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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [5.07 pm]: Perhaps 
Hon Simon O’Brien would like me to recap the elements of the speech that I have made so far because he was 
fascinated by my comments apparently. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Only if you require my unruly interjections, which will not be available to you in a minute 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not require them, but I do not mind. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Please go about your business. 

I had indicated that I wanted to talk about a few more matters. One in particular is not in my direct shadow 
portfolio but it is having an impact and causing concern for parents in secondary schools, and that is what this 
government is doing to the TAFE sector. In particular, this government has now cut $53.6 million from the 
training budget over the next four years, and the bulk of that cut will be directly from technical and further 
education colleges. This comes on top of what this government has already done to TAFE colleges by slashing 
some 350 jobs, and it is expected that more jobs will go as a result of the budget cuts announced last week. 
Probably the most telling and most pressing for the parents of secondary students I have spoken to is the increase 
in fees. Last week and the week before that in the non-sitting period, I was speaking to groups of parents of 
secondary students in particular. They are really concerned about what the increase in TAFE fees is doing to 
their family budget. Children are having to make choices about their future studies after school on the basis of 
a set of TAFE fees that have increased by some 513 percent since 2013. The budget that we are talking about 
now includes a further four per cent increase to TAFE fees. That is making it nigh on impossible for many 
Western Australians to ensure that their kids can get a TAFE qualification. I was talking to one set of parents 
who said, “We’re going to make this work; we’re going to do it, but we have had to radically shift our household 
budget. We want to do it because this is the first of our three children to finish high school, and we want to make 
sure that she gets the best possible opportunity and has the chance to study the things that she wants to study, and 
that means going to TAFE.” That whole family is having to significantly readjust its household budget. The 
words she used were, “It’s absolutely killing us, but we’re going to do it. If we have to, we’ll eat baked beans 
because we want the very best for our daughter.” But we cannot impose these sorts of increases in TAFE fees at 
the very same time that we need to be upskilling a range of people who, as a consequence of the downturn in the 
economy, no longer have the job opportunities that were available in the resource sector and its flow-on 
industries. The families to whom I was speaking are obviously families of secondary school students who want 
to go directly from secondary school to TAFE, but this is also having an impact on our capacity to re-skill those 
people who have lost their jobs and want to do their very best and ensure that they keep their skills and 
qualifications up to date. These people have to use a substantial part of their redundancy payment, if they got 
a redundancy payment, on paying TAFE fees. We are having a direct impact on our future skill base. At some 
point the economy will turn around—most likely under the Labor government that will be elected in March next 
year—and when it does, we will be faced with the same kind of labour market shortages that we have seen 
before in this state when short-sighted decisions have been made about the arrangements we put in place to 
ensure that we have a skilled workforce. We are not only hitting those families who are least able to afford the 
increases in TAFE fees, but also cutting off our noses to spite our faces by not ensuring that those who have lost 
their jobs and want to re-skill have the capacity to do that at a reasonable price. 

One of the other consequences of last week’s budget was the revelation on Friday that the $1 million allocated 
for planning a new secondary school in the western suburbs was code for a significant change in the 
government’s position on building a secondary school in the western suburbs. The Minister for Education 
revealed on Friday that a new school will not be built at the City Beach site, which had been talked about. I think 
there were three, if not four, announcements about a prospective school at the City Beach site to be operating by 
2019, but now it has been revealed that that will not be until 2027 because the government was unable to — 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I watched my telly on Friday night. 

Hon Peter Collier: The telly must be right! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am telling members what I saw the minister say. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is not what I said at all. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order, members! Hansard and I are both trying to listen to 
the Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: You are very kind; thank you. In any event, if all that we have for the western suburbs 
secondary school is $1 million for planning, that will not fix the problem. 

Hon Peter Collier: What about the $50 million for Shenton that I announced yesterday and the $40 million for 
Churchlands—so $90 million? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The $50 million for Shenton College and the extra million for Churchlands Senior High 
School will indeed take those school populations close to, if not more than, 3 000 students. Some of the parents 
to whom I have been talking are concerned about the prospect of sending their children to a school of 3 000 kids. 
It is not impossible to do. It is possible to do it, but is it the best and the right thing to do? 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The other part of this equation is the mystery announcement. 

Hon Adele Farina: Mystery? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, there is a mystery announcement. On Friday the minister could not say what the 
mystery announcement would be and he said that he was really sorry and that he really wanted to tell us what the 
mystery announcement would be, but he is unable to. 

Hon Peter Collier: That’s right. You’ve been in government. You were a minister. You know when you make 
announcements. You don’t do it when the media tell you to do it; you do it when you’re ready. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is good. 

Hon Peter Collier: What a stupid comment. You are making this big deal about mystery announcements. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is a mystery announcement because I do not know what it is. 

Hon Peter Collier: Of course you don’t. You’re in opposition. Sorry, I forgot to contact you. Dear me! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Interjections are unruly at any time, but interjections when the chamber is 
being called to order by the Chair is quite extraordinarily unruly and will not be tolerated. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is practically treacherous! Maybe the word “mystery” is what caused such a kerfuffle. 

Parents are expected to take comfort from the fact that only $1 million has been put aside for a western suburbs 
school even though they had been told via at least three, if not four, announcements that they should expect an 
announcement imminently about a western suburbs secondary school at City Beach. They are expected to take 
on board that only $1 million has been allocated for planning and not feel uncertain or worried about the future 
schooling options for their children heading towards secondary school age. 

Parents should take comfort in two other areas, because there is not anything else; we do not know about 
anything else. Parents should take comfort in the prospect that Shenton College and Churchlands Senior High 
School’s populations will increase to close to, if not more than, 3 000 students. What should give them comfort 
is that at some point, this minister, the same minister who made three announcements telling us not to worry 
because we are getting the secondary school — 

Hon Peter Collier: When did I make three announcements? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It was at least three. It might have been four, but it was at least three. 

Hon Peter Collier: You’ll table them, will you? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I can. 

Hon Peter Collier: Just like on the Safe Schools issue as well. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Let us go back and talk about Safe Schools. Let us do that. 

Hon Peter Collier: You lost the first debate. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I did not lose that debate at all. Here is the proposition — 

Hon Nick Goiran: Is this the fiction or nonfiction version? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Do members want to hear it or do they not? 
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Hon Darren West: I’d like to hear it, please. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! I would like to hear it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Excellent. Here is the proposition that I am expected to accept: I mislead the house. That 
was the proposition put. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is not that. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is exactly the proposition that was put. 

Hon Peter Collier: You said I was not going to roll it out. You said you would provide evidence that I was not 
going to roll it out. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The interjection was about Safe Schools, so that is what I want to address. 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is what the interjection was about. The more Hon Peter Collier interjects — 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! The question before the Chair that the budget papers be noted is a very 
broad one. Indeed, it can be expressed in almost a limitless number of ways. However, I do not think that we 
would normally entertain, particularly by way of digression, debate on matters about misleading the house. I am 
sure that Hon Sue Ellery will not feel it necessary or sense any obligation to entertain such interjections, though 
that is a matter for her, but I draw members’ attention to the fact that some of the interjections touch on what 
could potentially be serious matters that are unrelated to the budget and members perhaps need to choose their 
approach carefully. Hon Sue Ellery should now be heard to address the question that the budget papers be noted. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you very much, Mr Acting President. I am happy to be guided by you, but I will 
make this point: for the second time during the course of my contribution to the budget debate today, 
Hon Nick Goiran has interjected. The first time he did, he said, “You’ve got form on misleading”, and then the 
second time — 

Hon Nick Goiran: No, I didn’t. Again, you are manufacturing things. Stop inventing stuff. If you’re going to 
quote me, get Hansard and make sure you get it right. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Mr Acting President, I seek your assistance to control Hon Nick Goiran so that I can 
complete my contribution to this debate and address — 

Hon Nick Goiran: Well, make sure it is accurate and factual! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Nick Goiran, Hon Sue Ellery can be assured that there will not be 
unruly interjections if she addresses her remarks to the Chair. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Twice now, a serious matter has been put by Hon Nick Goiran about whether I misled the 
house in the wording that I chose for the motion put before the house last Thursday in non-government business. 
The purpose of non-government business is to put up a motion that is then debated. The words I chose to put in 
that motion were about the conclusions—I cannot remember the word I used. 

Hon Nick Goiran: The findings. It’s not hard! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The findings; I thank the member. It was about the conclusion that I drew on what that 
report stated. Hon Nick Goiran took objection to the last seven words of the motion, I think he said. Throughout 
that report, Emeritus Professor Bill Louden—members can read it because I tabled it—refers to professional 
judgements being made by teachers about how they use the material. One of the major findings of the report—
I do not even know that he called it a finding; I think he noted it—was that schools “dip in and out of the 
material that is provided”. I think that was the expression that he used. He went on to say that as schools dip in 
and out of the material that is provided, the teachers use their professional judgement as to what is applicable for 
their particular school. That is the conclusion that I drew when I read Professor Bill Louden’s report. If other 
members in this chamber want to disagree with that, they are well within their rights to do so. That is the whole 
purpose of debate. They should stand up and say, “You might think that is what this report says, but I, having 
read it, think this is what the report means and this is what Professor Bill Louden said.” The fact that I have 
chosen to interpret that report in a particular way, and that I have a different point of view about a conclusion 
that has been reached in that report, is vastly different from and bears no relationship to the serious proposition 
that I am misleading the house. I rejected that proposition at that time, and I did that kind of light-heartedly and 
lightly, because I thought Hon Nick Goiran was having a bad day and was just being a bit silly. 
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Hon Nick Goiran: You got that wrong. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Clearly. 

I wanted to address that matter in my comments today. I did not intend to mislead the house, and I absolutely 
reject the notion that I did. I point out also that the President was in the chair at the time. Therefore, if 
Hon Nick Goiran still thinks that I misled the house, I will ask for a ruling on that. That is a serious allegation to 
make. If that is Hon Nick Goiran’s view, he should put his money where his mouth is and ask the President to 
reconsider the comments that he made last Thursday. He should also ask the Acting President 
(Hon Simon O’Brien) to consider whether or not I misled the house. That is a serious thing to say. I have not 
ever done that, I certainly did not do that last Thursday, and I am not doing that now. I think we ought to all take 
a deep breath and put that silly bit of nonsense from Hon Nick Goiran to one side and move on. 
Hon Nick Goiran can take a different point of view to me on whether — 

Hon Helen Morton: Just because someone takes a different point of view to you doesn’t make them silly. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you, Mr Acting President. Hon Helen Morton is quite right. If someone takes 
a different point of view, that does not make it silly. What makes what Hon Nick Goiran said silly is that he 
turned that—having a different point of view—into meaning that I have mislead the house. That is serious 
matter. If Hon Nick Goiran believes that, he needs to stand now and accuse me of that again, and let us get 
a ruling on whether I did mislead the house. I want Hon Nick Goiran to stop saying that I misled the house. I did 
not do anything of the kind. I took a point of view that he disagrees with. Newsflash! That has happened more 
than once, and it is going to happen again, and that is okay. However, that is not the same as misleading the 
house. Therefore, this nonsense that I misled the house needs to stop. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not know. I am waiting for all the noise from the cheap seats to stop. If 
Hon Nick Goiran wants to accuse me of misleading the house, go ahead. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Members, my role here, of course, acting on behalf of our President, is, in 
the broadest of terms, to facilitate the business of the house and ensure that progress is made in the things that we 
have to attend to. I recognise, as all Presiding Officers do, that from time to time there are differences of opinion 
and disagreements. It is a matter of how we manage those matters when they arise, as they do, every single day 
the house sits. We have to keep in mind that the purpose of the house is to function, and that is the ultimate goal. 

In relation to the business before the house at the moment—that is, the question that the budget papers be 
noted—members might collectively think that it is worthwhile now to return to that question without further 
digression. However, if any member wishes to raise or pursue a matter of privilege, they would, of course, have 
regard for standing order 93 in raising a matter of privilege, and that will be dealt with, and any rulings required 
either on the spot or after seeking advice will be attended to, ahead of my other business otherwise before the 
house. That option is open to any member whenever they believe a matter of privilege has arisen, but obviously 
they would not do so lightly. So members may wish to examine standing order 93 before electing to go down 
that particular path. In so doing, all members could also look at standing order 45, which relates to imputations 
and personal reflections on members, and perhaps think about that. 

If my remarks just given have allowed the temperature of emotions to cool a little for now, that will enable me to 
give the call back to Hon Sue Ellery to continue her remarks on the question that the budget papers be noted. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you very much, Mr Acting President. I am happy to get back to what I was talking 
about, which is the need for a new secondary school in the western suburbs. On Thursday in the budget, there 
were allocations of, I think, a total of $90 million, or $40 million and $50 million respectively, to 
Shenton College and Churchlands Senior High School to enable them to build more accommodation so that they 
can take additional students. There was an allocation of $1 million for planning for a new western suburbs high 
school. In 2014, on several occasions in 2015, and again in February 2016, the Minister for Education made 
public comments that parents could expect an imminent announcement about a new secondary school in 
City Beach. However, that did not happen. What parents are expected to rely on, to settle any uncertainty in their 
minds when they are making decisions about which school their kids will go to, is that the minister is about to 
make some other announcement. No money has been allocated in the budget to build a new school in the western 
suburbs. That other announcement may be about refurbishing an existing building in the CBD or entering into 
some arrangement with the private owner of a building in the CBD, or it may be about something else. I do not 
know. I have spoken with groups of parents. The point is that when parents make decisions about which 
secondary school they want to send their children to, they do not wait until their kids get to year 6; they make 
those decisions well before their kids get to year 6. Many parents even think about moving house so that their 

 [4] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

 p2980c-2986a 
Hon Sue Ellery 

kids can get into the educational facility that they want their kids to attend. The uncertainty about what is the 
other element of the government’s three-part announcement is creating great angst for parents. 
My electorate office is at Southlands Boulevarde shopping centre in Willetton. It is across the road from 
Willetton Senior High School and down the road, maybe one kay, or two kays at the most, from 
Rossmoyne Senior High School. There has long been talk—I cannot say it authoritatively because I do not have 
the evidence—of the phenomenon of “rental fraud”. That is where parents who are keen to get their kids in one 
of those two schools try to find an address that falls within the geographic boundaries or enrolment catchment 
area of the relevant school, so they desperately look for friends who own properties in that area that they can 
claim to be renting. That has been the talk for years. As I have said, I have no evidence of the size of the 
problem. However, there are people who desperately want to get their kids into one of those schools, and any 
talk of changing the geographic boundaries or enrolment catchment area for those schools causes great angst. 
This is a serious issue for those parents whose kids are now at schools in the inner-city area and those going as 
far as west as, say, West Leederville Primary or even Wembley Primary School. This is a serious issue and they 
are concerned about where they will be able to send their kids. There is the notion that those parents are expected 
to wait for an announcement when the same minister said three or four times that they should not worry because 
he was working on an imminent announcement about a school in City Beach and that they should believe the 
same guy who told them that that was the solution he was about to announce and now they should believe that 
what he is about to announce will allay their fears and that there is no need for them to be concerned. I think that 
is unacceptable for those parents. Given that I do not represent the area, I was surprised by the number of emails 
I got on Friday and over the weekend from parents in the area wanting to know what announcement the 
government is going to make. We have to wait for the government to make that announcement, but those parents 
are pretty concerned about it. 
I turn now to explicit teaching, which is a form of teaching that is increasingly being used in many 
Western Australian schools. I do not want to talk about the war, but when I was looking at the work of 
Bill Louden on another report which may or may not have been subject to recent discussion in the house, I was 
reminded of the earlier work he did. I read his report on high performing primary schools and the common 
elements among them, which was tabled in June last year. He looked at nine high performing schools and tried to 
identify the characteristics of those schools to determine whether there was a pattern that we can pick up to plan 
for the future. Towards the concluding part of his report, he said — 

At the broadest level of generalisation, it could be said that all nine schools did a few of the same 
things, seven of the schools did most of the same things, and two high-performing schools did hardly 
any of the things that characterised the other seven schools. 
Four more specific conclusions may be drawn. 
First, every one of the nine schools had at least three things in common: stable, long-term leadership; 
explicit school improvement plans; and reading programs that included synthetic phonics in the early 
years of school. 

That is why I wanted to touch on that. I think there is more that we in this state can be doing for explicit 
instruction for literacy. I know that it is mentioned in the director general’s “Directions for School, Focus 2016: 
An Initiative of the Director General’s Classroom First Strategy”, but I think we can be doing more to encourage 
that. I look forward to this government tackling that issue. 
I will touch on some of the issues that the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations in particular 
has raised with me. The first is the work that it did in 2014 on the contribution that parents make to fund schools, 
which, it suggested, is an ever increasing amount of money. The survey, which I have talked about in here 
before, projected for 2015 an average per school of $15 719 and more than $10 million across WA. 
Hon Peter Collier: That is actually wrong; that is manifestly wrong. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The minister can tell me why. 
Hon Peter Collier: It went on a very small cohort of schools. We’ve got the actual figures and I can produce 
those, but that is manifestly wrong. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The minister can do that when he speaks. 
Hon Peter Collier: The information the member is providing is wrong. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Hon Sue Ellery. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am raising issues that WACSSO raised with me. I appreciate what the minister just said. 
Hon Peter Collier: It is wrong. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: Okay, so when the minister makes his contribution, or during some other contribution, he 
can put that on the record. 
Hon Peter Collier: I will; I will table the exact amounts. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Good. 
Hon Peter Collier: And you’ll be shown to be wrong. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Sue Ellery has the call. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Kate Doust and the Leader of the House can continue their 
conversation at some other time and place while we listen to Hon Sue Ellery. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thanks, Mr Acting President. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It is a very good contribution. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Do you know what? I reckon I would have been finished half an hour ago if people had let 
me. 
I was talking about the issues that WACSSO raised with me. The other issue it raised relates to maintenance. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I was not working on a timetable, but if the Attorney General is suggesting — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Sue Ellery is clearly trying to draw her remarks to a close and these 
unruly interjections are preventing her from doing so. They should cease forthwith. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will give it another shot. 
I will touch briefly on some of the — 
Hon Helen Morton interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not know what that was. 
Hon Helen Morton: It was me groaning. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Here is a plan: every time there is an interjection, I will just be quiet. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable member should not invite interjection. As I say, members 
should not interject. Hon Sue Ellery, please address your remarks to me. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will indeed. 
I refer to an inquiry in the other place by the Education and Health Standing Committee that is looking at 
independent public schools. One of the committee’s terms of reference is the impact that being at an independent 
public school has had on student outcomes. It is looking at a broad range of things. I am happy to say that 
I support IPSs. I am happy to say that the principals with whom I have spoken from independent public 
schools—I have spoken to many of them—say that it is a valuable tool. I am happy to say that as a system of 
governance, parents with whom I have spoken say that they like the fact that they are able to send their kids to 
IPSs. I support them. However, it has resulted in a two-tiered system. We need to do something about that, 
because increasingly some of the schools that cannot become an independent public school under the current 
arrangements for a range of reasons—sometimes not the least of which being the particular communities that 
they are in and the particular circumstances that they deal with in those communities—are some of the schools 
that need the greatest flexibility and the very best of facilities, and increasingly they are not able to get them. The 
criterion of most interest to me in the inquiry that is being done in the other place is the impact, if any, that being 
at an independent public school has had on student outcomes. It is possible to overcook the notion that a system 
of governance and administration, which is what independent public schools represent, can have a direct 
measurable impact on student academic outcomes. When Christopher Pyne was the Minister for Education, he 
did this much more fulsomely than he should have—and that comment was made by former state Minister for 
Education Hon Liz Constable when she introduced the IPS system. I looked at her Hansard from the other place 
when she talked about introducing IPSs. She said that it was expected to have an impact on academic outcomes. 
I think it is appropriate to have the IPS system in place for a range of reasons but those reasons go to governance 
and administration, not necessarily academic outcomes. There was, of course, the review commissioned by the 
government some time ago, although the conclusion drawn in that review was that it was too early to tell. It 
probably was a bit too early to tell then, but I think it has been three years since then—the minister has just 
corrected me and said it has been two years— and, apart from anything else, it is a blunt measure, but because of 

 [6] 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

 p2980c-2986a 
Hon Sue Ellery 

movements by successive federal and state governments towards more transparency in academic results, we can 
see the NAPLAN results online. It is a blunt instrument, but as a measure it is there for all to see how a school 
performs in those tests year after year after year. It is available to everybody. From time to time I have had 
a look at some schools—not in a particularly scientific way—to determine whether I can see a pattern. If the 
view is that the IPS system has a direct impact on academic outcomes, one would expect to see some kind of 
linear movement that reflects higher NAPLAN results. But that is not the case. I cannot see that. I invite the 
Minister for Education to tell me at some point whether that information is available.  
One of the submissions that is now public is on the committee’s web page. It is from the State School Teachers’ 
Union of WA, and under the heading “Our case: Have WA outcomes been improved?”, its submission states — 

The WA IPS model has consistently been couched as superior and focused on giving schools the best 
platform to ensure optimum student success. Current NAPLAN data, however, does not reflect this 
proposition. In a comparison of NAPLAN results for schools who became IPS in 2010 and with an 
ICSEA score of lower than 1,000, — 

That is the measure of the socioeconomic status of a community — 
and therefore with higher disadvantage, it shows that there is no linear improvement in outcomes across 
the indicators of reading, persuasive writing, spelling, grammar and punctuation and numeracy. The 
majority of schools show that their student outcomes are ad-hoc in their results; improving some years 
and becoming worse in others. 
For instance, in an analysis of Year 9 results across a range of IPS schools, the below graph shows that 
average NAPLAN scores increased and decreased from year to year, with no correlation showing 
consistent improvement. 

I will table that when I finish my comments so members can look at that. 
I do not think that tells us we can reach the conclusion that therefore the independent public schools system is 
bad. It indicates that we have to recognise what IPS is: it is a system of governance and a system of 
administration, which so far appears to have no demonstrable relationship with student outcomes. We should not 
overcook this. We should not say that IPS is something that it is not. It has not been able to be demonstrated so 
far that it has any measurable impact on student academic performance. 
I thank members for their listening very well in the last 10 minutes and, with that, I wind up my remarks by 
taking us back to where my comments began—that is, we have the worst set of numbers in our state’s history. 
We have a deficit of close to $3.9 billion, which is $1 billion worse than was forecast. State debt is now heading 
beyond $40 billion. The Treasurer responded to this by saying it is because our WA federal ministers—the ones 
who are up for election right now!—are not doing their job properly and are not properly representing 
Western Australia. He may well be right about that, but I suspect there are a few other reasons, including the 
poor decisions and sloppy financial management of Colin Barnett’s government. This is the worst budget this 
state has seen in years. There is a political price to pay for that and the government will be paying that price in 
March 2017. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): The member indicated there were some documents she 
would seek to table. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I seek leave to table the State School Teachers’ Union of WA submission to the 
parliamentary inquiry into the Department of Education’s independent public school initiative. That is 
dated April 2016. 
Leave granted. 
[See paper 4118.] 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Samantha Rowe. 
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