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NATIONAL DISABILITY INSURANCE SCHEME 

Motion 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [1.08 pm]: I move — 

That this house notes — 

(1) the significant impacts on people with disability and their families of ongoing uncertainty about 
which form of the National Disability Insurance Scheme will be adopted in WA; 

(2) whether the government decides to adopt the NDIS or the NDIS My Way model, it is imperative 
that those whose lives will be most affected by the decision are kept informed in an ongoing and 
meaningful way; 

(3) that, furthermore, it is essential that a co-design model for engagement that involves people with 
disability and their families in the design of governance, policy and operational aspects is 
developed to inform the delivery of whichever scheme is agreed to; 

(4) the significant uncertainty in the funding of disability services in WA, and calls upon the 
government to put mechanisms in place to ensure — 

(a) that people with disability and their representative organisations are included in 
governance structures and inform service delivery design; and 

(b) that the decision-making process is fully transparent. 

I would like to begin by acknowledging the enormity of the reform that is the National Disability Insurance 
Scheme. In fact, the NDIS is often referred to as probably the largest social and economic reform since the 
introduction of Medicare. I certainly remember vividly the level of energy and campaigning that came from the 
disability sector in lobbying for this desperately needed reform. Many members here may remember the 
“Everybody Counts” campaign, how significant that was and how important it was that the community responded 
to that and listened to what people with disability were saying they needed with the delivery of services in order 
to ensure that they could lead the best lives they can. It is a really important reform. It recognises that people with 
disability know what is best for themselves, and provides the capacity for people to have a significant say on what 
they believe are the most appropriate services to enable them to lead their best lives. I pay tribute to the people 
who fought so hard for this ongoing reform. However, as I think has been well documented since the decision to 
proceed with the National Disability Insurance Scheme was finally made, introducing change of the magnitude we 
are talking about—it is significant—represents considerable implementation challenges. That has certainly proven 
to be the case. I suggest that Western Australians are probably more aware of that than most. Effectively, the 
decision on whether we would join the national scheme or go with a state-based scheme has been hanging over 
people’s heads since 2013. 

Earlier this year, during the state election campaign, it seemed that a resolution had been arrived at by the 
Barnett government. It signed what really was, we have to acknowledge, an eleventh-hour bilateral agreement with 
the commonwealth, making the decision to implement a WA version of the scheme. I think it is really important 
to note that this was not met without significant controversy. Some people felt very, very strongly that we needed 
to go with a federal scheme and some felt it was the right decision to go with a state scheme, but in any event, the 
overwhelming sense I got from the disability community—at that point I was working within the area of 
psychosocial disability as an advocate, so I was one of the people who was very involved in terms of my concerns 
around this — 

The PRESIDENT: Members—sorry, Hon Alison Xamon—there is a little bit of chatter going on around the 
chamber. It is actually making it difficult to hear Hon Alison Xamon. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: Thank you, Madam President. Yes, it was getting very loud, which is a shame because 
this is a really important issue and every single one of us has constituents with disability that they might want to 
think about. 

I am aware of a particular concern that there had been a significant lack of consultation with the disability sector—
with people with disability—about the last-minute decision to sign the bilateral agreement. There is still huge 
concern about it because people are still completely unaware about the scope of that bilateral agreement. That 
really needs to be remedied as a matter of urgency. 
From the outset, I say that that decision was not particularly good around process or engagement with people with 
disability and their families. I flag that I think there has been a problem with the culture of the Disability Services 
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Commission that has been an issue over successive governments around an inability to appropriately engage with 
people with disability. I suppose that will be a key part of what I want to talk about on this motion. 
We know that despite a decision being made to sign a bilateral agreement to go with a state-based system, the 
uncertainty has continued. The newly sworn Labor government undertook to conduct a review of the decision. 
That, I suppose, reflects the fact that people were expressing concern about the decision to go with the state-based 
system. I have been led to believe that one of the factors behind that has been about unpicking the financial 
implications of that decision, and perhaps the concerns around accumulating further debt after the decision to go 
with a state-based system. But because it is so many months down the track since that decision was made—we are 
talking a very long period—all it has meant is that the uncertainty is continuing. Certainly the very clear feedback 
I get is that people want a decision made once and for all. They want to know what on earth is going on. They 
want transparency around how and why that decision is made, and most importantly they want to be involved in 
that decision-making process. 
It is seven months to the day that the government came to office and announced its review of the NDIS in WA, on 
top of an extended period of uncertainty for Western Australian people with disabilities and their families. The 
Australian Capital Territory was the first jurisdiction to start it off in July 2014, and the full rollout of the NDIS 
for the rest of the country began in July 2016. We are really behind the eight ball on this. 
I do not want to underestimate the impact this uncertainty is having on people. It has been profound. People with 
disability and their families are reporting back time and again that they are experiencing anxiety, and that the 
uncertainty of what will happen and what they can expect is becoming just untenable. Service providers have 
reported back ad infinitum the damage that being in limbo is having on their organisations. That uncertainty has 
been heightened even further since 1 July, when the rollout of the WA NDIS began. Overarching all this 
uncertainty is the looming likelihood of having to abandon any work being done at the moment—a lot of work is 
not being done, and that in itself is problematic—because of the likelihood of transitioning to a new system. Public 
servants working in the area of disability report back that the change of government, followed by the 
machinery-of-government amalgamations, which for the Disability Services Commission have not been 
insignificant, as well as turnover in senior level positions at the DSC and also the ongoing ambiguity about the 
future of the NDIS, has effectively created a perfect storm in terms of chaos. 
I am particularly concerned that necessary policy work that needs to be urgently done to support the 
implementation of the NDIS is not being done. I also know that local area coordinators are understandably 
struggling in the face of all this turmoil and uncertainty. Services that should, theoretically, be available now are 
not being promoted or accessed. For example, even though Western Australians are eligible to access specialised 
supported built accommodation, this program is not being actively promoted or taken up in the way it is in the 
eastern states, effectively leaving people in WA disadvantaged compared with other Australians. What has also 
been reported is that other states have progressed discrete initiatives such as the Stockton specialised pricing model 
for accommodation. Not only are we not progressing those sorts of policies, but also we have not yet begun to start 
having the conversations over here. That is how far behind we are.  
Unsurprisingly for Western Australia, rural and regional providers are facing particular challenges. What is being 
reported time and again is that many providers have no idea how they are going to approach essential services, 
such as transport, in regional areas. This includes practicalities such as establishing whether the recent 
Federal Court finding on the provision of transport will be applicable here. Added to all this is that service 
providers are reporting that it is becoming increasingly difficult to manage multiple funding sources in the face of 
the uncertainty. There are multiple funding sources for the trial sites themselves, there is the additional 
complicating factor of home and community care funding, and there are still many people operating under old 
funding arrangements. What I am particularly concerned about, and which is of great concern to people with 
disabilities and their families, is that at a time when we should be focused on building up the capacity of the 
disability sector in the face of this momentous reform and effectively responding to a huge scale-up in service 
provision, which is exactly what the NDIS was supposed to be delivering, the government’s lack of action in this 
space and the lack of certainty is resulting in a reduction of capacity. This is an unbelievable situation to be left in. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: What is that based on, member? 
Hon ALISON XAMON: The minister can have his say in a moment. I am going to continue to speak, thank you 
very much! 
Hon Stephen Dawson: You are making lots of assertions that are not necessarily true. Give us some proof and 
some facts. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: People with disability and their families are reporting back time and again. I will give 
the minister some examples in a moment. They are trying to access services and are finding that they are not 
eligible or are eligible for fewer services than they were before. I will get to that, thank you, minister! 

The problem is this uncertainty. 
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Hon Stephen Dawson interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Minister, you will have your turn. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: While the review is underway, consumer organisations are unable to spend some of their 
existing grant funding, which is meant to help them build the capacity of the sector. Because of the uncertainty in 
implementing the new system, they cannot spend the money until the announcement is made and they are unable 
to apply for new funding, which potentially places their organisations at risk. This should not be happening, and 
particularly not when we are talking about a major reform that is meant to be delivering positive services for people 
with disability. Furthermore, the information linkages and capacity-building component of the NDIS, which is 
designed to support communities and mainstream services to build capacity to include support for and involve 
people with disability, has stalled, with the priority areas for grant funding yet to be determined for 2017–18. As 
a result, we know that many people are falling through the gaps. We are hearing many stories from people with 
disability and their families. They include concerns about school leavers with significant disabilities being offered 
only three support hours a week, or that people under 65 have been told that because of the NDIS, they are no 
longer eligible for home and community care funding and they are finding that they are not eligible for NDIS 
either, so they are now being left with no support. These are the sorts of people who are falling through the cracks 
and are being left in limbo. There is a lack of engagement with young people in nursing homes. Anyone outside 
the rollout is not getting the support they need. People turning 65 who are not known to the Disability Services 
Commission and will be ineligible due to age by the time the rollout occurs are also falling through the gaps. To 
compound this issue, even if a service provider identifies a gap and develops an innovative response to filling it, 
they are unable to get the funding to implement it. What has been reported back to me—members in this place 
would understand why this particularly distresses me—is that there has been at least one suicide linked to the 
uncertainty around when support will be available and if eligibility criteria will be met. In short, the considerable 
delay is diverting valuable time, energy and resources away from supporting people with disabilities, and service 
providers and advocates are operating and negotiating across multiple systems in apparent isolation and with little 
in the way of a supportive framework and less of the sorts of supportive frameworks that are being designed in 
other states. 

From what I can gather, from what I have been told and from what I keep hearing around the traps about the way 
things are reported back through the sector, it appears that the ALP McGowan government intends to move towards 
a federal model. However, for whatever reason, it has been unable to execute this. I am looking forward to hearing 
the minister’s response to see whether any light can be shed on what the problem is. I can tell members now that 
people want to know what is going on. I have said this to the minister myself. Why is there a delay? What is the 
problem? People want to hear the Minister for Disability Services, Hon Stephen Dawson, and Christian Porter 
stand up and say what they think the problem is. Perhaps the sector can then make a decision on what they think 
the problem is. There is just nothing to indicate what the issue is. Is it workforce issues? Is the commonwealth to 
blame? I am really keen and perfectly open to hearing that that is where the problem is. Where are the negotiations 
breaking down? It is absolutely in the public interest to bring this information to light. Services need it. People 
with disability and their families need it. I think it is fair enough, considering the investment put in by the 
Australian taxpayer, that the general public also get to know what the problem is. For that matter, I would like to 
have confirmed whether it is the intention of this government to try to move to a federal system. People just want 
to know. What is the issue? What is holding it up? If a decision is imminent, I can tell members now that the 
community needs to know that. Even if that is not going to be the case and there is to be another 18 months of 
uncertainty, the government should come clean about that and about the reasons for the problem. People could 
then start making decisions about whether they think it is worthwhile proceeding with wanting to move to a federal 
system, whether there is a need to pull back from trying to renegotiate those bilateral agreements, or whether there 
is some sort of middle ground. This uncertainty is absolutely untenable. We have to have some expected time 
frames for when a decision is going to be made. It is hard enough at the moment for service providers and advocacy 
agencies to keep pace with what is happening. If it is hard for them, I want members to think how hard it is for 
people with disabilities and their families to know where things are at. It is imperative that people with disability 
and their families are kept informed of developments in a timely way. If it were up to me, I would like some weekly 
updates, even if the weekly update was that there was nothing more to report. Something needs to come out and 
people also need to know what the changes really mean for them. 

The previous government did not have a particularly great track record on that front either. As I have said before, 
there has been a culture within the Disability Services Commission—gosh, for as long as I can remember—of not 
being very good at giving out information. In my role in trying to advocate around this space in psycho-social 
disability, trying to get clear, timely information from the DSC was like trying to pull teeth. What really alarms 
me is that far too often we are finding that it is actually only through parliamentary questions, both under the 
previous government and this one, that we able to find out basic information that I believe should be readily 
available. For example, even the information about whether people in the trials would continue to be supported at 
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current levels no matter what form of the NDIS was agreed to only came out through answers to questions. That 
is how it came about. We also found out information establishing when people who were outside the trial sites 
would be eligible for funding. Do members know why I know that? It is because I am the one who helped draft 
those questions to try to get them asked in this place so that I could get some answers. That is why I know that that 
was the only way I could get this information in my previous life. Being informed is a prerequisite. It should be 
a no-brainer that people with disability should be able to exercise choice and control, which is precisely what the 
National Disability Insurance Scheme is supposed to be about. 
This motion refers to co-design. This is a very poorly understood area that I want to inform members about. 
Basically, the principle of co-design is recognising that the people who will be most affected by decisions—in this 
case, people with disability and their families and service providers—are best placed to provide expertise and 
knowledge about what the system should look like and what is required. Even though the rollout of the current 
bilateral agreement has supposedly gone ahead from 1 July, it remains spectacularly unclear what role people with 
disability or their families or service providers, or indeed their advocates, will have in determining how the NDIS 
is operationalised and implemented within Western Australia. From this day onwards—please—there is a clear 
need for greater genuine engagement with people with disability and, importantly, their representative 
organisations in the design and planning phases of the implementation. This is the only way that we are going to 
get the best system we can possibly get. 
This has also been identified through the experiences to date of the national implementation of the NDIS. For 
example, the National Disability Insurance Agency has established an intellectual disability reference group. It is 
undergoing co-design around housing innovation through the housing innovation working group and it has the 
self-management policy co-design group. These sorts of frameworks have been put in place because the NDIA 
recognises that it needs to make sure that it is engaging with people with expertise and lived experience in order 
to ensure that it is improving its systems. Disability service experts have identified the need to listen more closely 
to the experience and expertise of people with disabilities as well as providers. Roland Naufal, who has worked in 
disability services for 30 years, expresses this point well in an opinion piece. He states — 

We all need to acknowledge and not ignore the challenges and the Agency needs to dramatically improve 
its (2 way) communications and collaboration. … too few people seem ready to constructively 
criticisethe scheme. We now need to be hypervigilant about making sure we don’t allow some of the 
current things in the pipeline to also end up being a disaster. ILC — 

The information linkages and capacity-building program — 
is a great example—everyone is saying that it is an issue, but it’s not until we actually see the ILC 
contracts and realise how inadequate the funding is and how much stuff is about to be lost that the sector 
will be up in arms. There needs to be more attention paid by everyone in the sector to the design of the 
NDIS and to call out problems when we see them, because once we allow the problems to materialise, 
it’s way too late. 

This experience is echoed in Western Australia. In fact, the “WA Disability Services Sector Industry Plan” 
explicitly states — 

Market failures must be addressed and future policy and legislative changes must be based on ongoing 
engagement and dialogue between people with disability, service providers and government. There is 
potential for negative unintended outcomes for people with disability, service providers and government. 

We know this is the case. We know that this is what people with disability and their families are expecting and 
asking for and need, so we have to put in place mechanisms to address it. We have not done that; it is not happening. 
It is clear that any rollout of the NDIS will require more involvement in the governance and design of the system 
by people who are receiving the service. I suggest that so little has been done that we are really at the point at 
which people with disability, and services, also need to help design the governance framework by which this will 
occur. We know that we need greater transparency and greater inclusion of the voice of lived experience and the 
sector in order to ensure that this scheme meets the needs of people with disability in WA. I want to see an ongoing 
commitment by this government to a full partnership approach to the delivery of the NDIS. I would like to have 
described how it is intended that that will be achieved and how the process will be designed. It is imperative that 
people with disability and their representative organisations are embedded into all parts of the implementation of 
the disability services sector, from being represented in governance structures right through to informing the 
service design. That is how we will get it right. 
People with lived experience are the ones who should be framing issues and developing responses to these issues; 
they are the people best placed to tell us what needs to happen. It is not enough to occasionally provide information 
and to just ask for feedback—that is not co-design; that is not transparency. Co-design is, by its very nature, 
iterative and involves ongoing involvement. It is not time limited. We cannot tick a box in order to co-design; that 
is not the way to do business. Historically and across sectors we have not done co-design well. That is because far 
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too often when we talk about existing committees we find that the agenda is already set and there is a general focus 
on providing information rather than service design or policy, and that tends to be driven by service providers. 
That is a problem. There is poor representation of lived experience and it often relies on the views of individuals 
and only their personal stories rather than engagement with people who represent a wider range of views and 
experiences. I am always frustrated by what I think is the under-tapped resource of the role of peer workers—they 
are amazing. They have lived experience and often are deeply connected into the individual and systemic 
implications of the sector with which they are engaged. The problem is that the current WA system is not valuing 
consumer networks in this co-design process either. 
I want to be really clear that simply holding a one-off event or even two events is not a solution to how we do this; 
it is not a solution to the issue. We also need to recognise that there is a need to build the capacity of people with 
lived experience so that they can participate in the processes and to recognise that there are communication 
challenges for some people with disability and to respond to that accordingly. If that is a challenge, then meet it! 
Frankly, if people have different needs around communication, then we have an obligation to ensure that we are 
doing everything within our power to ensure they are heard. People with disability and representative organisations 
are flagging that there are significant concerns about the NDIS rollout. That is where I am getting the “principle” 
concerns from, as well as from the service providers. 
I will give an example. Obviously, I meet with many people, and I recently met with the WA Deaf Society. As an 
example of a particular part of the sector, I think the society exemplifies the need for co-design. I want to outline 
some of the risks that the Deaf Society alone has identified with the NDIS implementation. For example, under 
the WA NDIS, the WA Deaf Society is set to lose $180 000 in block funding that it currently receives for the 
provision of individual advocacy and interpreting services. I need to be very clear that it is impossible for these 
kinds of services to fit into an individual funding model. Individuals are also unable to budget for these types of 
services in their plans, because it is impossible to predict—which is what they would be required to do—how often 
they may need the services over the course of the year. Equally, for the Deaf Society to be able to continue to 
provide the services, it needs some certainty around its income streams so that it can retain key specialised staff, 
such as Auslan interpreters. Another risk the Deaf Society identified is that the services the society provides are 
not age dependent. We already know that people over 65 years of age are not eligible for the NDIS and instead 
will be transferred to a general funding pool for the over 65s that, unlike the NDIS, does not easily include 
provisions for language. 
Without recognition of this potential failing and the provision of an adequate solution, we are in danger of denying 
these people a basic human right, and that is the right to language. I am pointing out that if we had true co-design, 
these sorts of issues would be identified early. We always knew that the transition to the NDIS was going to throw 
up a whole range of challenges. But considering that it is intended to be an improved level of service delivery for 
people with disability and their families, where we identify that we will potentially go backwards or are already 
going backwards, it is a clearly a failure in the design. Proper co-design would identify these issues straight up and 
would then mean that we could try to find the most practical and logical solutions to try to address it. It is clear, 
for example, that there remains a need for a degree of block funding and that the system will have to allow 
flexibility to respond to differing circumstances that different disabilities bring. I have given only one tiny 
example. The point is that the minister and the state need to know what the issues are and to have input from people 
with disability, to be engaged with people with disability, and to inform and advocate for people with disability. 
They can then better inform and advocate for people with disability at the Council of Australian Governments and 
on the broader policy issues raised by the NDIS, such as what we will do to provide appropriate support for people 
with disability in the justice system and what it means for increased accessible affordable housing. There is a whole 
range of areas. We are not even touching the surface of implications on the issues we need to look at. 
I also want to touch on the lack of adequate funding for systemic advocacy, because I refer to it in the motion. 
That decision began with the previous government but has unfortunately continued under this one. I want to make 
a comparison with what was happened with Disability Services and the Mental Health Commission, for example. 
The Mental Health Commission, in my opinion, funds systemic advocacy pretty well. It has understood that we 
need to ensure an independent peak body is able to appropriately represent systemic issues within a sector. It has 
also recognised that it is important to fund the consumer voice independently. I should also acknowledge that both 
of these things happened under the previous government, under the previous Minister for Mental Health, but it 
gives a comparison. In the disability sector, all the advantages that come with funding systemic advocacy are 
apparently completely misunderstood, yet we know that systemic advocacy is crucial to improving disability 
services within WA, particularly in light of such a massive reform as the NDIS. The government needs to recognise 
this as a matter of urgency by providing adequate funding to allow our very good disability agencies to fill this 
role. Systemic advocacy is always really important, but at the moment it is fundamental. As well as representation 
from government and service providers, there also needs to be representation at a system level from advocates who 
represent the experiences and challenges that people face when they are trying to access the scheme. That is people 
with disability and it is also the families. At the federal level, the Productivity Commission has found that the 
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NDIS’s success and financial sustainability is at risk because of systemic implementation issues. Advocacy 
agencies in WA have identified a number of systemic issues surrounding the NDIS through the representation of 
people with disabilities here. I will give members some examples. The inclusion of psychosocial disability at the 
federal level was almost a last-minute inclusion, which is a shame because it meant that the really big differences 
between psychosocial disability and other forms of disability, particularly around a recovery framework, were 
never fully explored. It has felt like we have been trying to smack a square peg into a round hole ever since. 
Funding for advocacy for people with psychosocial disability in non-institutional settings has always been 
completely lacking in WA and the NDIS has yet to make any inroads to resolving this issue. There is still not 
enough clarity around eligibility criteria. There is a genuine problem—this is at a federal level as well—that people 
assisting with the planning process need to have a sound understanding of the nature of psychosocial disability but 
too often they just do not. In addition, development plans must be able to accommodate the episodic nature of 
mental health conditions. That has probably been the principal challenge from day dot. What do we do when 
people get well and then they get unwell again? How on earth do we do that? People with psychosocial disability 
often require cyclical assistance. Ongoing systems need to in place to engage and support people over the long 
term, otherwise they may never be connected to the assistance that they need. If people think they are saving 
money, they are not; they are just ending up in our emergency departments. 

We know that the introduction of the NDIS does not mean that other community programs should be discontinued. 
There is also a lot of confusion about the interface between the NDIS and other disability and mainstream services. 
Because of this, some services are not being provided because it is assumed that they are another organisation’s 
responsibility. As I highlighted earlier, some people are now receiving no service because it has been assumed that 
the NDIS will cover them, but only after their existing funding stopped have they come to realise that they are not 
eligible for the NDIS after all. That is not the way it was ever intended to operate. We need more clarity around 
the roles and responsibilities and to ensure that support is only withdrawn once continuity of service for people 
with disability is assured. 

We will need to see some pretty strong leadership in this area as soon as possible because effective implementation 
of change of this scale is completely reliant upon ensuring that we have strong leadership. I want to be really clear 
that when I am talking about leadership, I am not talking about top-down decision-making. We had that for years 
under the Disability Services Commission. I am talking about leadership that incorporates the experience, expertise 
and the knowledge of people with disability and their families, making sure that we are incorporating the expertise 
of the community sector, service providers as well as the government. We need to ensure that we have leadership 
that implements systems so that people are kept informed about what is happening. People do not know what is 
going on. We could then have systems that can act appropriately and swiftly on constructive feedback. We need 
to have leadership that is ever mindful of the impacts that actions or the lack of action has on the very people who 
the scheme is designed to assist. We need to see a final announcement from this government soon, and in the 
absence of that final announcement being given, we need to be given a time frame about when that will happen, 
and we also need to know what the problems are. What are the blockages? What is this government  working 
towards? Is it working towards, as the rumours keep circulating, a federal system, in which case can the 
government please just say what is happening and who the problem is? If it wants to point the finger at the federal 
government, it can knock its socks off, but people just want to know what is going on. I hope that in his reply the 
minister will be able to provide some of that clarity and will be able to say what the problem is. Frankly, I do not 
really care where the problem is; I just want to know what is going on and I just want to know what is being done 
to resolve it. More importantly, people with disability and their families want to know what is going on so that 
they can also make informed decisions about where they might want to apportion some blame. We know that 
considerable time, energy and money is being wasted because of this uncertainty. It really needs to be much better 
directed at solving implementation challenges. I am also calling on this government to put in place mechanisms to 
ensure that people with disability and their representative organisations are included in the governance structures 
and inform service delivery design. Further, I am calling on the government to make fully transparent its 
decision-making processes so that people can have confidence in how these decisions are coming about. 

I have to say that no doubt people were upset about the way the bilateral agreement was signed during the election 
campaign. But there is also no doubt that people have run out of patience with this government with the uncertainty 
that continues with the future of the National Disability Insurance Scheme. We need to see some significant 
announcements and improvements in implementing the scheme. The genuine risk is that we are going to end up 
leaving Western Australians whose lives are affected by disability significantly disadvantaged compared with 
people with disability in the rest of the country. That is not why people fought so hard for this reform. That is not 
what people want and it is not okay. It is not where we are meant to land. 

I need to acknowledge that for some people, the reforms are working. But for too many they are not. We need to 
make sure that they are working for everybody, and they are not. I look forward to, hopefully, getting some sort 
of announcement from the minister about this. If the minister would like to hear more personal stories about what 
is happening for people who are being left behind, I am quite sure that I can point the minister in the right direction 
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for people to speak to and hear from because they are far and wide. Hopefully, we are going to see something soon 
because this is too important a reform to squander. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [1.52 pm]: I would like to make 
a few comments on this motion, which the Liberal Party will support. It is a non-inflammatory motion. I think it 
is eminently sensible to have this discussion. . There is no doubt whatsoever that a decision on the 
National Disability Insurance Scheme is long overdue. I think even the minister will acknowledge that. I appreciate 
how complex this issue is and how difficult it must be for him, but he must take some leadership on this and make 
a decision. 

Having made those introductory comments, I will make a few comments on the genesis of the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme. I will start from a personal perspective. I made these comments in response to a motion moved 
earlier by Hon Martin Pritchard. When I was a little tacker in Kalgoorlie—Madam President, you may have been 
in the chair when I mentioned this before—I vividly remember at North Kalgoorlie Primary School not having 
any Aboriginal students from Kalgoorlie in my class because they were all in demountable classrooms at the back 
of the school. We did not have any students of ethnic background—certainly not that I can remember. 

The PRESIDENT: You probably went to the wrong school in Kalgoorlie, member. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I may have, Madam President. That was at the mighty North Kal primary. I went back 
and I looked at my year 6 photograph from North Kalgoorlie Primary School last night to check on this. I could 
not see anyone of any ethnic background. This is a long time ago, minister, when we were just coming out of the 
hideous White Australia policy. One thing that I can definitely remember is never having a child with a disability 
in my class. As Minister for Education, I went back to visit North Kal twice and a number of schools in Kalgoorlie. 
The great thing about our education system now is that we have full integration with students with a disability 
through the education support centres, for those who are fully dependent with their disability, or through the 
inclusivity involved in our education system with students with a disability in mainstream schooling. We have 
come a long way from those times in the 1960s to 2017. One of the most marginalised groups in the community 
for generations has become mainstream, and that is a magnificent thing to have occurred. We collectively as 
a community acknowledge and embrace people with a disability regardless of whether it is intellectual, physical, 
neurological or sensory. Those students with autism now are much more captured and recognised than ever before. 

It has taken a lot for us as a society in the twenty-first century to get there. In a lot of ways, particularly for those 
who have a disability, it must have been like turning the Titanic. To change the mindset of a community is a very 
difficult concept. We have seen that, as I said, with virtually every group in our community that has been 
marginalised in the past. We did that through natural evolution as we became a rich multicultural society and when 
we acknowledged the original inhabitants of our great nation, the Aboriginal people, at last and gave them 
recognition in 1967; it is almost embarrassing when we talk about that now. We have reached the point at which 
all those groups are embraced. We have to do all that we possibly can to ensure that their quality of life is as rich 
as that of any mainstream member of our community. 

This matter was discussed at length at the Australia 2020 Summit in 2008. A former Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd, 
initiated the discussion and identified that one of the groups that definitely needed attention and a national approach 
to improve outcomes was people with a disability. It was acknowledged at the Australia 2020 Summit that we 
needed a National Disability Insurance Scheme to ensure that appropriate funding was provided in packages for 
those individuals to ensure that those people, as I said, were provided for on an individual basis and not as 
a collective. There was acknowledgement that one size does not fit all; each person with a disability has his or her 
own individual needs. Because of the disparity that existed with the different packages that were on offer and the 
fact that there was mainly a top-down approach—various governments and departments were deciding what was 
right for each individual—it was very difficult to say that we were getting the best out of that system for every 
individual. We were not necessarily. It is the same if we look at the issues that we have had with Aboriginal people. 
We can pour as much money as we like into that sector of the community, but that does not mean that it will 
provide the best outcomes. 

As a result, the Productivity Commission wrote a report on the delivery of services in Australia for people with 
a disability. The outcomes pretty much reflect what everyone knew but reinforced the fact that even though we 
made a lot of inroads in providing access and avenues for people with a disability to ensure their quality of life 
was as positively enhanced as it possibly could be, it could be improved. In short, the recommendations found that, 
first of all, the disability system in Australia was underfunded, unfair, fragmented and inefficient. We did not need 
a PhD to work out that one. Everyone knew that. It was underfunded and, probably because it was disparate in 
nature, it was difficult to ascertain exactly where the funding was required and the level of funding required. 

Secondly, the Productivity Commission report stated that the services provided people living with a disability, 
their families and carers with little choice. That is very true yet again. With a top-down approach to service delivery 
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in the disability sector, that will inevitably occur. The report also stated that the disability sector provided no 
certainty of access to appropriate levels of support. Again, because of that lack of communication and the lack of 
empowerment of people with disability, a top-down approach to decision-making will continue to ensure that an 
inappropriate level of support will continue to exist. 
Finally, the report referred to the lack of portability of funding across the nation. We live in Australia. What is one 
of the greatest problems that we have had in this federation? As we have moved into a unitary system of service 
delivery, we have identified these problems with service delivery in all the key service areas—health, education, 
and disability services. On the perhaps vague opportunity that someone with a disability might want to move from 
one jurisdiction to another, the portability of that service delivery was profoundly diverse. It was an eye-opener 
for the sector when the community as a whole decided to do something about this. The Australia 2020 Summit 
and the “Disability Care and Support: Productivity Commission Inquiry Report” was the stimulus of the legislation 
introduced by former Prime Minister Julia Gilliard in 2012 and promulgated in 2013, which provided for 
a universal system of disability service delivery for the sector in the National Disability Insurance Scheme. The 
bill had to ensure service delivery for more than 460 000 individual plans throughout the nation. It is true that it 
needed to be nationally consistent. As I said, to adhere to the principles of the Productivity Commission, it was 
absolutely imperative that the legislation provided for a nationally consistent system. It provided choice, which 
was identified in the Productivity Commission report. It provided for portability between jurisdictions—again, that 
is eminently sensible—and support mechanisms; it was not to be ad hoc and there were to be plans and a system 
in place that ensured adequate support mechanisms. In an ideal world that is what should happen, given all the 
issues identified by the sector. As I said, this is not about decision-making from above; this is about 
decision-making after communication, collaboration and consultation with the disability sector, from advocates of 
service delivery and people with disability—that is where the Productivity Commission report came from—to 
cover all recommendations. Ultimately, we need to move from a welfare model to an empowerment system. Would 
that not be magnificent? Right across the nation, any person with a disability can go from one jurisdiction to 
another and feel empowered to make decisions about what services are delivered for them. That is ideally what 
the NDIS is going to provide. 
It has taken a long time to get to this point. We are still not there and, dare I say it, there are still a few speed bumps 
before we can get there, but we simply have to get there. This sector is so desperately entitled to and deserves the 
respect and support our developed nation can provide, so we have to get there. That is why, in theory, the NDIS 
must adhere to the principles espoused by the Productivity Commission, and endorsed and embraced by all 
members of the sector. We must move down that road. 
Having said that—Hon Alison Xamon identified this—there a number of concerns already about the 
implementation of the system across the nation. The biggest concern the honourable member mentioned is the 
flaws within the system due to the speed of the rollout. The speed of the rollout is fine. When the minister says 
that he is taking his time, we cannot then criticise the speed of the rollout. Fundamentally, we are talking about the 
rollout of the NDIS on the east coast. The speed of the rollout has been problematic across the sector. It is almost 
as though we are saying that we have got there in theory, so let us assume it is going to occur in practice. It does 
not work that way. We cannot say, “This system is great. It’s 2012 now; we want it all in place by a certain time.” 
It must be driven by the disability sector and that may take a little more time. If we do not take that time, dare I say 
it, we could end up facing a similar fiasco to that which occurred with the rollout of pink batts—that is, we could 
end up with a system that is worse than the system we started with. The speed with which it is implemented, 
particularly on the east coast, is absolutely imperative. 
Among the other concerns raised within the sector on the east coast in particular is the disparity between the quality 
and affordability of plans. Remember that, ideally, the system needs to be uniform so that if a person transfers 
from one jurisdiction to another, or even transfers within a system, the level of excellence or delivery must be 
equivalent, or even better, than the system they have left. That issue still exists. Of course, that will take a long 
time to achieve, but the disparity between the quality of plans has been identified across the board. 
Another problem has been the lack of qualified staff, which of course is inevitable. That is a massive issue. People 
who work in the disability sector are very, very special people. I used to go to education support centres. If anyone 
wants to feel a warm glow when they are feeling down, they should go to an ed support centre. Being with the kids 
is magnificent enough, but being with the workers is wonderful. They are so committed to the cause. I have no 
doubt whatsoever that transcends the sector. Those who work with people with a disability need to be commended; 
I cannot commend them highly enough, but we do not have enough of them. There is a shortage of those workers, 
and if we are going to have a plan not just in theory but in practice, we have to make sure that we fund and further 
train and qualify disability support workers, particularly speech therapists, occupational therapists, psychologists, 
disability support workers, physiotherapists and dieticians. Those professions in particular have significant staff 
shortages, and they are the staff at the coalface. We need those qualified staff. We cannot just pull someone off 
the street. We need people who understand the sector and are well qualified. If we do not have them, the system is 
bound to fail. 
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Empowerment of participants has also been widely criticised. If we are going to move from a welfare model to an 
empowerment model, we must make sure that the proof of the pudding is in the eating—we must empower the 
participants. People with a disability must be part of the decision-making process. If we continue with a top-down 
approach and continue to impose decisions on people with a disability, the system is bound to fail. At the moment 
those sorts of things are causing grief within the NDIS, particularly on the east coast. 

I now draw members’ attention to an ABC news item from 4 May 2017, entitled “NDIS complaints mount, 
disability service providers demand urgent improvements” that states — 

Disability service providers are demanding urgent improvements to the National Disability Insurance 
Scheme (NDIS) as complaints mount about poor-quality plans. 

More than 60,000 people are part of the scheme after rapid growth at the end of last year. 

But with thousands of people rushed into the NDIS, many in the sector say speed is being prioritised over 
quality in the planning process. 

In a major intervention, the peak body for Australia’s disability service organisations is publicly calling 
for the planning process to be slowed. 

“We don’t want the pace of implementation to compromise the quality of the scheme, because I think 
ultimately that will undermine the credibility of the scheme,” National Disability Services (NDS) chief 
executive Ken Baker said. 

“It’s very important that we get this scheme … back on track now so that it delivers its great promise.” 

The NDIS ran trial sites for three years until July 2016, signing up about 30,000 participants in that time. 

It then moved from trials to a nationwide rollout but faced major difficulties after an IT meltdown. 

On day 1 of the implementation, the IT system collapsed. Perhaps that shows that we are not as prepared as we 
thought we were. It continues — 

Despite relatively few plans being approved immediately after last July’s full scheme launch, NDIS 
participant numbers doubled in the six months to December 31. 

Planners lack industry knowledge, miss ‘essential supports’ 

NDS is today releasing a report titled “How to get the NDIS on track”, which said ambitious 
implementation targets meant “rapid high-volume processing of participant plans”. 

“Some [plans] are excellent; others are poor and absorb substantial effort by participants, their families 
and providers to rectify,” the report reads. 

NDS said planners could not always see the existing services people received, meaning “essential supports” 
were sometimes missing from plans. 

It said NDIS planning staff often lacked disability sector experience and knowledge. 

The NDS report makes 24 recommendations, including for disability service organisations to be involved 
in the planning process. 

“Providers of specialist supports have deep knowledge of disability—and they know their clients,” the 
report said. 

It also demanded participants be able to comment on a draft plan before a final version was approved. 

“Some participants receive plans they don’t recognise,” the paper said. 

A spokesman for the Federal Government agency overseeing the scheme’s rollout said it had scheduled 
a meeting with the peak body to discuss the concerns. 

“The agency is committed to working with people with disability and providers to build and deliver this 
important reform,” he said. 

“We recognise that the NDIS represents a significant change for people with disability, their families and 
providers.  

“We are currently reviewing provider and participant interaction with the NDIS with a view of improving 
their experience as the scheme grows.” 

As I said, that pretty much reinforces the comments I just made about the current rollout of the NDIS on the east 
coast. Those issues exist and of course in taking on such a mammoth task there are issues of certainty, consistency, 
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portability and excellence throughout the system, which will ultimately deal with close to half a million people. 
Inevitably, there will be some issues with the rollout.  

From our perspective in Western Australia, we manage to do things a little bit differently—we always have. We 
do not do that to be obstructionist; we do it because essentially, we are. Being isolated from the rest of the mainland 
by distance brings special problems with it, particularly for service delivery. We in Western Australia are unique 
because of the disparate nature of our population both geographically and in the high urbanisation of our 
communities, coupled with the vast array of remote communities. It brings much more complex issues than they 
have somewhere such as the golden triangle of Canberra, Melbourne and Victoria. We have to look at whether we 
will jump on board with the National Disability Insurance Scheme or we go it our way, as in, we capture the 
ingredients of the NDIS and recognise and respect the fact that our system in Western Australia is operating quite 
well, although we need to make some improvements and changes to ensure that we meet the threshold levels that 
were identified in the Productivity Commission’s report. 
In Western Australia at the moment, approximately 25 000 people access specialist services. That will increase to 
around 39 000 people who will access specialist service areas by 2020, including services for intellectual, physical, 
neurological and sensory disability and those with autism. At the moment, there are 25 000 people but it will go 
to around 39 000 people. The cost is approximately $908 million, which will extend to $1.76 billion by 2020. 
Around 10 000 jobs are captured within that sector for the NDIS, which will expand to around 20 000 jobs and 
ideally there will be 20 000 specialist service deliverers. That is the challenge in front of us.  
In order to ensure that we were not just being recalcitrant and saying we would go it our way, we wanted to make 
sure we have the best system in place for people with disability. It was not a political decision. It was a decision 
based on the sector to ensure that we had the best system in place. Given the fact that the rollout on the east coast 
was so problematic, I categorically think that we made the right decision.  
I will give members a brief history of how we landed at getting to the point where we chose to look at two trials: 
the My Way model based on Western Australian implementation that captured, as I said, the threshold levels of 
the national system; and a trial that was based on the national system. Western Australia signed the 
Intergovernmental Agreement for the National Disability Insurance Scheme on 7 December 2012. Following 
discussions with the commonwealth regarding the best way to progress the launch of the NDIS in WA, it was 
agreed that a comparative trial of the two NDIS delivery systems would be conducted across three sites. These 
were the lower south west and the Cockburn–Kwinana regions for the WA NDIS My Way model, and the Perth 
hills region trialled the commonwealth model. I think it was absolutely sensible to look at the two systems to see 
which one worked as opposed to jumping on board the national scheme or just saying it would be our way or the 
highway and leave it. It was fair enough that we had a trial. The WA NDIS My Way model was administered and 
operated by the Disability Services Commission. It built on the My Way project that was launched in 2012 and 
continued the WA government’s transition to personalised planning and support for people with disability that 
began with the Local Area Coordination program in 1988.  
The commonwealth government’s model was administered and operated by the National Disability Insurance 
Agency. The NDIA has a local operational office in Midland but it is headquartered in Geelong. That was one of 
the biggest issues I found when I spoke with pretty much all the service providers and a number of the advocates. 
They said the head office in Geelong was a problem. I will come back to my final comments in a moment but if 
the current government — 
Hon Alison Xamon: It was a dumb decision.  
Hon PETER COLLIER: It was stupid—absolutely ridiculous. Having the headquarters in Geelong is the biggest 
issue. If the state government does go down that path and we do join the national system, it is something that we 
will have to address. The head office cannot be in Geelong and expect service providers in the sector in 
Western Australia to deal with them. It will not work. It is destined to failure. That was one of the biggest issues 
we had.  
The comparative trial that I have talked about with the two systems to see which one would work best in 
Western Australia was overseen by a joint steering committee co-chaired by the WA Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet and the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet. Membership comprised the senior officials 
from DSC, the commonwealth Department of Social Services, the WA Mental Health Commission, NDIA, 
a community representative from the Perth hills local advisory group and a representative from the WA NDIS My 
Way reference group. As I said, the steering committee was broad-based and the whole point of the exercise was 
not for the government or respective ministers to make the decision, but for the sector and across-government 
representation to assist in making the decision. The comparative trial commenced in the lower south west and 
Perth hills regions in July 2014. The Cockburn–Kwinana region trial commenced in July 2015. The comparative 
trial in all three sites ended on 30 June 2016. There were around 1 800 to 2 000 participants within each trial to 
get a broad cross-section of participants. That trial will be expanded in a further rollout. It commenced in the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 October 2017] 

 p4436c-4453a 
Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Stephen Dawson 

 [11] 

Kimberley–Pilbara on 1 July, and it will be expanded to the goldfields–Esperance region next year. Then I think 
the trial will commence in the midwest and great southern regions the following year, depending on what happens. 
Basically, it is a phased rollout, which is perhaps what the geniuses on the east coast might have decided to do, 
then they would have avoided a lot of the problems they have.  
The evaluation that I spoke about was presented to government and it was considered to determine what system 
we should adopt. Inevitably, and this is what I am sure the minister is struggling with at the moment, he is damned 
if he does and damned if he does not. Some people in the sector are really going to go down one road and others 
will go down another road. I will talk about that in a moment. I will go through some of the recommendations of 
that evaluation because they are quite compelling and they show that we are doing pretty good over here in 
Western Australia in terms of service delivery.  

I draw members’ attention to the evaluation; it is the “WA NDIS Trials Evaluation: Final Report, Executive 
Summary 2016”. The actual report is much more expansive than this but it is publicly available. I do not mind 
tabling it if anyone is interested but everyone can easily get it. Let us look at the five key features of an effective 
model for WA. The first one states — 

Effective engagement of all parties involved in supporting an individual. A strong and collaborative 
relationship between the agency, Participant and Providers is essential for achievement of a quality Plan 
and successful outcomes for people with disability, their families and carers. 

From that perspective, the WA NDIS met the criteria of having that in place on three out of three occasions. The 
NDIA needed to make a policy or process change on three out of three occasions. We met that criteria in 
Western Australia in the My Way trial versus the NDIA. 

The second feature states — 

Effective choice and control for the participant over their services whilst safeguarding the vulnerability 
of the individual. Active monitoring by the operating agency with responsive support at all times 
including flexible Plan adjustment for changing circumstances. 

WA met that criteria on one occasion, and two measures required policy changes. Under the NDIS model, three 
required policy or process changes. 

The third key feature states — 

Accurate assessment of Participant needs with service descriptions and funding agreed by all parties. 
Ensure prompt service delivery, lowest operational overheads and optimal value from the investment in 
Participant supports. 

In Western Australia, three of the criteria are in place. Under the NDIS, three require policy or process change. 
The fourth key feature states — 

Capable and sustainable disability services sector able to meet the demands of a state-wide rollout of the 
NDIS scheme. Agreed service price baselines (for WA) with capacity to negotiate individual needs and 
supports. 

In WA, we had the two criteria in place. NDIS required two policy changes. The fifth key feature states — 

Efficient and reliable financial management of service costing and delivery. A sound financial operational 
system accessible by Providers and Participants. 

WA and NDIS both required process changes. 

Overall, considering the degree of change required by the respective trial models to comply with the key features 
of an effective model for future disability reform in WA, under the WA NDIS two policy changes are required, 
and under the NDIA four policy changes are required. Under My Way or WA NDIS, one process change was 
required; under the NDIA, the national scheme, eight process changes were required. There were nine measures 
in place, with no action required, for Western Australia; and zero for NDIA. That is out of 12 recommendations. 
According to the key features, the Western Australian system certainly meets the criteria much more positively 
than the NDIA. 

Let us look at the overall general recommendations. Nine recommendations came out of the evaluation. The 
document states — 

The degree of change required by the respective trial models to implement the recommended 
improvements into the effective model for future disability reform in WA is summarised in Table 2. 

One policy change is required under the WA NDIS and three under the NDIA. Eight process changes are required 
under the WA NDIS and 15 under the NDIA. There are nine in place, with no action required, for the WA NDIS; 
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and one for the NDIA. There is one action that is not applicable under the WA NDIS and none under the NDIA. 
That is out of the 19 recommendations. 

As I said, overall, if we based the recommendations purely upon that evaluation that was done as a result of the 
two trials, the Western Australian model by far comes out more positive in ultimately meeting those established 
criteria from the Productivity Commission. As a result of that, Western Australia entered into a second bilateral 
agreement on 30 January 2017. The NDIS will phase in the Western Australian model by 2020, capturing all the 
requirements that were established within the national scheme but delivered at the local level. That was fully 
accepted by the sector itself, based upon those trials. It is really important that we remember this. I say to the 
minister that we are not going to die in a ditch over this. I will talk about this in a moment. Our colours are on the 
mast; they are right up there. We have shown the former government what our preferred option is, which is to go 
down the Western Australian delivery model. We feel that the interface with the sector is much more enhanced at 
the local level, given those issues that I mentioned earlier. 

It is absolutely imperative that a sector like the disability services sector has that interface with every other service 
delivery sector, particularly in areas such as housing, transport, health, and education. Given the disparate nature 
of our population and the wide geographical expanse between towns and cities, the enormous challenges in service 
delivery in Western Australia simply do not exist in other jurisdictions. As a result of that, the localisation of the 
service delivery and the providers would be much better enhanced at the local level, certainly not through Geelong. 
The evaluation showed that service delivery had a much more positive experience on the Western Australian 
model than through the national model. From the Liberal Party’s perspective, it continues to believe that the best 
system, as was decided through the bilateral agreement and was agreed to by the previous government in January 
2017, is that Western Australia sticks to that agreement. 

A very good article about this was published in The West Australian on 18 April 2017. It was by David Gilchrist 
from the University of Western Australia Business School. I would like to read it into the record because it pretty 
much captures the arguments that the former government considered when it decided to go down the path that it 
did. It states — 

People living with disability in WA bear the risk of any service model. Unfortunately, this risk has 
recently increased because we are once again tossing up between a national model and the current WA 
arrangements. 

The national model is a risky venture because we don’t know how it will look at the end of the day. The 
risk to WA is that we give up a known entity and a bilateral agreement that stacks up well against other 
States and Territories, when the grass is not necessarily greener on the other side. 

Of course, the WA Government needs to assess its options as it tries to take initial steps in managing the 
State’s financial predicament. Premier Mark McGowan is quite rightly looking at priorities across all 
portfolios, recently foreshadowing a priorities review. 

However, there are some compelling reasons as to why the NDIS question should be made part of that 
priorities review, considered in the light of all programs, and why time is on the Government’s side in 
making a decision. 

For one thing, the Productivity Commission has started a review of the NDIS which will result in changes. 
Additionally, anecdotal evidence regarding the problems caused by the national model in other States 
does not bode well for people living with disability. 

Finally, the NDIS has a new board and will shortly have a new chief executive. Therefore, the NDIS we 
might subscribe to now is likely to be different in a year or so—the time it will take to dismantle the 
current arrangements and enter a new bilateral agreement. Given this situation, a decision does not need 
to be made now. 

That was in April. The article continues —  

The impact of moving to the national model will also be felt in the way services are provided. The largely 
not-for-profit disability services sector has a real interest in this debate, not because of the funding 
implications but because of the potential impact on service quality. 

From a purely commercial perspective, the service providers can be agnostic—they can simply cut their 
cloth according to the funding arrangements of the particular model chosen by reducing quantity and 
quality of services they deliver. 

However, this retrograde step is not in anyone’s interests much less the interests of people living with 
disability. 
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Importantly, service providers have a long history of supporting and enhancing the lives of people living 
with disability in WA. 

The WA government and the sector have built an articulated, cogent service delivery framework that 
represents an important asset that should not be taken lightly. There are opportunities for 
improvement to be sure, but having been introduced in WA first, the sector’s commitment to 
increased choice and control for service users is advanced and will continue to develop under the 
current arrangements. 

A decision to move to the national model will effectively dismantle the strong working relationship 
between the sector and government, dislocating the important linkages established in communities 
and between differing services—not all of which are disability services—which currently support 
people in an efficient and effective way.  

It will also dismantle the capacity of the Government in service delivery, policy development and deprive 
the WA minister of the ability to be flexible and responsive to need as it manifests. It will dismantle an 
important asset that cannot be rebuilt if the wrong decision is found to be made. 

Importantly, I am not suggesting that the Government should not consider the prospects for change. 
However, I am saying that the Government has time. 

Further vital information will become available before it needs to make the decision. 

In order to reduce the risk to service users, to maintain flexibility and to have all the evidence before it, 
WA should hold to its present course, watch as the rest of Australia works to implement its system, and 
make a decision when it settles rather than while it is in a state of change. 

This is not a long wait in the context of the decades West Australians will have to live with the decision 
taken. We want to reduce risk and uncertainty faced by service users and maintain the hard won gains 
that WA has achieved over decades of investment in disability services—all to the benefit of those who 
rely on these services to live their lives. 

That pretty much captures where we are at. From our perspective, we agree wholeheartedly. We have in place 
a system that is working and is certainly vastly superior to what is on the east coast. We feel the service delivery 
is very enhanced at the local level. 

With that in mind, where to from here? I have said before that my mob lost back in March. The guys opposite 
won, and I respect that mandate. It is of course the prerogative of the incoming minister to say, “Well, let’s barleys, 
let’s just have a look at this. I’ll give it some consideration and make a decision.” With that in mind, on the very 
first day of this Parliament I asked the minister his view on the National Disability Insurance Scheme and the 
rollout, and he stated — 

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his question without notice. As many people will know if they 
have read stories in the paper, I have spent the last six to eight weeks consulting people in the disability 
sector. I have met with families, carers, service providers, trade unions and the Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry of Western Australia to see whether the deal that was signed at about five minutes to 
midnight by the last government was the right deal for Western Australia. In answer to the question — 

(1) This government is working towards a 1 July rollout. 

(2) Not applicable. 

So I gave it a couple of months, and on 13 June 2017 I asked a similar question on the rollout of the WA National 
Disability Insurance Scheme. The minister said — 

I thank the member for the question. First of all, Friday, 9 June and Saturday, 10 June were two great 
days when the Disability Services Commission, along with the Disability Coalition in Western Australia, 
hosted a fantastic event at which people with disability got to share their views and their concerns about 
the NDIS. However, people also expressed a great deal of frustration, partly because the previous 
government refused to consult whatsoever on the NDIS, and that is why we are in the situation now. 
I have spent the last three months consulting with people, hearing their views and cleaning up its mess. 
In relation to the NDIS, 1 July is getting close. I will be making an announcement over the coming days 
about the future of the NDIS in Western Australia. 

Everyone was quite excited that the minister was actually going to make a decision — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: And me too; I was excited, too. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, I am sure, but that did not happen. On 14 June 2017 a ministerial statement stated — 
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The state government inherited a bilateral agreement for a nationally consistent, locally delivered NDIS 
in WA, which was signed by the former government on the eve of the caretaker period and without 
reference to the former state cabinet. It has become apparent to the Premier and I that this agreement was 
entered into without sufficient consideration and detailed evaluation of alternatives, including entry into 
the commonwealth scheme. 

I have two things to say on that. I went to every cabinet meeting for the entire period of the Barnett government. 
The comment “without reference to the former state cabinet” is incorrect. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: That was the advice we got from the bureaucrats. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It is incorrect. The second thing is that I refer the minister to standing order 103 on 
making sure that ministerial statements are factual in nature and not debatable. That statement is debatable in terms 
of “without sufficient consideration and detailed evaluation of alternatives”. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Member, that was the advice given. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It might be advice, but it is debatable. A ministerial statement is a non-debatable issue. 
The minister knows I asked again on 5 September, and I got pretty much the same answer. 

I am running out of time now, and I did want to go through a few other things. I know the minister is trying; I am not 
going to have a go at him and take cheap political shots on something like this because it is too important. I understand 
that the minister is frustrated about this, probably as frustrated as anyone. But there is another group that is even more 
frustrated than the minister and Hon Alison Xamon—that is, the disability sector. I know the minister appreciates 
this, but it is desperate for a decision. When I spoke at an NDIS conference recently, I spoke to a number of service 
providers. There are a variety of views on this. From my meetings with dozens of people over the last few months, 
I would say that the majority want to retain the Western Australian model because of the local area delivery. Having 
said that, they will live with a national scheme. We will have to make it work. When the minister makes a decision, 
I will not stand on the steps of Parliament House and criticise him; I will say, “This is what we want.” But I am saying 
to the minister exactly the same as Hon Alison Xamon said: we want a decision. 
The minister will get a lot of advice from bureaucrats, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and Treasury. 
I know, mate, I was there for nine years almost. Sometimes we just have to look in the mirror and say, “I’m the 
minister. I’m going to go down this path.” When the minister wakes up one day and looks in the mirror and makes 
that decision, I promise him that this almighty black cloud will lift off his shoulders, he will feel liberated and, not 
only that, he will really, really please the disability sector. So, please, minister, for the benefit of this sector that 
we as a community have worked towards ensuring is mainstream, make a decision and just let us know as soon as 
you possibly can. 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Disability Services) [2.36 pm]: It is my 
pleasure as Minister for Disability Services to rise this afternoon to make a contribution to this debate. I thank 
Hon Alison Xamon for bringing the debate to the fore, bearing in mind when Hon Alison Xamon gave notice of 
this motion, it was May of this year. I thought that by the time we got to debating this motion, a decision would 
have well and truly been made. 
Hon Donna Faragher: So did we all. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: In fact I well and truly hoped. 
Hon Alison Xamon is aware that the last government signed a bilateral agreement in January this year; two 
governments—federal and state—signed an agreement to roll forward with an NDIS under a state-run scheme. It 
takes two governments to make a decision about the future of the NDIS. Two signed it, two need to decide to either 
get rid of it, update it or get a better agreement. It is not for one government to decide. One government has decided. 
I appreciate the contribution of the Leader of the Opposition this afternoon. I look forward to working with him as 
shadow Minister for Disability Services, because I believe he is very passionate about these social issues, as was 
Hon Donna Faragher when she was Minister for Disability Services. We should try to keep politics out of disability 
policy areas. We are talking about people’s lives. We are talking about making people’s lives better or at least 
giving everybody the opportunity the rest of us have. I look forward to working with Hon Peter Collier. 
I have said that the agreement was signed in January at five minutes to midnight, or I have used different words. 
I believe that agreement was rushed and ill-considered. I think the former government tried to get it out the door 
just before the caretaker period so that it thought it was all over. 
Hon Donna Faragher: We made a clear decision in October. I will say a bit when I get up. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Hon Donna Faragher is next; she can speak then. 
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I want to ensure that the best outcomes are delivered to the 39 000 people in Western Australia who will eventually 
get access to an NDIS in this state. It is vitally important. Members have previously said that a significant number 
of Western Australians with disability have long sought access to disability services and have not been able to get 
them for a variety of reasons, but partly because of state finances. They have not been able to access services 
because the finances did not allow it. Hon Alison Xamon called the NDIS a momentous policy decision; absolutely 
it is. I agree with how she compared it with Medicare. I think this is the next biggest social advancement in this 
country since Medicare and it will make a huge difference to people, but we have to get it right. 
It is incumbent on me and this government to ensure that the scheme is sustainable—that we can afford to do it 
and to keep delivering it. Members have alluded to the fact that there will be challenges as we move forward. That 
is so true. The Leader of the Opposition spoke about the challenges. Regardless of the model of NDIS moving 
forward, we all have to be very aware that there will be challenges. This has never been done before in this country. 
In fact, this is a first around the world. We have to be nimble as we move forward. We have to be adaptable. We 
have to be open to rolling with the punches. If issues arise as a result of the NDIS rollout and there are problems, 
we have to act. We cannot afford to stay still for a very long time. I am saying that we have to act, yet members 
have been pointing out this afternoon that I have not acted on making a decision. I have made it quite clear over 
the past few months that I have a strong view on the NDIS, unlike Hon Alison Xamon, who made a fine 
contribution this afternoon. However, for 43 minutes she did not tell us whether she supports a state-run NDIS 
scheme or a national NDIS scheme. 
Hon Alison Xamon: I support whatever the sector wants. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We are still waiting. For 43 minutes she was great at pointing out the faults, and 
there are many; however, she did not tell us whether she supports a national or a state scheme. I am on the record 
as saying that my personal preference is to go with the national scheme—absolutely. 
Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Hon Alison Xamon had her contribution! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Stephen Dawson has the call. I do not think I heard the minister interject 
on Hon Alison Xamon during her contribution. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I did. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: He did! I ask Hon Stephen Dawson to try to direct his comments to the Chair. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I will, Mr Acting President. This is a passionate issue. For 43 minutes we heard 
about the problems, but we did not hear the member outline which model she prefers or which model she thinks 
is best for people with disability. I am on the side that says that a federal model is better. It is not without its 
challenges, and I will go through some of those as we move forward. The previous government signed a deal in 
January this year which exposed the state to a number of financial risks. There was no certainty of cost for a full 
scheme. There was also no agreement on the return to funds for the state via the DisabilityCare Australia Fund. 
That money is paid by Western Australians as part of the increase in the Medicare levy. According to the last deal, 
that sits out in the ether. There was no agreement on that. It means that we are open to financial risk under the 
current agreement. Those were two of the reasons I thought we needed a better bilateral agreement. When I made 
those comments, I well and truly believed—and I still believe—that we need a better bilateral agreement moving 
forward than the one that was signed. 
Alongside the considerations of cost and the risks associated with the existing bilateral agreement, I am also very 
concerned about the rollout of the NDIS to regional and remote Western Australia. That area is dear to my heart 
as a member for that region. There are many people in regional Western Australia, and remote Western Australia 
in particular, who have never had any services from the Disability Services Commission for their disability and 
who need them. That is why I am very proud that we started the rollout in the Kimberley and the Pilbara from 
1 July, albeit under the WA NDIS model, so that those people can actually benefit. 
Hon Donna Faragher: Is it working well, minister? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is starting. I will give members some figures about that later on. It has been slow, 
but not because we have not got staff on the ground. It has just been difficult actually getting out to some of those 
remote communities. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: As Hon Alanna Clohesy is pointing out, the provision of services in some of those 
communities is very difficult. This has its challenges. A big part of the NDIS is about choice and control. It is very 
difficult to provide choice and control to people in some of these communities when there is absolutely no service 
provider and when they might be the sole person with disability or they might be one of two. There are going to 
be challenges moving forward, but I am very happy and pleased that the rollout has started in those places. Genuine 
choice and control is very important, as is localised decision-making, as the Leader of the Opposition pointed out. 
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I understand if any member in this place needs to leave the chamber on urgent parliamentary business; I was 
making a generic point, rather than pointing at anybody. Ensuring that we have localised decision-making contact 
points is very important and is one of the major benefits of a state-run scheme, like it or lump it. Some people do 
not like their local coordinators, but we do have people on the ground right across the state. One of the challenges 
with the national NDIS is the issue of Geelong. I do not think that service provision or the leadership being in 
Geelong is in itself an issue. I do not think it matters whether it is in Geelong or Canberra; it is as easy for us to 
get to Geelong as it is to get to Canberra. The issue is that all the decision-making or the high-level stuff needs to 
be done over east. Something that has been dear to me and which I have been working on over the past few months 
is that if we do go to a federal scheme, we need to ensure that there are more localised decision-making contact 
points. It is a very complex decision, as other members have pointed out. I do not take the decision lightly. 
The Leader of the Opposition referred to some of the answers I have given in this place previously. I have made 
this issue a big priority. In fact, it has been the biggest priority for me as an incoming minister in this government 
and took precedence over my environmental issues. I wanted to get this bedded down. Unfortunately, it has taken 
much, much longer than I anticipated. As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, I spoke to hundreds of people 
over the first few months. People still come to me and raise issues about the NDIS. I appreciate that 
Hon Alison Xamon said that if I want her to send more people in my direction, she will. That is probably not 
helpful at this stage. I have spoken to many, many people from all walks of life. I have spoken to people with 
disability, service providers in both schemes, families and carers, because I wanted to hear personally from them 
what their views were on the issue. I have to say that having heard from hundreds of individuals and organisations 
on this issue, it remains very important to me that anyone who wants to present their views on the rollout should 
continue to do so. Having said that, I will keep that in mind, but a decision has been made. The arguments and 
ideas that have been put to me have been very complex. I would have people in the room from the same groups or 
service providers who would have very different views. The Leader of the Opposition spoke about his experience 
over the past few months since he has been shadow minister. He said that of the people he had spoken to, the 
majority favoured a WA model. That was not the experience I had as a result of my discussions over the past few 
months. Some of the bigger service providers had a strong view that we retain a WA NDIS model. We do not use 
the “My Way” logo anymore; that was a bit inflammatory. They support a locally run scheme. Others in the same 
room in the same meetings said absolutely not; they would happily be part of a national scheme and a national 
model. Indeed, others have said that they do not care; that we should make a decision and they will deal with it. 
That has been said numerous times. There were three camps of people with whom I spoke about the issue. The 
meetings and consultation were vital. It was really important for me to get a good sense of those views. 

I was critical in opposition about the rush to get the deal signed. I was critical about the two models that were 
trialled. I was critical about the evaluation of those trials, because I did not believe that we were comparing apples 
with apples. We had two very different models. People were in a rush to be the best. We did not compare both in 
a meaningful way. I also think that the Stantons International report and the evaluation that took place was flawed. 
It spoke to a tiny number of people. It did not speak to the community. In the lead-up to the election, people told 
me very strongly that they did not feel consulted. That was particularly people with disability, bearing in mind that 
this scheme is about delivering for people with disability. They need to be front and centre of any decision moving 
forward. I took the time to discuss their views with those people, and that has guided me in my work. 

It is a complex and significant policy area. As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out in his contribution to the 
debate, there will be an annual spend of $1.7 billion at full scheme. Even without the woeful condition of the state’s 
finances, we are obligated to undertake a considered and thorough decision-making process given the size of the 
reform, particularly because it has become clear that the previous government’s decision appears to be unsupported 
and not thorough. I know one of the former ministers will have a different view, and she will be able to make 
a different contribution, but this was well and truly a view held by many in the disability sector. They did not believe 
that they were consulted, and I have to agree with them. Over the past few months since that conversation, I opened 
a dialogue with the federal minister to explore the possibility of joining the federal scheme, but also to seek certainty 
of funding commitments and an approach under this model. Alongside those discussions, I was also keen to address 
or redress the rushed and risky decision made by the previous government. I invited the federal minister to discuss 
the current bilateral and future options for the state should we wish to retain administration locally. Well and truly 
I was open to ideas; I thought it was very important that we canvassed all opportunities to see how we could have 
a better scheme for Western Australia, but also a deal that is comparable with that in other states. Over the past few 
months I have heard said by bureaucrats second-hand that the last government was so intent on getting a WA NDIS 
model and a bilateral agreement signed that it would have agreed to anything. 

Hon Donna Faragher: That’s rubbish. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is what has been said. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Come and have a chat to me. 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Whether it is true or not, that is what is being said. 

I needed to make sure that we were absolutely getting the best deal for this state. It has been frustrating. I have 
been frustrated by what I saw as the federal minister’s unwillingness and his playing with me and the people of 
the state that he represents about the deal. I have had questions; he has a different view and I have heard it in the 
media. He said that he gave us all the information that we wanted, but I do not believe that was the case, and over 
the past few months and in recent times we have seen a different level of engagement by the federal government. 
The Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet is involved in the discussions. It is open to discussing the 
unique challenges that we face in this state. This is a very different place from Victoria or New South Wales; we 
have people who live in remote parts of the state. We have people who are hours and days away from the capital 
city. People in Victoria do not have that, and do not get it. People in Victoria do not have the level of dysfunction 
that we have in some of our remote communities. We have people living all over the place and it is a challenge to 
provide services, and I am not sure that our east coast colleagues get that. 

Since March this year, I have appreciated hearing directly from people about this reform. After more than three 
months of consultation, I was really surprised by the variation in opinions on the best administration model for this 
scheme. It was not really surprising given how complex the issue is, but it did surprise me. We received submissions 
from people with disability and their families who were mostly supportive of a federally administered NDIS in WA, 
but there were also people and families who advocated for state-based administration of the NDIS, particularly people 
who had had a positive experience with their local coordinator. I think other members would agree that we have led 
the way in the disability space in this country for a very long time. Whether we still do is another point. We moved 
away from some of those group homes that other states still have a long time ago, and I think our local coordinators is 
a very good initiative, but, again, it is people delivering these services and not everybody has had a positive experience 
of that. Local service providers were in the majority supportive of a state-run scheme, but some of the smaller service 
providers were generally supportive of a commonwealth-administered scheme. That is partly because they saw more 
opportunity for innovation under the national model. Some of those smaller providers that did things differently and 
outside the box flourished under the federal scheme; whereas, they saw the state-run model as more cumbersome, 
making it more difficult to do things that had not been tried before. I support innovation moving forward. 

At the same time as these conversations were happening, issues and concerns were being raised about the federal 
NDIS. Those, I guess, failings of the federal NDIS have been well documented over the past few months. The 
Leader of the Opposition in his contribution to this debate quite rightly pointed out that the federal scheme is not 
without its challenges by any means, and advocates in other states, such as National Disability Services, which is 
the peak body for service providers nationally, have made strong contributions in the media and to ministers about 
their concerns with the national model. At the same time as people are telling me to rush into this national model, 
there are concerns and significant challenges in some of the states. It is very difficult for me to say, “Right; let’s 
go headstrong into that model. They’re going through all those issues, but let’s just go for it. Let’s join in with the 
anxiety and issues happening elsewhere.” We have had to be methodical in our decision-making. Stakeholders are 
concerned about aspects of the current federal scheme, and it is quite right for them to say that they do not believe 
that the scheme would best meet the particular needs of Western Australia, particularly in relation to planning and 
service provision in regional and remote areas. One of the big concerns raised relates to the use of the telephone 
line. For many of my constituents—members may not be aware of this—at least in the early stages of the scheme, 
the majority of interaction with the National Disability Insurance Agency was over the phone. For many of my 
constituents, and constituents of other members in this chamber, the only interaction they currently have with 
a government of any persuasion is the Centrelink phone line. They spend hours, sometimes days, on the phone 
trying to access services. I did not—and still do not—want that replicated if we were to go to a national model. 
I want people to be able to see each other’s eyes and to interact with each other. I do not want people waiting on 
the phone for days in order to access services. I have raised that issue about the scheme numerous times with the 
federal government over the past few months. 

Concerns have been raised with me about the workforce. Again, this is an issue we cannot underestimate moving 
forward. A few weeks ago, I had the opportunity to officially launch the NDIS workforce strategy. It is a good 
body of work. I spoke at the same conference that the Leader of the Opposition spoke at that highlighted the 
challenges of workforce issues moving forward. We will need an extra 10 000 people with experience in the 
disability sector over the next few years as we roll out the NDIS. We have to face those challenges moving forward. 

Others have raised issues about the morale in what is now the Department of Communities. I am concerned about 
that, too, moving forward. Those staff have and continue to work extremely hard on the rollout of the NDIS. Any 
decision to join a federal scheme could result in job losses moving forward, and that is significant. 

Hon Donna Faragher: It will. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It possibly will—depending on any future agreement, jobs could well be lost as 
a result. Some of those people might get the opportunity to work for the new NDIA or the national scheme, but it 
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is a very real consideration. As I consider the rights and future opportunities for people with disability as 
Minister for Disability Services, I also need to consider the current workforce of people delivering services to 
people with disability and the workforce moving forward. 

Significant concerns were also raised about moving to a national scheme and the possibility that it might create 
a new class of lower paid workers who lack training, skills and job security. Concerns have also been raised that 
going to a national scheme could wipe out paying conditions almost universally. They are real challenges. I spoke 
to workers and bosses, and everybody had challenges about both. Some raised concerns about what was going on 
over east and some about training and the lack of training of local coordinators. People also, quite rightly, spoke 
about the disenchantment with the bureaucratic nature of the scheme run in Geelong, but at the same time people 
also raised with me the bureaucratic nature of the scheme that was run here. People expressed valid concerns about 
my agency and what was then the Disability Services Commission. On the one hand they were telling me that 
Geelong was bureaucratic and not responsive and that it had challenges and issues, while on the other they were 
telling me that my state agency had the same issue. 

Moving forward, I want to make sure that local decision-making can be at the heart of any mode of whichever 
scheme is implemented. During my consultation, many people expressed the need for decision-making to be as 
close as possible to people with disability. Service providers talked about the value they have derived from the 
local accessible government department—the Disability Services Commission—but said they did not have the 
same experience when dealing with the federal model as it stands. Another issue that some members raised is how 
important the interface will be between Health, Housing, Education and other essential state-run services. At the 
moment, it is much easier to fix problems across government in the state system when agencies are in the same 
building, bearing in mind government is not very good at fixing problems across agencies. We can knock on 
someone’s door and say, “Help us with this. What are we going to do about that?” There is a real fear about how 
we will fix problems if the feds have the NDIS and all those services such as Housing, Education et cetera will 
continue to be run by the state. There might be risks of cost shifting. Any decision made moving forward needs to 
consider a proper interface between the state and commonwealth governments; that is vital. Cost was also a big 
factor raised with me during consultations. Time and again people said that joining the federal scheme could cost 
the state more without a commensurate return on quality or access. My federal colleague Hon Jenny Macklin told 
me that the cost would be greater for the state if we stayed with a state-run model because of the big cost 
implications as a result of a new IT system or whatever else. Again, we are hearing diametrically opposing views. 
Hon Donna Faragher: You’re relying on Jenny Macklin? Goodness me. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Jenny Macklin is one of the architects of this scheme. 
Hon Donna Faragher: Yes, I know. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Member, Jenny Macklin is one of the architects of this scheme who is very 
passionate and is very knowledgeable on this issue. She made a very valid point that there are risks associated with 
a state-run scheme. It was also a concern that the state could shoulder the costs for any future overruns and 
problems if a federal NDIS model was chosen and would also have limited capacity to impact the practice of the 
federal NDIS to redress those failures. In arguments for joining the national scheme, many people reflected on the 
approach taken by the federal scheme and thought that it delivered a better experience of choice and control for 
people with disability. People also raised concerns about the local agency, being the funder, provider, purchaser 
and regulator of services. Concerns were raised—rightly or wrongly—about the culture of the agency. Service 
providers and people with disability complained that the WA NDIS quoting system provides a significant and 
unnecessary overhead to the planning process with no identifiable client benefit and that this is a cost to and slows 
down the process. Other people raised issues about the WA NDIS requiring small businesses to hold a very high 
level of indemnity insurance as a sole operator to hold the same insurance as a large service provider. I also had 
feedback about the WA NDIS tender process being arduous for small business, taking about 30 hours to complete 
because of state terms for tender providers. If they could not meet those terms in their tender, they had to wait 
12 months to reapply, whereas the NDIA registration process was a simpler experience. That is valid and valuable 
feedback. Service providers that operated on both schemes were concerned about operating in two schemes, about 
having to have two different interfaces that could and probably would lead to inefficiencies and cost. Who was 
this cost going to be borne by, ultimately? Of course it was going to be borne by people with disability, because if 
the service providers are experiencing more cost, that means fewer services being delivered to people with 
disability. People with disability were more impressed by the federal scheme because it paid in arrears rather than 
as a three-month advance. They felt that this gave real clarity about the client’s NDIS portal and what has been 
used in their plan to date. It really informs future real-time planning, whereas the service providers had a different 
view in that they supported having this money in advance because it helped them do their work. Again, these are 
totally different views. That was the feedback we got and we worked through those issues. We have started to have 
a conversation with the feds. As we got nearer to 1 July, it is fair to say I got more frustrated and worried and I did 
not want to jeopardise the rollout for the people in the Kimberley and Pilbara who were next off the starting line. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 October 2017] 

 p4436c-4453a 
Hon Alison Xamon; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Stephen Dawson 

 [19] 

A decision was made to begin that rollout under the current bilateral agreement so that those people could get the 
services from then. All the while, I made that clear to people under the current agreement, but we are still talking 
to the federal government about the future. 
I just wanted to talk briefly, and I will talk later about the thousands of Western Australians who are benefiting 
from the ongoing rollout. As of this week, over 5 396 Western Australians had already been assessed as eligible 
for WA NDIS, which is an increase of about 1 600 people since 1 July this year. As of 9 October, a total of 
4 659 Western Australians already had approved NDIS plans. If any member is interested, I am happy to give them 
the figures at some stage, but right across the state in those areas that have started under the rollout, or have 
a scheme in operation, thousands of people are already benefitting from the NDIS. Is it the best NDIS because it 
is a state-run scheme? Potentially not, but I was very conscious to ensure that people were starting to get the 
services. I made the point, and I make it again, that two governments signed this deal and two governments need 
to sign a new deal moving forward. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders.  
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