The Labor Party went to the election and said that it 
would not make any changes and that the fuel card was safe: “Nothing to see here; the National Party is 
scaremongering once again.” But the first budget has confirmed that although the Country Age Pension Fuel Card 
has been retained, certainly the CPI annual increase has not and that will result in a reduction in real terms in the 
value of the Country Age Pension Fuel Card over the next four years of probably not an insignificant amount. It 
was disappointing to see that announcement in the budget. 

One issue that I have pursued on a number of occasions in this place has been reduction in funding to support 
regional childcare services. When the Liberal and National Parties were in government, we started a fund called 
the regional community childcare development fund. It offered strategic grants with funding of up to 
$25 000 available for regional education and care organisations to undertake projects that would contribute to 
long-term viability or sustainability of their services and a collective of organisations and/or the broader regional 
education and care sector. Funding was available for projects for innovation and planning within and between 
organisations. Secondary to that, operational grants with funding of up to $15 000 in a 12-month period were 
available for regional education and care services to undertake projects to increase their sustainability. Funding 
was available for operational expenses, professional development and training, information technology, capital 
equipment and governance. For those members who have not been to a small town childcare centre, many of them 
struggle to keep their doors open. Many of them face thin markets and cannot capitalise on economies of scale that 
are evident in commercial childcare centres. This small but important funding stream was the lifeblood to many 
regional childcare centres. I know from my time briefly working in Canberra that many of them were further 
challenged by the introduction of the national quality framework, which was introduced by the then Labor 
government; I think Minister Kate Ellis introduced it. The national quality framework in itself is not a bad thing, 
but the problem is that if policies such as that result in increasing viability concern over small childcare centres as 
an example, are we better off having a small childcare centre that may not meet all aspects of the national quality 
framework or none at all? Policymakers particularly distant from places such as small wheatbelt childcare centres 
and policymakers in Canberra do not fully understand the impact that these policy decisions can have on the 
provision of these services. Many of these childcare centres are run voluntarily and many are not for profit. Many 
operate on the sniff of an oily rag and trying to convert them into a commercial model is not viable. Many of them 
do not operate five days a week; some operate part time and some do occasional care. There are some mobile 
childcare facilities that travel to small towns and do a day in one town and a couple of days in another. 

To draw some comparisons, members would be well aware of the statistics around access to Medicare funding and 
funding from the pharmaceutical benefits scheme. Obviously if regional towns in Australia, and in Western Australia 
more so, do not have access to primary health care such as a doctor, a general practitioner or a pharmacist, 
accessing the many billions of dollars that are available through Medicare or the PBS is simply not possible. That 
is often the largest driver of inequity in these types of funding streams in regional Australia and it is no different 
for regional child care. In 2013–14, the federal government spent $7.7 billion on child care, and I assume that that 
has only increased in the years since. The importance of child care is widely recognised in not only the formative 
development of children but also in the importance of returning mums and dads to the workforce. In a regional 
context, in a small town that could mean the difference between having an accountant, a dentist, a GP, someone 
who works for the shire, a hairdresser—a whole range of services and functions that are delivered in those 
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communities. When I asked Hon Alannah MacTiernan about this in in this place, her answer was that the 
government cannot fund all programs—I understand that; governments are constrained by finances—but it is about 
priorities and I would have thought that the small amount of money that was contributed to regional childcare 
centres would have been a priority of this government for all the reasons that I have outlined. I will talk a bit more 
about priorities later. 

We saw the cancellation of an $8.7 million upgrade of Moora Residential College, a decision that concerns me. 
I was a former student of Moora Residential College as well as Central Midland Senior High School. 
Moora Residential College is in need of major upgrades. It was built in the 1970s and has not seen any major 
investment since that time. Over the last eight and a half years there have been significant upgrades to many of our 
state-owned and run residential colleges, although this one was very much in the back end of the program, with 
work due to commence this financial year. It is disappointing to see this for the only facility between Perth and 
Geraldton that can take a residential boarder alongside a senior high school. Its future is certainly in question 
without some significant funds to make the residential college safe. We have only to look at the building condition 
audit undertaken in the last couple of years that informed the scope of works to be undertaken to the latter end of 
this financial year. Some issues that arose in that report are quite disturbing. I would think that because of the high 
risk factor on these types of boarding facilities, addressing some of those things would be a priority. I will continue 
to advocate for, and raise that, with the minister. Through estimates we learnt that some work has been done by 
the department to scope some maintenance works for the college. We will see the sort of funding attached to that.  

I will talk about community resource centres—another really important service in regional Western Australia. 
Over 2017–18 and 2018–19 there will be a $13 million allocation to CRCs, off the back of a $39.9 million 
allocation in 2016–17—so a reduction from last year to this financial year. What is most concerning is that from 
2019–20 and 2020–21 funding for the CRC network will drop to $8 million, meaning a $5 million annual reduction 
in funding to the 106 community resource centres that service Western Australia—many of them in our smallest 
regional communities. The government has announced a review that will consider the function and location of the 
network. Interestingly, while announcing that review it also announced a $5 million cut. We kind of know where 
the review will go. There was obviously a mid-tender process change to the terms and conditions of the CRC 
tender that had already gone out; applications had closed. A reduction to the CRC network really runs contrary to 
the rhetoric that we hear about local jobs, local service delivery, decentralised government and getting more people 
back into the regions. It really runs contrary when we look at the modern day CRC and its offering in many of our 
communities. We have seen senior members of the Labor Party, including the Premier, dismissing CRCs as having 
been replaced by the smartphone, and that simply shows us and those with a CRC in their community that it is 
time for those government members to visit one, see what they do, and talk to their volunteers, trainees and the 
community about the value the CRC network offers.  

We have had a bit of a debate during members’ statements about CRCs, so I will not prolong my contribution on 
them, but I will read an extract from the speech of Hon Darren West when he addressed the conference of CRCs 
earlier this year. He said — 

The CRCs have proven to be fantastic, co-operative partnership relationships between State Government 
and local communities, and we want that to continue, and that will continue. We have no plans to close 
any CRCs. We have no plans to reduce services in any CRCs. What we do have a plan to do is to limit 
government expenditure right across Royalties for Regions and right across government, and we want to 
work with you in a way to find that. 

During members’ statements Hon Darren West confirmed that they were his words to the conference. A facilitator 
at the conference shot out a Facebook post that stated, according to my notes — 

Great. Welcome news by Hon Darren West. No funding cuts or service reductions to CRCs. 

Hon Darren West claims he was taken out of context, but if he was taken out of context why did he share the post 
on his official Facebook page? He was happy to continue to tell CRCs that they had nothing to worry about, while 
leaving the heavy lifting to the Minister for Regional Development to tell the truth about a $5 million reduction in 
fewer than two years’ time from 2019–20.  

A number of other things have gone, including Westlink and the community pools revitalisation program. Not 
many members would be familiar with the community pools revitalisation program. It had funding of $3.3 million 
per annum—not a lot of money. It was funded for $3.3 million in 2015–16 and 2016–17. It has funding of 
$500 000 in this year’s budget, and then nothing in the forward estimates. This is interesting because people who 
live in small and large communities know that swimming pools never make money. Usually local governments 
are the owners and operators of them, and they never, ever recover the costs of maintaining swimming pools. 
Despite all the things we know about why swimming pools are a positive contributor to the community for health, 
sport and recreation, learning to swim and bringing communities together and all those things—the reasons we 
support swimming pool programs—they do not make any money. In fact, in small communities they really are 
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a cost burden. I have heard examples of the local swimming pool in some small local government areas being their 
largest expenditure behind road maintenance. That does not surprise me at all.  

What surprises me is that leading into this election we heard many things from the Labor Party, and indeed the 
now Premier, about the sustainability of infrastructure. Certainly since the Labor Party won government and before 
we had a budget, a lot was said about how the government would be helping to deal with the sustainability of 
infrastructure in communities. This program was all about particularly helping small local governments to run, in 
a safe way, swimming pools or aquatic centres. There was funding of up $32 000 per annum for each aquatic 
centre, and $10 000 per annum for each water playground, and that was dependent on the infrastructure they had. 
That funding could be used for a range of things. The objectives of the program were to provide financial assistance 
to regional local governments that have an aquatic centre, to maintain and upgrade infrastructure, improve 
facilities, including the development of new programs, and to purchase new equipment. It was to ensure that 
aquatic centres continued to be safe and vibrant places that encouraged physical activity, a healthy lifestyle and 
participation in sport and recreation. That small amount of $3.3 million went from this budget.  

Members may jump up and criticise and say, “Well, $3 million here, $7 million for the rescue helicopters, some 
more money there; all that adds up and we had to remove all these things from the budget because we had to 
balance the budget”, not that the government balanced the budget. It is important to contrast these decisions to 
reduce expenditure with where the government will increase expenditure. I will touch on a couple of things. I think 
there is probably no better example than in the Kimberley and the Labor government’s so-called remote swimming 
pool program. There is $15.5 million in the budget for the Kimberley swimming pool program. Through budget 
estimates we learnt that this is for swimming pool infrastructure in Balgo and Kalumburu. It is interesting that in 
the very short period following the handing down of the budget we learnt that Kalumburu does not want 
a swimming pool. First of all we heard from the local Aboriginal corporation business manager Melissa Taylor 
that apparently they had been lobbying the government for a $2.5 million water park. Their reasoning included the 
avoidance of support and maintenance issues, as well as health and safety issues. I will quote from ABC Kimberley 
news online on Friday, 8 September. If I am not mistaken, that was the Friday after the state budget. The article 
states — 

The Kalumburu Aboriginal community was allocated a $7 million pool in Thursday’s state budget, but 
what they actually wanted was a cheaper water park, and could have spent the difference on domestic 
violence prevention. 

While the idea of a pool had been around for a few years, the community had approached the 
WA Government to say what they wanted out of the Royalties for Regions program was a water park at 
a cost of $2.5 million. 

Safety issues around staffing and maintaining a swimming pool at one of Australia's most remote 
communities of 500 mostly Aboriginal residents made a water park a better option, said 
Kalumburu Aboriginal Corporation’s business manager Melissa Taylor.  

“If the Government asked the community what they wanted, … they would say a water park … Ms Taylor 
said. 

“A swimming pool leads on to a whole range of other issues in support and maintenance … but primarily 
health and safety issues, relating to the management of a swimming pool in a remote community.” 

That is my first quote from the article. This minister promised us that the government would deliver royalties for 
regions better, make better decisions, provide stronger government processes and be more restrained with taxpayer 
funds. The article then quotes the minister — 

The Government defended the lack of consultation over the swimming pool announcement, with 
Minister for Regional Development Alannah MacTiernan saying they had limited time for community 
consultation, having been in Government for just six months. 

“We were putting together the budget as best we could within the time,” Ms MacTiernan said. 

The minister said the funding announced in the budget could be redirected into other projects, following 
consultation with the community. 

“Absolutely happy to talk to anyone about how they can restructure their funding,” she said. 

This is really interesting. Is this how the government now allocates taxpayers’ money? It says, “Well, if you don’t 
like what we’ve given you, let us know what you want and we’ll fund that instead.” This is from the minister who 
lectures members on this side of the house on decision-making and governance and business case development. 
This is not an isolated example; there are many examples around the state. I recall the minister only recently telling 
the Shire of Esperance that if it wanted money for its jetty, the government would cancel one of its other projects. 
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If this is the pinnacle of governance and financial responsibility shown by the Minister for Regional Development, 
we are in for a bit of strife over the next few years. 

The minister’s explanation was pathetic. When I pursued this issue in the estimates hearings, I asked — 

c) What consultation occurred with the communities identified in (a) — 

Balgo and Kalumburu — 

prior to the announcement? 

The announcement was the budget. In answer to Kalumburu, the minister said — 

The Member for Kimberley consulted with community elders prior to the announcement. Housing plan 
to engage with Kalumburu Aboriginal Corporation and the Aboriginal Lands Trust … in the coming 
weeks. 

That is not a great reflection on either the minister or the member for Kimberley, who seems to be the only person 
who consulted prior to the government making a $7.5 million commitment to a swimming pool in the Kimberley. 

Let us move on. Another thing that we have heard from the Minister for Regional Development is her complete 
opposition to projects that aim to improve amenity in regional towns. God forbid we might have a bit of amenity 
in regional communities! I am sure that it is not a problem for the minister, who lives in the leafy suburb of 
Mt Lawley, but many country communities pride themselves on their amenity—more than metropolitan 
communities do. We have heard the minister rail against what she calls town centre developments and petunia 
projects. I must admit that I almost fell off my chair when I was reading the budget papers on the Thursday 
afternoon after the budget had been handed down and I saw a $200 000 entry statement sign for Bunbury. This 
minister had made so much noise about it that we thought she would tighten up these sorts of things and we would 
not have anything that looks good in our communities as it would all be about jobs, jobs, jobs—whatever that 
means. At the estimates hearings I asked whether the minister could provide a business case for this $200 000 sign. 
I think most people in Western Australia know where Bunbury is, so do we really need a $200 000 sign to let us 
know? Apparently, we do. I asked for the business case and the answer was — 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development will be working with the City of Bunbury 
to further develop and define the project. 

There is $200 000 in the budget for a project that has no business case. We are not even close to having a business 
case. The department will work with the City of Bunbury to work out how to spend $200 000 on a sign in Bunbury. 
Seriously! I do not know how Labor members are saying that they are really sorry about all the cuts they have to 
make to funding for people’s communities, but it is all right because there will be a $200 000 sign in Bunbury and 
a $7.5 million swimming pool in Kalumburu that the community does not want and a bunch of other things that 
I will probably run out of time to mention. 

I do not want to pick on the south west, but there seem to be a few pearlers in the south west. This takes me to the 
Mandurah car park issue. Through royalties for regions, the government has invested $16.1 million in a multistorey 
car park at the Mandurah train station. I assume that if someone is jumping on the train at Mandurah and parking 
their car in a multistorey car park, more often than not it would be to leave the place. I am not sure how building 
a multistorey car park so that people can exit the regions has a regional development focus. Nevertheless, 
$16.1 million has been invested and this is a priority for Labor. Do not be mistaken; this is only half of it. The 
budget papers reveal that the government will seek a matching contribution from the commonwealth. Therefore, 
it is a $32.2 million car park. If the federal government comes to the party with another $16.1 million for this 
multistorey car park, it has more dollars than sense. 

That takes me to the Geraldton election commitments. Not many commitments were made. There was lots of small 
stuff, but the biggest commitment in Geraldton was for the hospital. There is nothing in the budget. When we look 
at my questions in estimates, we see that there is not even a commitment to a time frame. The minister responded 
that the government is working on scoping the project and developing a business case and it will get there 
eventually, maybe. 

I have talked about the Esperance jetty and the way in which the minister is making decisions around the 
reprioritisation of projects. We could not leave the debate without talking about the cost shift. Some $861 million 
of the budget will be cost shifted into royalties for regions. To its credit, Labor put it front and centre in budget 
paper No 1. The speech spelt it out and it was largely spelt out in the budget papers. It is almost as though Labor 
is proud that it has cost shifted $861 million of the consolidated fund to royalties for regions. 

One of the most disturbing things in the budget—I do not know how anyone can defend this—is the reduction in 
funding for the boarding away from home allowance. This affects families in our communities that have no option 
other than to send their kids away to boarding school. I was one of those. My town was hardly remote, but we did 
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not, and still do not, have access to a senior high school in my community. My parents were not wealthy, so they 
relied upon assistance from state and federal programs such as the boarding away from home allowance and the 
assistance for isolated children schemes offered by the commonwealth. It is a really sad day when we have reached 
the point at which we cannot offer equity for those families who have to send their kids away to board. I will read 
an extract of a letter that I received from one family in Beacon. To protect their identity I do not want to name 
them, but the family wrote to me — 

I have read with frustration, the media reports and political commentary relating to the phasing out of the 
Royalties for Regions component of the Boarding Away from Home Allowance. As someone who is 
passionate about living in regional WA, I am becoming increasingly despondent about the number of 
government decisions which are striking at the heart of regional WA. 

Our family runs a farming business on the edge of the Wheatbelt, 80km from the nearest high school. We 
will be directly impacted by this decision as will everyone in our small community. 100% of students 
graduating from our local primary school go on to board for secondary school. 

The Boarding Away from Home Allowance is only available to the small number of families who are 
sufficiently isolated from a high school to qualify for the Assistance for Isolated Children. The allowances 
from Federal and State government have not been indexed to inflation, nor anywhere near the rate of 
increase of private education costs. The Royalties for Regions component of the Boarding Away from 
Home Allowance provided some relief so it is incredibly disappointing that it will be phased out. 

These decisions will impact on this family in my electorate and I cannot even look them straight in the face and 
say that these decisions are necessary because the government has had to make some really strict expenditure 
decisions in the budget, because it simply has not. I will continue to spend the next three and a half years reminding 
people in regional Western Australia how this government has its priorities wrong in this budget. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.39 pm]: I am pleased to rise to contribute to consideration of 
order of the day 16. I note that on the “Order of Business”, which lists the orders of the day, order of the day 16 
asks us — 

… to take note of Tabled Paper No. 469A–D (2017–2018 Budget Statements) … 

As I understand it, it is a matter of procedure in this place that the tabled papers are categorised and provided 
a number and that form of administrative system works very well here in the Legislative Council. In accordance 
with that categorisation system, the papers that were laid on the table on Thursday, 7 September this year were 
given the number 469A–D. What is interesting is that immediately after that categorisation was provided by this 
house, which works very well, we found in brackets the words “2017–2018 Budget Statements”. I wonder whether 
that is an accurate description of the documents that were tabled on that day. It is, of course, conventional and 
customary and, some might say, appropriate that the administrative procedures of this house provide some kind of 
descriptor in the categorisation system. After all, if we were to very boringly consider tabled paper 469A–D, a lot 
of members, including me, would have no idea what that tabled paper was. Helpfully, the administrative 
procedures of this house added the words “2017–2018 Budget Statements”. However, I am not sure that those 
words necessarily appear in the bundle of documents that were tabled on that day. Of course, there is a bundle of 
documents, but somebody has decided to categorise them and say that they are the 2017–18 Budget Statements. 

The lead speaker for the opposition did a fantastic job of analysing the tabled papers and I commend him for his 
excellent speech, albeit it was quite some time ago. I wonder whether the opposition should consider moving some 
form of amendment to rename the descriptor, because it concerns me that the bundle of documents that were tabled 
on 7 September 2017 are a far cry from what I would describe as a set of Budget Statements. In my short 
contribution this afternoon, I will resist using the “p” word, because the last time I used the “p” word in this house, 
it caused some consternation from members opposite. As a descriptor, we could call it the Budget Statements 
from the boy with the very long nose. We could use the descriptor of the 2017–18 fictitious statements. 
Nevertheless, today we are considering tabled paper 469A–D, which, so that nobody is confused, is considered to be 
the 2017–18 Budget Statements—and I might say Budget Statements in inverted commas, in my respectful opinion. 

I find it extraordinary that the newly elected Labor government, at the very first opportunity it had to table 
documents in this place outlining its fiscal plan for the future, would only confirm that the people of 
Western Australia were misled prior to the election. To support my accusation that WA Labor misled the people 
of Western Australia in the lead-up to the March 2017 election, I will raise three things in particular. I want to 
highlight and bring to the attention of members the misleading and deceptive conduct by WA Labor in the lead-up 
to the election on, firstly, the gold royalty; secondly, what I will describe as a job tax; and, thirdly, the cuts to 
frontline services. Let me begin with a matter that has had quite a high profile in recent times. Of all the misleading 
and deceptive conduct by WA Labor in the lead-up to the March 2017 election, the one that has received the 
highest profile has been the proposed increase in the gold tax. Of course, members will well recall 21 February, 
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and I suspect that members from the WA Labor Party will consider 21 February a day that they would rather forget. 
That was the day when their leader, who continues to be the leader at least for the time being, told 
Western Australia that there would be no new taxes. He said on that same day that there would be no increases in 
taxes and that he would release all his revenue-raising measures before polling day. They are three categorical 
things that he said he would do. Of course, as we now know, and we have had a debate recently in this place about 
it, he misled the people of Western Australia. Despite the fact that he said that there would be no new taxes, there 
would be no increases in taxes and he would reveal all his revenue-raising measures, what did he do in this 
so-called budget in the next episode in the adventures of “Mr P”? We found that at the very first opportunity, he 
sneakily and shiftily brought in a gold royalty increase. Thankfully, the Legislative Council has quite properly said 
to the now Premier, “This is not on. On behalf of the people of Western Australia, we call you out for your 
misleading and deceptive conduct on 21 February and we say no to the increase in the gold royalty.” I congratulate 
members of this chamber for that decision, which we took when we last met. This, of course, is not the only episode 
in this adventure of misleading and deceptive conduct by WA Labor on 21 February 2017—a day that I intend to 
regularly remind members of, at least until such time as someone from WA Labor has the decency to acknowledge 
that on 21 February the people of WA were misled. I will continue to remind members opposite of 21 February 
until such time as someone takes responsibility for the despicable behaviour on that day. 

In fairness, I recognise that that is a bitter pill for many members opposite, because they have no control over the 
words that are communicated by their leader. On 21 February, their leader—who was elected by them—told the 
people of Western Australia that there will be no new taxes and no increases in taxes, and he will release all of his 
revenue-raising initiatives. Members opposite cannot control what comes out of the now Premier’s mouth. 
However, they must be held to account for it. They have a responsibility to say to their leader, “You said that on 
behalf of all of us. You have now put all of us to shame by doing the exact opposite, and it has to stop.” If members 
opposite are content with that misleading and deceptive conduct on 21 February this year, it follows that in the 
lead-up to an election, there is absolutely no point in spending any money, there is no point in doing any advertising 
and there is no point in having any debate, because all that will ever happen is a repeat of 21 February 2017. Every 
election will just be an episode of Groundhog Day, in which leaders in our community and prospective Premiers 
will be able to say whatever they like and after the election do the exact opposite. That has to stop. The people of 
Western Australia are fed up with that. That is precisely why former Prime Minister Hon Julia Gillard got herself 
into hot water. She said before the election, “There will be no carbon tax under a government that I lead.” However, 
after the election, she did the exact opposite. The Premier of Western Australia, Hon Mark McGowan, said before 
the election that there will be no new taxes and no increases in taxes, and he will release all of his revenue-raising 
measures. However, after the election he did the exact opposite. The Premier might say that if it was good enough 
for Hon Julia Gillard when she was the Prime Minister of this nation, it is good enough for him. In my view, the 
people of Western Australia have had enough of this. 

Sadly, this is not the only example of the Premier’s misleading and deceptive conduct. Hot on the heels of the 
Premier’s deceptive attempt to increase the gold royalty rate is an attempt to increase payroll tax in this state. When 
I was running my law firm, our external accountant told my business partner and me that we would have to pay 
payroll tax. We had grown our law firm from four or five staff to just over 30, and he said that we had reached the 
payroll tax threshold, which at the time was about $750 000. I said to him, “Let me get this right. If we employ one 
more person and pay them”—because obviously they are not working pro bono; quite reasonably, the staff want to 
be paid—“we would have to pay extra tax?” and he said, “Yes, that’s exactly right.” I said, “That system stinks!” 
Of course, this system applied to not only my small business at the time; it applied to many businesses. In that 
instance, I was ignorant of the regime that existed. However, ignorance is no excuse, and when I recognised that 
I would have to pay that extra tax, I was able to formulate a plan with my business partner to factor in that 
arrangement and ensure the continuing growth of our firm, in full knowledge of what was required under the regime. 

However, in this instance, we have a very shifty government. On 21 February, the Premier said to law firms like the 
one in which I was involved, other small businesses and big businesses, “Vote for me. I’m the cousin of the guy with 
the long nose. You can trust me. You can take me at my word. There will be no increases in taxes.” Therefore, small 
businesses, medium-sized businesses and big businesses that were subject to payroll tax said, “Terrific! We love the 
boy from Rockingham. Let’s vote him in. We’re tired of the member for Cottesloe. We’ve decided to switch sides. 
We’ll take him at his word. It’s 21 February, not April Fool’s Day. We can trust him. He’s a very experienced member 
of Parliament. He’s been around for a long time.” As I said in a recent debate, just because someone is experienced 
does not mean they are good. It just means they have been around for a long time. On 21 February, the people of 
Western Australia heard what the now Premier said and thought, “You beauty! I’ve got nothing to worry about, 
because this guy has said there will be no increases in taxes.” However, in the first budget of this Labor government, 
the tabled papers that we are considering today—the 2017–18 Budget Statements—the government has broken that 
commitment. The government first tried shiftily to increase the gold royalty. It now hopes that everyone has fallen 
asleep and is not paying attention and is shiftily trying to increase payroll tax. That is the standard that has been set 
by this Premier—in his first term, mind you! 
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When a member of Parliament is elected Premier of this state, they have to present themselves to the Governor of 
this state. I have never done that, of course, and being a member of this wonderful institution, the 
Legislative Council of Western Australia, I am safe from that ever happening. I have never witnessed that 
procedure, but I assume they would have to take an oath. I assume they would also have to sign a document, and 
they would probably be given a very nice pen by the Governor — 

Hon Adele Farina: You know a lot about it for someone who has not been there! 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I might do that during one of the adjournments, just to clarify the procedure. 

The ink on that document would not even have been dry when the member for Rockingham, Hon Mark McGowan, 
the now Premier of Western Australia, said, “Let’s increase the gold royalty and let’s increase payroll tax. No-one 
will remember 21 February 2017. They will all forget about it.” 

I remember reading an article—it is a shame I do not have it at my fingertips—about a famous rock star and singer 
who became a minister in the federal Parliament. I remember reading an article about a person like that that indicated 
something along the lines of him getting caught out, maybe in an airport lounge. He said something about, 
“Don’t worry about it. We just say these things now; we’ll sort it all out later”—or words to that effect. I am happy 
for members to correct me at a later stage of today’s sitting and provide the actual words that took place during that 
episode if they have any concerns that I have somehow misconstrued this episode. It is remarkable that these 
individuals represent the Labor Party and this is its standard. If this is the standard in the federal team, I guess it can 
be applied in the state team. That must have been what went through the Premier’s mind on 21 February this year: 
“Let’s not let the ink dry.” Members opposite might think that the Premier has had two strikes, but think that 
“We’re okay; we’re going to hold him to account before he gets to his third strike”, because, being the honourable 
members that they are, and being very concerned about the integrity of the political system in Western Australia, if 
they find that their leader strikes out for a third time, they will shift him and bring in the member for Victoria Park. 
I understand if that is what members opposite are thinking; that would be quite reasonable. 

Hon Tjorn Sibma: Or the member for Willagee—I don’t know; there are lots of options. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Who knows? If that is what members opposite are thinking, I encourage them to be in 
a heightened state of alert because the cousin of the boy with the long nose is skating on thin ice. I draw to 
members’ attention, as a possible third strike—I am being very charitable to members opposite here—the pay 
dispute with WA Police. I say that I am being very charitable this afternoon because there is still time; there is still 
an opportunity for the member for Rockingham, the now Premier of Western Australia, to be true to his word and 
to prove that 21 February was not how I am describing it. There is still an opportunity to prove that his attempts 
to increase the gold royalty and the payroll tax were mere aberrations. There is also an opportunity for hardworking 
members opposite to whisper to the member for Rockingham and encourage him to be true to his word. If 
whispering does not work, I am sure that the very fit members opposite will avail themselves of all the techniques 
of the dark arts in the WA Labor Party to ensure that this honourable gentleman is held to his word. I am sure they 
will do that; I would like to think that they will and time will tell. 

For those who are unfamiliar with the dispute with WA Police, I am confident that if I was to move a motion to 
indicate that Western Australian police officers deserve our thanks and gratitude for their service and for keeping 
our state safe, I anticipate that it would have unanimous support. That is my starting point. All members of this 
chamber will hold the view that Western Australian police officers deserve our thanks and gratitude for their 
service and for keeping our state safe. I think that is indisputable. Of course, that does not automatically entitle 
those hardworking police officers to a blank cheque book. Like every other person who is paid by the taxpayer, 
they need to appreciate that the government has finite resources. I suspect that that proposition would also receive 
unanimous support. The issue is that at present when members opposite and members on this side of the chamber 
have differing views, if members opposite do not hold their leader to account, they send the message to the people 
of Western Australia that they are content for their leader to go back on yet another promise that he has made. 
Prior to the election in March this year, WA Labor promised the WA Police Union a 1.5 per cent pay rise. No 
conditions were attached to that promise. It was clear. It was categorical. It was as clear as the statement on 
21 February 2017 that there would be no new taxes and no increases in taxes, and that the Premier would release 
all his revenue-raising measures before polling day. It was as clear as that. The police union was promised 
a 1.5 per cent pay rise. 

What happened prior to the election? Quite understandably, Western Australian police officers—members of the 
Western Australian police force who are members of the police union—would have heard Hon Mark McGowan’s 
promise and thought: I am going to vote for this guy; I am going to vote for WA Labor on the basis that they have 
promised a 1.5 per cent pay rise. Why would they not think that? It would be like the business owners who thought: 
he said there will be no increase in payroll tax, so I will vote for him. It would be like the people in the gold 
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industry who thought: there will be no new revenue-raising measures because he said he would release them all, 
and there will be no tax increases, so I will vote for him. Any person from those industries—whether in the gold 
industry, those subject to payroll tax, or police officers—would have heard the words of this honourable gentleman 
from Rockingham and thought: we can afford to vote for him; we are moving from Cottesloe to Rockingham and 
we are doing so on the basis that this person can be taken at their word. 

What happens after the election with the police pay dispute, which is the prospective third strike for this leader 
before the ice breaks, he falls through and we move to the member for Victoria Park? Before that happens, we find 
that the police union has to embark on an unprecedented industrial campaign for its police officers. I am happy for 
someone to indicate to me that a greater precedent has been set, as then we can have that discussion when 
somebody provides that evidence—but, for the time being, I am going to call it an unprecedented industrial 
campaign by the WA Police Union. I hasten to add that I have not always been comfortable with elements of that 
campaign. However, members of the WA police force were entitled to take the member for Rockingham at his 
word when he said that they would be promised a 1.5 per cent pay rise, and they were entitled to be outraged when 
that person did not fulfil that commitment after the election. Is it not remarkable that it has been only seven and 
a half months since the election and we already have in the first set of documents presented to the house clear 
evidence of the misleading and deceptive conduct by WA Labor in the lead-up to the election? I am asking 
members opposite to hold their leader to account, whether by a whisper or by more strenuous techniques, and to 
say to their leader, “You are bringing us all into disrepute with your conduct. We expect you to be true to your 
word; and, if not, we will remove you.” That is the obligation on the part of members opposite. For the time being, 
I choose to hold out hope that members opposite will do that and will speak to their leader to ensure that that 
occurs. The single best way for that to be demonstrated is for the Premier to fulfil his promise to the WA Police. 
That would be the clearest sign that there has been a change in behaviour and a change in attitude. It does not 
forgive the indiscretions with gold and payroll tax, but it will demonstrate a commitment to reforming his conduct 
and that of his government. 
In addition to all these matters, we find that the new, incoming, seven-and-a-half-month-old McGowan Labor 
government has also cut funding to key departments. They have done so in the health, police, road safety and 
fire and emergency services areas, and also, might I add, in child protection. I found it quite breathtaking that in 
the speech delivered by Hon Steven Dawson, MLC, Minister for Environment; Disability Services, in his capacity 
as representing the Treasurer, on 7 September this year when tabling these documents—tabled paper 469A–D 
(2017–18 Budget Statements)—that it was the first time I have sat in the chamber and listened to one of those 
speeches, which are delivered annually at the time of the tabling of the Budget Statements and I heard not one 
word about child protection or children in care. I have had the opportunity to check every single one of the budget 
speeches given during the Barnett Liberal–National government era, and there was no such indiscretion during 
that period. This is the first time, as I now commence my third term in the Legislative Council as a member for 
South Metropolitan Region, that I have sat here and listened to the government deliver a speech on the tabling of 
the budget papers and heard not one single word about child protection or children in care. Why would that be the 
case? Why has child protection taken such a low priority in the workings of this new government that it would not 
rate even a breath, a single word, in the speech to accompany the budget? 
One explanation might be that the government is saying, “We are doing such a brilliant job in child protection and 
we have got it so much under control that there is no need to mention it. In our speech we are prioritising the areas 
where there are challenges. Child protection is going so fantastically well that there is absolutely no need 
whatsoever for us to waste one breath on it in the speech to accompany the budget.” I would say to the holders of 
such a view that that is the greatest folly that they could commit, because it is the case that this government has 
already wasted in the area of child protection just shy of $1 million. It wasted that $1 million—or, to be precise, 
$955 001; let us account for every last dollar—by removing at least four female senior executive staff from the 
department. Those four women, with decades of experience between them, have had payouts totalling $955 001. 
That occurred because of “machinery-of-government changes”. One of those people was Emma White, who was 
the director general of the Department for Child Protection and Family Support. Towards the end of the last term 
of government I had the opportunity, as parliamentary secretary to the former Minister for Child Protection, to 
work with Emma White, and my observation from engaging with her was that she was nothing short of an 
encyclopedia on every single issue the department faced. I find it staggering that the very first thing an incoming 
government, which appointed a junior minister to the child protection portfolio, did was get rid of the chief under 
“machinery-of-government changes”. Again, members opposite might say, “Well, that’s because we’ve got it all 
under control. Child protection is going fantastically.” 
I have, regrettably, only limited time this afternoon, so I will bring to members’ attention one area in which there 
are serious concerns—that is, the working with children check area. What we have discovered as a result of 
questions that I have been asking about this area is that the working with children check system is being applied 
inconsistently across government. I am pleased that the Minister for Education and Training is with us this 
afternoon, as I always am, because one of the areas of concern is the Department of Education. I was given an 
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answer from the hardworking Leader of the House, the Minister for Education and Training, Hon Sue Ellery, after 
I asked the following question on 24 May 2017 — 

I refer to the requirement that Department of Education (DoE) teachers, education assistants and 
non-teaching employees who have contact with children have a Working With Children Check (WWCC), 
and I ask: 
(a) how many DoE positions are identified as child-related work; 
(b) how many of these employees do not have a valid WWCC; and 
(c) further to (b), how many of these employees do not have an application in process? 

The answer that was provided—I encourage members to look at it—on 15 August 2017 includes this, and 
I quote — 

As of 3 August 2017, there were 31 staff who do not hold a valid WWCC. 
Government members might say that that is an aberration because only the Department of Education has people 
working in positions identified as child-related work who have not obtained a working with children check—just 
the Department of Education. I might add that in the same answer provided by the Minister for Education and 
Training, she also informed the house that those 31 employees also did not have an application in process. Not 
only did they not have a card, but they did not have an application in process. Government members might say 
that it is just the Department of Education. 

The Department for Child Protection and Family Support has staff who do not have a valid working with children 
check and that is the department that is actually responsible for this whole area. On 24 May 2017, I asked of the 
hardworking Leader of the House in her capacity representing the Minister for Child Protection — 

I refer to the requirement that Department for Child Protection and Family Support employees working with 
children in the Director General’s care are required to have a Working With Children Check (WWCC), 
and I ask: 

(a) how many departmental positions are identified as child-related work; 

(b) how many of these employees do not have a valid WWCC; and 

(c) further to (b), how many of these employees do not have an application in process? 

The answer that came back on 28 June 2017 was three. Let us get this right. The government that does not want 
to spare one breath of its speech tabling so-called budget statements does not want to spare one breath on child 
protection. It is the first time since I have been in this chamber that a government has done that. While the 
Department of Education has 31 staff who do not hold a valid card, the Department for Child Protection and Family 
Support, the one that is responsible for implementing the whole system, itself has staff without a valid working 
with children card. Best of all, the Department of Health has no idea what is going on in this area. At least when 
I ask Hon Sue Ellery how many people who work with children in her department do not have a working with 
children check, at least she provided me with an answer and at least she told me that 31 staff do not have a card. 
At least we get information from that minister; in Health, it is a totally different situation. On 29 June 2017, I asked 
the long-suffering Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health — 

I refer to the ministers’ answer to my question on notice 22 in which the minister informed the House that 
all 24,630 employees in child-related work have either a current Working with Children Check (“WWCC”) 
card or an application pending, and I ask: 

(a) was that information correct as at 24 May 2017, being the date the question was asked; 

(b) was that information correct as at 28 June 2017, being the date the question was answered; 

(c) as at 24 May 2017, how many of these employees did not have a valid WWCC card or an 
application pending; 

(d) as at 24 May 2017, how many employees had an application pending; 

(e) further to (d), on what date were the applications lodged; 

(f) as at 28 June 2017, how many employees had an application pending; and 

(g) further to (f), on what date were the applications lodged? 

I had been told by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health, in effect, in answer to my question on 
notice 22 that all is well in the Department of Health—“We’ve got it all under control; we’ve got no problems 
here.” I am paraphrasing but if members want to look up question on notice 98 and the answer that was given, 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 31 October 2017] 

 p5024a-5036a 
Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Martin Aldridge; Hon Nick Goiran 

 [14] 

effectively that was the response provided. The only reason that I even bothered to ask further questions on that is 
that I thought that it was remarkable that when I asked the Leader of the House, Hon Sue Ellery, what the 
story was in Education, at least she had the decency to tell me that 31 of her staff do not have a card. The 
Department for Child Protection and Family Support, which is responsible for the whole system, at least has the 
decency to tell me that a few staff members do not have a valid working with children check. But when it comes 
to the Department of Health, it says that it has it all under control. I thought, is that not strange? How could it be 
that the Department of Health would have everything under control—all is rosy in Health—but Education, which 
is a huge department, was at least honest and admitted that 31 staff do not have the right card. Why would 
Education have 31, the Department for Child Protection and Family Support a few and Health zero? 

I decided to ask a few more questions about this because I often smell a rat when it comes to Health. Unbelievably, 
on 7 September 2017 the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health informed the house, in accordance 
with the instructions given to her by the member for Kwinana, the Minister for Health, in response to my question 
of 24 May 2017 about how many of these employees did not have a valid working with children check or an 
application pending, that the department was unable to provide data as at 24 May 2017 for the WA health system. 
Is that not incredible? If we take the answer that has been provided to question on notice 98, on its face one would 
think that Health gets, dare I say it, a clean bill of health. But education gets a C and health gets an A, in effect; 
that is how I would read the answers. When I asked a few more questions, I found out that Health does not have 
the faintest idea what is going on because it cannot even provide the data to a question. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 5047.] 
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