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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 24 May on the following motion moved by Hon Simon O’Brien (Minister for Finance) — 

That pursuant to standing order 68(1), the Legislative Council takes note of tabled papers 4536A–F 

(budget papers 2012–13) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 17 May 2012. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.14 pm]: I rise this afternoon to make my contribution to 

the 2012-13 budget statements as handed down by the government on Thursday, 17 May 2012.  

I wish to register considerable disappointment in a budget that is incredibly short-sighted in its responsibility for 

intergenerational equity and very transparent in its will to open the floodgates even wider to the mining and 

fossil fuel industries. I acknowledge that mining in or by itself is not the issue. Mining without checks and 

balances, however, is simply negligent. It basically says to future generations that this government cares only 

about its single bottom line and that it cares nothing for the health, wealth and wellbeing of our children and their 

children. It sends a clear message to our children that in 2012 we were either arrogant or ignorant enough to 

believe that our finite fossil fuel resources would go on forever and that the wealth they generated would 

continue to grow. We know right now in 2012 that that is not the case. I refer briefly to the comments made by 

the Association of Mining and Exploration Companies in 2004. It identified that the industry was not a 

sustainable industry. We know that our resources are finite and that those countries that are currently buying our 

abundant minerals, oil and gas spoils are, at the very same time, moving faster towards renewable economies 

than are we in the wealthy west. We understand that we are staring down the barrel of peak oil. In our very near 

future, in our lifetime possibly, this boom will bust, and the legacy that our government leaves to our children 

will have to be interrogated. I question whether the decision makers of this government will be happy enough to 

tell their children that they ransomed their future to fuel our own wealth and comfort, that they gave in to 

industry pressure and gave away our cultural heritage and that they sold off our environmental icons and left 

them with only the environmental costs. If this is something that they are happy to own, let it be their conscience 

that owns it.  

I maintain that our environmental assets are not ―ownable‖. They are not something that can simply be for sale to 

the highest bidder. It is not our right in 2012 to give away to our resource industries, or to foreign companies, the 

unique and diverse environment and heritage of Western Australia—yet that is exactly what this budget 

foreshadows. By investing heavily in fossil fuel resource industries in this state and juxtaposing that with the 

pathetic investment in climate change, renewable energy, sustainable transport and energy efficiency, this budget 

perfectly reflects the attitude of this government to best practice environmental management. It simply does not 

care about the legacy it leaves, not when there is money to be made. The sad thing about this is that Western 

Australia has so many incredible opportunities to prove itself as more than just a mining state. With renewable 

energy resources in huge abundance, with scientific and engineering ingenuity at an extremely high level and 

with so many important improvements in our lacking public transport system just waiting to be made, Western 

Australia could be the best sustainable state. By making comparable investment into harnessing our renewable 

energy resources, training and development for new ―green‖ engineers and scientists and appropriate 

environmental management as into mining, resources and new infrastructure, this state could position itself 

perfectly for when this finite cycle of mining prospectivity does decline.  

We could foster a renewable energy industry of world standard. We may not see the bust happening soon, but 

surely we are not so blind as to not see it happen at all. I refer to the more recent understanding that China is 

starting to stockpile its iron ore resources. It is also proposing to develop its own coal fields. I wish this 

government and the federal government would take on board the notion that we need to look after our resources 

and our environment and indeed our heritage. 

This government talks about investing in social infrastructure through projects such as Pilbara Cities and ―super 

towns‖. I ask the government: post the mining economy, who will be living in those towns? When there are no 

longer hundreds of fly in, fly out workers dominating the social landscape and marginalising the local people, do 

we truly believe that these towns will survive? Perhaps we should look to Goldsworthy or, indeed, Shay Gap, as 

precedents. Are they still in existence? Are we creating a legacy of stranded assets and another asset 

management and maintenance backlog for local governments to deal with, because that is the sphere of 

government that will be lumbered with this responsibility, which will give governments yet another opportunity 

to beat them down for the lack of capacity to resource maintenance of these redundant assets into the future? 

Have we truly considered whether the sustainability of these towns will endure after the mining boom? If not, 

will this government take responsibility for the asset liability it leaves? Have we truly considered sustainable 

criteria that should be applied when developing this new infrastructure; and, if not, will this government take 

responsibility for the environmental footprint of these new developments? Throwing money at places to 
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accommodate transient workforces and fossil resources industries is an untruth. It may look like this government 

is investing in the regions, but really it is investing in its bottom line, accommodating those who can bring 

money into the state in the short term, while creating a sustainability liability for the future—a market failure in 

the making.  

We should also consider the footprint of the industries themselves. Western Australian emissions in 1990, the 

benchmark year for the Kyoto agreements, were at 52 — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am sorry; I am having difficulty hearing, Mr President. 

The PRESIDENT: So am I. The member on his feet has the call. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Western Australian emissions in 1990, the benchmark year for the Kyoto agreements, 

were 52 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent and by 2010 this had grown to 74.3 million tonnes. Our 

emissions are now in the region of 85 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent per annum. Put this in the 

context of the fact that new industrial development pending approval by the WA government is set to emit a 

further 83 million to 128 million tonnes per annum. This significant increase on top of the current rates would 

see our industry emissions more than double during the coming decade and more than triple from our reporting-

based year of 1990. Amongst the 25 major emitters per capita, emissions vary substantially with Australia 

having the highest per capita emissions of Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development countries. 

Our per capita emissions are more than twice that of the European Union, six times those of China and 13 times 

those of India. WA’s average per capita greenhouse gas emissions are considerably higher than for Australia in 

general. This can be attributed largely to WA’s high level of economic output relative to population and the 

heavy emphasis this state’s economy places on resources, energy development and exports.  

This government has not just watched this explosion in carbon emissions happen; this government has been 

actively funding and facilitating these developments to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars at the expense 

of the environment, with no checks and balances in place to ensure climate responsibility practices. We see in 

this budget as clear as day, and we see in this government, determinations to legislate for a reduction in red tape. 

Surely we can all call that what it really is: legislation to ensure that nothing, not culture, not heritage, not 

environment, not equity gets in the way of the resources boom. There can be no doubt that our transition towards 

a low-carbon future will be challenged by the very nature of WA’s economy, which is primarily focused on 

trade-exposed export industries, mostly with high emissions intensities. If little or no pressure is exerted 

by the state government with respect to stringent emission standards for new and existing industry, our 

legislative framework will continue to focus on throwing the door open to the polluting industry. The Western 

Australian community can assume that it will retain its disappointing status as the world’s greatest per capita 

carbon polluter. I do not think that that is an admirable thing to aspire to; I do not think future generations will 

either.  

Not only is this budget not focused on reducing pollution from industry, it is also blithely blind to the need to 

reduce pollution from transport. It needed solid vision and financial allocation in order to expand the public 

transport network to meet the needs of growing demands of the population, which the government says is 

growing at a rate of 1 000 people a week. But despite building significant new infrastructure that will need 

provision for sustainable transport options and despite having outer suburban residents stranded by poor public 

transport options, increasing rather than reducing our reliance on the road transport and therefore our greenhouse 

gas emissions, this budget has failed to deliver significant new funds for major public transport projects in the 

draft WA transport network plan released in July 2011. Although there is a future provision for public transport 

associated with the new Perth stadium, the only new funding for these new projects is $3.5 million over two 

years for planning for light rail services. The budget papers also make it clear that the service will be planned for 

the northern suburbs. That is not project funding; it is merely planning funding. This government has refused to 

commit to building the line of the knowledge arc to reach Curtin University or the University of Western 

Australia; it refuses to commit to funding a rail link between the airport and the Midland line and refuses to 

commit a rapid transit bus route from Ellenbrook. But it is prepared to throw more than $600 million at the Roe 

Highway extension, facilitating more cars on roads, but it allocated less than one per cent of the sum for light rail 

and nothing for the airport rail link or improved bus services. The International Monetary Fund predicts that oil 

prices will double over the next decade and our emissions will continue to grow across all sectors. Is this an 

example of this government showing leadership on accessibility and emissions reduction or supporting 

sustainability for the residents of the outer suburbs? This government made a promise 18 months ago to bring 

light rail to Perth within a decade. If this is the limit of the commitment on that, I think the Western Australian 

public will be sorely disappointed.  
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So many of the decisions we make now in this place are about how we best facilitate the exploitation of our 

finite natural resources, and sadly, oftentimes they are debated from different perspectives under the guise of 

efficiency, streamlining, economic rationalism or even regional development; the government often believing 

that people are too gullible or ignorant to see them for what they really are. I stand in this place to let the 

government know that I am neither gullible nor ignorant, and that I do see how the investments are made and 

how the legislative changes proposed are designed to specifically open up doors to extracting industries and how 

they will affect current and future generations. Unfortunately, a blind man could see this. Take the review of the 

Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 and the proposals to regulate and amend the act put forward by the Western 

Australian Minister for Indigenous Affairs. I know that the effects of the proposed amendments will be to 

streamline and to expedite land access approvals for the mining industry. I have met with innumerable 

archaeologists, anthropologists, representative bodies and Indigenous stakeholders in this area and all of them 

tell me that that is the case at the cost of Western Australian’s Aboriginal heritage. I know that little 

consultation—five short weeks—has been given for this proposal. At this point I would like to actually thank the 

minister for now having extended the period for consultation as a result of a number of inputs from members of 

the community. Recently I was out in the central desert and I was talking to a number of Indigenous people and 

none of them knew of the amendments to the very act that is set to protect their heritage. The proposed 

amendments, if adopted, will result in Aboriginal people in Western Australia being further dispossessed of their 

rights and interests in their unique heritage and culture, and long after the current mining boom is over, the 

amendments will forever be viewed as yet another indelible disgrace on Australia’s human rights record. This 

government knows this too. Is this something this government will be proud of in years to come? I take a 

moment to refer to the intent of the Aboriginal Heritage Act from the debate in 1972. Hon W.F. Willesee, a 

Labor MLC who was the Leader of the House and who introduced the bill, said in this Council on 11 April 1972 

that the bill was designed to provide means to protect and preserve Aboriginal sites. He said — 

In recent years it has become increasingly difficult in Western Australia to find means to ensure the 

safety of Aboriginal sites other than by giving them legal protection. In past years the isolation of many 

sites has been sufficient to protect them. But during the last decade the intensive mineral exploration of 

even the most remote parts of the State, and the more intensive agricultural and pastoral development, 

have revealed many sites which were formerly unknown.  

Hon W.R. Withers, the Liberal Party MLC for North, said — 

In rising to support the Bill … it is very necessary that we protect the objects of heritage of the 

Australian Aborigines. Many of these objects are interesting not only to the Aborigines but to white 

laymen as well as anthropologists and archaeologists.  

Mr Alan Ridge said — 

We in the Liberal Party recognise the desirability of this legislation because we can see that it clearly 

establishes the principle that the historical cultures and traditions of the Aboriginal people are worthy of 

recording … because they form the basis for engendering self-respect in the Aboriginal people by 

encouraging them to be proud of their own life style and traditions.  

Those were the promises that the Liberal Party made to the Aboriginal people of Western Australia to protect 

their culture and to encourage pride in their history. Their culture may be proud of its history, but if we allow 

these amendments that are being proposed in the draft discussion paper to occur, I am really damn sure ours will 

not be. To add insult to injury, the Premier and Minister for State Development, Mr Colin Barnett, recently 

welcomed the announcement by Burrup Nitrates Pty Ltd of its final investment decision to proceed with the 

building of a technical ammonium nitrate plant—an estimated investment of $800 million—on the Burrup 

Peninsula. This open-armed welcome can be seen only as a symbol of the hold that the mining and resource 

industry has on our political representatives, when just a few years ago that selfsame minister was calling for an 

end to development on the Burrup Peninsula. I can only express my disappointment in a government willing to 

override the cultural value of a place to preserve the growth of industry. Just six short years ago, I heard Colin 

Barnett read into Parliament a heartfelt speech on the value and significance of the rock art on the Burrup 

Peninsula. At the time, he called it the most significant heritage and anthropological site in Australia. He called 

on the government to forget other areas of the Burrup Peninsula where it proposed to develop new sites. Fast 

forward to today and the same minister is welcoming big, damaging, polluting industry into that area—a 

vulnerable area where, by Mr Colin Barnett’s own admission, as much as 20 to 25 per cent of the rock art has 

already been destroyed. At the time now Premier Barnett penned his speech, he alluded to a study showing that 

some 4 700 carvings had already been destroyed in the process of industrial development. The Burrup is a 

unique cultural landscape and a place of great importance to Australia and the world. I consider it a tragic 

moment when even those who have spoken out in the past with great integrity and conviction on the value of 
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cultural heritage can be bought off by industry interests and swayed by political pressure. Welcoming 

destructive, polluting, fossil-fuel industries into the area is nothing short of hypocrisy. 

Consider also the proposed mining rehabilitation fund—a new act that will largely end existing requirements for 

mines to pay environmental bonds to cover potential remediation liabilities. Annual funding contributions, 

initially set at one per cent of each site’s total rehabilitation and closure liability, will replace bond requirements 

for all sites except those that are classified as high risk or are noncompliant with environmental conditions. In 

2008, WA’s Department of Industry and Resources recommended moving to a full-cost bond system to reduce 

the likelihood of the government having to fund rehabilitation of abandoned mines. As I said, currently we cover 

about 25 per cent of the bond; however, we are going to move to this new process when the department itself 

was talking about going to full cost recovery. The full-cost approach would have required mining companies in 

Western Australia to make bond payments that would have been consistent with other jurisdictions in Australia 

and other developed countries. Fancy trying to force the WA mining industry to adhere to a minimum of 

standards upheld elsewhere—a travesty! As it is, current bonds paid by projects regulated under the WA Mining 

Act—a category that does not include large mining projects covered by state agreements—equate to an average 

of less than 25 per cent of the estimated rehabilitation and closure cost. Who pays the rest if they default? Have a 

guess. It is us, the taxpayers. This new proposal even goes so far as to acknowledge that the fund is not the 

preferred option of the state’s Department of Environment and Conservation. This department supports full-cost 

performance bonds. I support Minister Marmion to stand by his department on this issue, as we see our 

government’s proposal to make it even easier for polluting industry to shirk its responsibility for the 

environmental health of areas it exploits. Why? From the Department of Mines and Petroleum itself, the 

justification is that an advantage of the proposed mining rehabilitation fund is that it is predicted to be lower cost 

for industry compared with the current bonds. Another brilliant forward-thinking proposal!  

Perhaps we should examine the Environmental Protection Authority’s decision to recommend that Minister for 

Environment Marmion conditionally approve Toro Energy Ltd’s plan to mine two uranium deposits near 

Wiluna. Toro Energy plans to mine up to two million tonnes of ore a year over the 14-year life of the mining 

operations, producing 1 200 tonnes a year of uranium oxide concentrate. Toro has not revealed estimates of 

future mine closure liability and has not submitted a final rehabilitation plan, yet the EPA considers it would 

meet its expectations. It is nothing short of extraordinary that an entity supposedly charged with environmental 

protection would consider a proposal that intends that post-closure liability will pass to Australian taxpayers only 

10 years after mining ceases, while the impacts of the mine will endure for many centuries. Should we really ask 

the Western Australian public to absorb the health and liability costs that will be the legacy of a greedy 

government?  

The Medical Association for Prevention of War recently called on Toro Energy to stop promoting the view that 

low-level radiation is beneficial for human health. Toro has been sponsoring a number of speaking tours by Dr 

Doug Boreham, who promoted radiation as an anti-carcinogenic at Paydirt’s uranium conference in Adelaide. 

Forty-five Australian medical doctors have written to Toro calling on it to stop promoting these marginal views. 

As somebody who served on the Australian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency’s Radiation Health 

Committee and who has read the Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation reports from America and a number of 

reports from France, I can clearly tell members that there is no safe level of radiation above that ascribed by 

background. Even our own Radiation Health and Safety Advisory Council says that we are allowed to receive 

only one millisievert of radiation above background levels. Here the mining industry allows its workers to 

receive 50 millisieverts in any one year. This is what we are opening up our country to—the kinds of companies 

that will actively promote self-serving science of a questionable nature to dupe the public. I urge Minister 

Marmion, when dealing with the objections, to make a rational call on the issue on behalf of the greater public 

good and not the avaricious few. Maybe we should look at the cost of deploying an inordinately large contingent 

of police officers to Broome to quell an almost non-existent insurrection. This is a startling example of how 

willing this government is to go in to bat to protect its industries and the interests of the mining industry over and 

above the interests of its people and the public good. The community has a right to protest and I consider the 

insistence of the development of an LNG processing precinct at James Price Point, despite repeated calls for the 

facility to be located elsewhere, a just-cause protest. Who are we really representing in this state, our people or 

private industry? Or can we interrogate the fact that $7.5 million of taxpayers’ money will be set aside for the 

establishment of a minerals research institute to promote minerals research in WA? Taxpayers, again, are being 

asked to foot the bill for work that will benefit the already indecently wealthy industry. The mining industry 

already receives $800 million of taxpayers’ money each year from the royalties for regions via the co-funded 

exploration incentive scheme. This is an industry that is already placing strain on other industries, businesses and 

service providers as well as the tourism industry, which cannot attract employees because it cannot afford to pay 

them a competitive rate and cannot find affordable housing for them.  

This government has issues with funding many important social programs for those most in need, yet it sees fit 

to spend millions propping up the wealthiest end of town in our midst. These are the people who consistently top 
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the rich list. They do not need taxpayers’ support to pave their road to gold. This government has turned its back 

on the poor and disadvantaged in our community, many of whom have been caught on the wrong side of the 

two-speed, or as now acknowledged almost three-speed, economy and have become economic refugees as a 

result of the mining industry’s dominance. I recently visited Port Hedland and saw firsthand some of the issues 

people are now facing in that community. People are living on the margins of society, pushed out of their homes 

and their home towns due to the fact that they simply can no longer afford to live there. Sure, hand some more 

money to the mining industry; it is obviously not capable of funding its own exploration! Gina Rinehart has just 

been named the world’s richest woman—we better throw the poor dear a dollar or two! I call on the government 

to provide moral and economic justification for the proposed new expenditure and to explain to Western 

Australian taxpayers why they are paying to support an industry that can easily afford to pay its own way. Not 

only that, those taxpayers will have to pay higher prices post-budget for the government services the state says it 

cannot afford, such as energy, water and gas provisions. The mining industry makes billions of dollars from 

exploiting the state’s resources—taxpayers’ resources—a large portion of which is sent overseas. Let us put this 

all in context against the measly investment into the state’s climate change. On one hand this government is 

building more and more climate sensitive infrastructure and investing more and more in damaging industry, 

while on the other hand it is refusing to adequately fund the Climate Change Unit, which is charged with 

researching and implementing climate-resilient strategies.  

We need only compare the whopping $167 million allocated to the Perth Waterfront project, a hugely climate-

sensitive development, with the Climate Change Unit budget of less than $13 million of which over 60 per cent 

goes to grants and we can see instantly how little this government thinks of the future. This budget for a unit of 

20 staff members employed to deliver best practice climate change management across the state is a travesty. 

While the government throws money at the most polluting industries, at the same time it continues to whittle 

away the public service capable of monitoring, assessing and reducing emissions from these industries. Can we 

not see the irony in this? Could we examine this government’s refusal to support the development of a wind farm 

on Fremantle port, a development that could showcase the government’s commitment to support renewable 

energy industries in Western Australia, rather than consistently showcasing government support for the fossil 

fuel and mining industries? Perhaps we should put it in context against things that this government has seen fit to 

cut from the budget with little notice to those working in these programs. The hardship efficiency program, 

through energy advice, education and appliance upgrades, helped Western Australian households that were 

having difficulty paying for increasing energy bills. The Office of Energy—now the Public Utilities Office—

which started the program in 2008, was charged with its oversight. It was then transitioned to the energy retailers 

Synergy and Horizon Power to deliver the program through a number of subprograms.  

The program has helped a number of low-income households to address the root cause of their high utility bills 

and to reduce their energy use and their living costs. While the program under-delivered during its first phase, 

the replacement of an initial contractor with Environment House led to a significant improvement of the referral 

times, service delivery and program outcomes. Without this program there is a risk that demand for hardship 

utility grants will continue to grow and many of the same households—those in poor-quality housing with 

insufficient appliances—will continue to rely on subsidies from the state government to meet their basic energy 

costs. Instead of education, we are putting further burden back on the government and, indeed, taxpayers. Funds 

for the hardship efficiency program have been reallocated to the government’s new cost-of-living assistance 

payment. However, the new scheme will not adequately replace the old supply charge rebate. Even if it did, 

given there will be no support for families to learn how to better manage their energy needs, there is a very real 

risk that rising costs of utility services will continue to have an increasing impact on the government to fund 

against these hardship issues. Rather than making wise investments into energy efficiency for low-income 

households, this government is choosing to subsidise them. Evidently, it would rather feed a man for a day than 

teach him to fish.  

I call on this government to at least make an attempt to understand what this mining boom is costing us. I am not 

calling for the government to pretend it believes in a utopian world where these kinds of industries are 

unnecessary, but I am calling on this government to balance the impacts of a mining industry both now and into 

the future by not being so quick to facilitate its greed of consumption for all that should, by rights, belong to all 

people. We should not allow the premise that money in the short term is good and forget what we are here for, 

which is to represent the people of Western Australia—all the people of this generation and beyond. 

We are treated in this budget to a future fund into which we are channelling $1 billion, yet we cannot find 

adequate funds to look after our environment. If we cannot do that, we will not have a future and all the billion-

dollar future funds in the world will not make any difference. That is my contribution to the debate on the 2012–

13 Budget Statements. 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [3.51 pm]: I rise to speak to the motion that the house take note 

of the Budget Statements. I will confine my remarks to a couple of specific areas of the budget that I have spoken 
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about a number of times since I entered Parliament two years ago—that is, policy development in early 

childhood. As I am sure members will know by now, I believe that is where the policy future lies in addressing 

the ever-growing health, education and corrective services budgets. We have the science and many long-term 

studies that show us just how critical those early years are, including in the womb, to the outcomes of people’s 

lives. We know the huge amount of money that is spent. In every budget that is presented to Parliament with an 

increase in it, there are calls for more to address some of the problems, concerns and consequences of failing to 

make an adequate investment in creating a strong, sure foundation for children that can make such a difference. 

I would like to start on a positive note. I have spoken about the issue of child health nurses many times in this 

place and written about it, so I was naturally very pleased with the announcement of $58.5 million for 100 child 

health nurses over the next four years. That is obviously a step forward. The most recent report of this Parliament 

by the Education and Health Standing Committee in March 2012 found that we are now 151 child health nurses 

short. In estimates on 7 June, I specifically asked whether this funding was for child health nurses only and not 

for other nurses such as school nurses. I was told that the funding is for child health nurses, notwithstanding 

some media statements that seem to refer to both. I note that a report presented to this Parliament in 2008 found 

that we were 135 school health nurses short. If we add those figures together, that is near to 300. If, as I am led 

to believe, an additional 100 child health nurses will be funded over the next four years, that is a start in 

addressing the shortfall of 151. I do not think it is unreasonable to expect to see at least 25 of those nurses 

employed in the 2012–13 financial year. The sum of $58.5 million was described by the then Treasurer, Mr 

Porter, and the Minister for Health, Dr Hames, in their media release of 17 May as a centrepiece of the state’s 

$6.76 billion health budget. They said it would result in a major expansion of community child health services 

across WA. I have already received a lot of inquiries about what it means for child health nurses to be employed 

in partnership with non-government organisations. I look forward to more details of this from Mr Porter and Dr 

Hames, who put out that press release on 17 May.  

Another announcement in the budget was the new child and parent centres—something I have also spoken and 

written about. This was described in the media announcement of 20 March 2012 as heralding a new era in early 

childhood services. The joint press release of 20 March 2012 by the Premier and the Minister for Education 

stated — 

―The State Government will invest $28.8 million in the next four years to establish the centres and 

provide integrated services for children and parents.  

―We have learned from the successes of various models where parents and teachers work together 

including Challis Early Childhood Education Centre in Armadale, Roseworth Primary School in 

Girrawheen and Midvale Primary School, where a range of services are already integrated to help 

families, and will build on these.  

I will come back to the sum of $28.8 million, which I would not describe in such glowing terms, as the 

beginning of a new early childhood policy. First, I will talk about the three schools that were mentioned 

specifically in that media release. Both Challis and Roseworth will now receive an estimated $1.5 million for 

capital works, according to a media release of 30 May 2012. I have spoken about both these schools on a number 

of occasions. They are headed by inspirational principals who have led the way by providing integrated services. 

They deserve recognition and funding. Roseworth is already recognised as a state-of-the-art service. I received a 

brochure on the Early Childhood Australia National Conference to be held in Perth in October this year. It 

provides a tour of Roseworth under the heading ―A vision for extended services at Roseworth Primary School‖. 

It is fair to say that Roseworth has already established those services and I am sure that any extra funding would 

be very welcome.  

I have also spoken about Challis on a number of occasions. In fact, the Challis Early Childhood Education 

Centre was officially opened by the Minister for Education on 17 March 2009; that is, a couple of years ago. The 

Minister for Education described the centre as ―giving families access to services to help their children develop 

important literacy and social skills and link them into support services‖. Again, that service already exists. It has 

struggled for money. During the two years that I have been in Parliament, I have asked the government on a 

number of occasions why it will not assist the principal, Lee Musumeci, including in estimates last year, when I 

was told there was no money for Challis in last year’s budget, although the building in which it does this great 

work was not fit for purpose. Challis had a fundraiser last year, selling the art of the children in preschool, 

kindergarten and years 1 and 2 to fund such basic services as an education assistant and a speech pathologist. 

Late last year it was in a difficult situation but was very fortunate to receive $600 000 from the Australian 

Children’s Trust, which enabled it to continue to operate. Though late in the day on the part of the government, it 

is welcome that it has finally come on board.  

Mentioned in the same sentence of that 20 March press release, which stated that the new child and parent 

centres would ―herald a new era in early childhood services‖, was Midvale Primary School. The difference is 

that this school has received nothing. I am really glad that members for East Metropolitan Region are here 
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because I would like to talk about Midvale Primary School. I hope that they will look at that media release in 

which Midvale was talked about in the same sentence as Challis and Roseworth, yet it got nothing. Not only did 

Midvale Primary School receive nothing, but also as the acting principal said when I visited the school a month 

ago, ―It is absurd to talk about Midvale Primary School in the same breath as Roseworth and Challis Primary 

Schools and then not fund it.‖ I can only think there is some confusion in the minds of the Premier and the 

Minister for Education when they talk about this school in the same breath as Roseworth and Challis; and, of 

course, it is a slap in the face for Midvale that they talk about it in the same sentence in the media release that is 

heralding in the new era, and then it receives nothing.  

If we look at the profile of the children who attend this school, probably the best available data for a member of 

Parliament is the Australian Early Development Index results from the two suburbs that feed into this school. 

They make disturbing reading. The latest ADEI figures that are available also provide the socioeconomic 

indexes for areas. Midvale and Midland, which feed into this school, have socioeconomic index scores of less 

than 840. From what I can work out, they have the worst scores of any of the suburbs that feed into the 

10 schools that were chosen for the new centres. Similarly, the percentage of children vulnerable on one or more 

domains in Midvale is 56.5 per cent, which is higher than in any of the suburbs where the 10 centres are to be 

located. Only one of those suburbs has a higher score of children vulnerable on two or more domains than 

Midvale Primary School and that is Westminster Primary School with 30.4 per cent. My reading of the data 

available is that none of the schools and suburbs where those new centres are to be located has a higher 

percentage of children developmentally vulnerable on language and cognitive skills than Midvale, at 

43.5 per cent. I am sure there are other schools that have equally disturbing figures as those where the 10 new 

centres are to be located, all of which desperately need these services. But Midvale has been specifically referred 

to in the media release and members can image, therefore, that to have been specifically referred to and then to 

get nothing has come as a shock.  

What is happening at Midvale should not be a surprise. This school has 354 students currently; 22 per cent have 

English as a second language and 24 per cent are Indigenous. As the Commissioner for Children and Young 

People recently reported, figures show that more than 50 per cent of Aboriginal children are developmentally 

vulnerable in the year they start school. That means they are not ready and able to learn. The school overview 

that I last accessed on the Department of Education website on 1 June 2012 is out of date, and that might be part 

of the problem. It still says there are 258 students when there are over 350. When I visited this school I was told, 

first by the principal who has now left and now by the current acting principal, that it is desperately in need of 

more resources. The school has more and more children arriving who have never been read to, are not toilet-

trained and cannot dress themselves. This means that their exposure to language is so poor that they are already 

on a path where their capacity to become contributing and responsible members of society is severely 

diminished.  

I will not have time today but I can refer to the work by academics and doctors such as Clyde Hertzman, which 

shows that these children will carry that literacy deficit throughout their lives, not only resulting in poor 

educational outcomes and then incapacity to take up training opportunities and having poor employment 

prospects, but also reflecting greater rates of ischemic heart disease, unemployment and incarceration. The 

situation in Midvale Primary School is such that it recently received federal government funding of $1 million 

over four years pursuant to the low socioeconomic status school communities national partnership. Midvale is 

using these funds to establish a parenting and early intervention centre, which will include access to a speech 

therapist one day a week and also the employment of a school nurse for an additional one day a week and 

children’s services two days a week. This is a start, but very much more needs to be done for this school. 

I am not sure whether the confusion has arisen because of the history of Midvale Primary School. In 2003, with 

the assistance of the then principal, this school was part of the establishment of what was called the Midvale 

multiagency service centre. This was a collection of services not on the school site but in Mathoura Street nearby 

to the school. It is separated from the school by a gate, and that gate is locked. It has had a range of services, 

including the Midland district police crime prevention unit, East Metropolitan Health Service, Smith Family, 

Parkerville children’s services, Midland parenting service, planned parenting outreach, the Midvale 

neighbourhood centre et cetera. The Department of Education owns these buildings and I understand the services 

pay a peppercorn rent. The idea was that this would be a one-stop shop. But, as I have been told by both the 

previous principal and the acting principal to whom I spoke about three weeks ago when I visited, it has not 

successfully fulfilled this role. One of the reasons is that it does not actually have a presence on the school site, 

and another reason is the gate.  

When I visited the school I met with the acting principal, Tania Leete, who said that although the services are 

located in those buildings in a street near the school, she could not describe them as having a direct relationship 

with the school although they are in education department buildings. They are very worthwhile services, let me 

say, and I have been in touch with a number of them, but they do not provide, according to the acting principal 
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and the previous principal, an integrated service. In fact, for some of them, the service area for which they 

provide is not specifically the school; it is not even the community. For example, Parenting WA has to service 

Ellenbrook to Lesmurdie, all over the Swan region, and Mundaring and Bickley. It is a fantastic service, but it is 

not, as that media release suggests, an example of a successful integrated model.  

It seems difficult for me to understand, really, how the government should choose to refer to Midvale Primary 

School specifically in its press release heralding this new era, along with Roseworth and Challis as successful 

models, whilst excluding only Midvale from having a new child and parent centre. In fact, Midvale, in a sense, 

would be the only school that would get a new centre if something was built there. I am asking the minister to 

consider at least offering one of the units owned by the Department of Education, so the school can house the 

services it hopes to provide with the federal money that it will receive under the low socioeconomic status 

program—$1 million over four years—because currently the school does not have the rooms to easily 

accommodate what it wants to do.  

The ability to access services such as these is vital for families in an area such as Midvale, and that is why of 

course they cannot work out why they have missed out despite being named in the media statement. I can only 

think that the reason, as I said before, is some mistake about how the services interact with the school. I asked in 

estimates when the Premier, the Minister for Education or people in the department last visited Midvale Primary 

School, because I am beginning to come to the conclusion that part of the issue is that they have got mixed up 

about what is actually going on out there. That is because there are some other services out there that are not 

funded by the state government, but which I think may have begun to cloud the picture or have been mistakenly 

included when they were coming to the decision about how to fund the new centres.  

There is a service near the school called the Midvale Early Childhood and Parenting Centre. It is located in a 

street nearby. I have the names of the streets here, and if members wanted to look at the map, they could find 

them. I will find them in a moment. From the school, there is a street and then another street further back, and 

that is where the Midvale Early Childhood and Parenting Centre is located. I have spoken about the centre in this 

place and I have visited it. Many members know the work of Raeleen McAllister, who leads the dedicated team 

of workers there who provide child care and kindergarten services. Members who know the profile of the 

Midland and Midvale area will know that they work with some of the most disadvantaged children in the state. 

They not only provide primarily child care and kindy services, but also bring in other services such as those from 

the Derbarl Yerrigan Health Service. They have a caseworker who has been coming in for some time, and they 

also contract with the local child health nurse to visit. As they have told me on a number of occasions, they 

aspire for the centre to be a hub. The centre receives virtually no state funding. It is sponsored by the Shire of 

Mundaring and assisted by the City of Swan. That is the basis for the Midvale Early Childhood and Parenting 

Centre. 

I know that the Director General of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet has visited the Midvale Early 

Childhood and Parenting Centre, as distinct from Midvale Primary School, because during an estimates 

committee hearing in February 2011, he said — 

We are looking at issues in relation to how we coordinate activities in the community. If I can use two 

examples …  

At Midvale there is an alternative model—it is not a school-based model; I think it is next door to the 

school—where they run some child care, kindergarten-type activities, but similarly they have child 

health nurses coming there. In many respects it has many of the same features as Challis, but it is just a 

slightly different model. That is probably going to be the direction we will end up; that is, at various 

places you will use what is the most effective mechanism. In Armadale in the Challis area, the Challis 

Primary School is probably the best place you would use it. At Midland, the Midvale model … 

As I have just explained, the Midvale Early Childhood and Parenting Centre offers some additional integrated 

services because it has kindy and child care. Of course, it is not on the list to receive the funding for the new 

child and parent centres. As I said, it is sponsored by the Shire of Mundaring and assisted by the City of Swan. 

The programs it runs are federally funded. 

Midvale Primary School, which I want to bring attention to, would love to have more services. It would love to 

have a building. It would love to have an occupational therapist, a physiotherapist, more access to a psychologist, 

and dental and medical services. But it cannot consider this without room to house these people. If it were able to 

utilise even some of the buildings in Mathoura Street, that would be helpful. Of course, given that it was 

mentioned in the media announcement, I would like it to be added as an exception and made number 11 so that it 

can get its own centre. 

Just in case part of the reason it has been overlooked is that an Indigenous children and family centre will be 

established in the Swan region, I would like to talk about that too. The ICFC is part of a federally funded 
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program to provide integrated service hubs. It will provide a mix of child care, early learning, parenting 

programs and family support services, with links to maternal and child health services. These centres will also 

have the capacity to support the outlying community from the central base through what is described as a hub or 

a spoke model. Although the focus is on the needs of Aboriginal children—this is part of the Closing the Gap 

federal funding and initiative—the services will be available to all families. Given the location of these five 

federally funded ICFCs—the centre in Swan is the only metropolitan centre; all the rest are in regional areas—

the focus is on Indigenous families. The others will be established or, in a couple of cases, should be up and 

running now in Halls Creek, Fitzroy Crossing, Roebourne and Kununurra. Under the ICFC program, the state 

government provides the land. I know that all these programs can get very difficult to follow, because we also 

have the early learning and care centres, which are part of another federally funded program. I hope I am doing 

my best to make it clear which programs I am referring to and where the drive and the funding come from. 

An announcement was made about the Swan ICFC on 28 March 2012; that is shortly after the government made 

an announcement on 20 March about the child and parent centres. In the announcement made by the Minister for 

Education, she said that the facilities at the Middle Swan Primary School site will include a family centre, creche 

and health consulting rooms, and child care will be located at the Clayton View Primary School site. So that 

ICFC money will be for two sites—the Middle Swan site and the Clayton View site. What is significant for 

Midvale Primary School—in case there is some confusion that the Midvale Primary School cohort will be able to 

access this centre—is that both those schools are on the other side of Roe Highway. Actually, the Middle Swan 

Primary School and Clayton View Primary School sites are also on opposite sides of Great Eastern Highway, 

and I will come to that in a moment. The point is that it is not realistic to think that parents who live on the 

Midvale Primary School side of Roe Highway will be able to easily access the centres. In fact, parents who live 

on the same side of Roe Highway as Middle Swan Primary School and Clayton View Primary School—as this 

ICFC is going to be split between the two sites—will need a car to access the services. One centre will have the 

family centre and the creche, and the other centre will have childcare services, and that is presumably where 

parents will leave their children so they can access some of the parenting classes and the things aimed at parents.  

I looked at the Public Transport Authority website, which shows that it will take parents over an hour to travel 

between Middle Swan and Clayton View at Koongamia on public transport. If parents catch a Transperth bus to 

drop their children at the creche and then go to a class at the parenting centre, it will take over an hour. And that 

is assuming that they live on that side of Roe Highway. That is just getting between the two sites. When I spoke 

to the acting principal at Midvale Primary School and to Raeleen McAllister, they told me that that will probably 

be insurmountable for many of the people they are dealing with who really need to access these services. We 

know that transport is a major issue for the people we want to use these particular services. That is why I hope 

that the government, having specifically named Midvale Primary School, will reconsider. I hope that it will visit 

the school and look at the services that the area needs. When I asked the principal, Miss Leete, what was the 

number one thing they needed, she said that they wanted someone—the Premier, the Minister for Education, 

someone from their offices or the person who put out the media statement about Midvale Primary School—to 

speak to them to find out firsthand what is going on.  

I turn to another matter. I mentioned before the letter of 7 April 2010 that all members of Parliament received 

from Professor Fiona Stanley and the Commissioner for Children and Young People. Amongst other things, the 

letter referred to the overlap and fragmentation of services for the very young in this state. It is generally agreed 

that we need an overarching vision or strategy in the early childhood area. That is my view and the view of the 

opposition, and it is certainly the view of most experts in the field. In the report that Collette Tayler prepared for 

the government, ―Integration of Early Childhood Education and Care: meeting the needs of Western Australia’s 

children, families and community in the 21
st
 Century‖, she concluded at page 22 —  

There is a need for a unifying statement of Vision and Values for early childhood services in Western 

Australia in the 21st Century and a strong case for a new Government structure that provides leadership 

for the development of an integrated early childhood service system …  

I refer to the Western Australian Local Government Association’s 2011 discussion paper, ―Local Government 

Support and Investment in Early Years‖, which states at page 19 —  

A number of agencies share responsibility for Early Years, however there is currently no whole-of-

government strategic approach to Early Years, resulting in fragmented coordination of services and in 

some cases confusion for the community sector and for families using the system  

It reads at page 20 —  

That the development of a State Early Years Strategy is essential to the future development of Local 

Government Early Years Strategies …  
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Finally, the Western Australian Council of Social Service’s 2011-12 budget submission, ―Investing in Outcomes, 

Making It Count for the People of Western Australia‖, reads at page 64 — 

We need a shared understanding of the outcomes we want to see for West Australian children, and 

some agreement on what will best achieve these outcomes. 

In August 2011 I was told by the government that the early years collaborative project team had finalised its 

report in August of that year. I was also told in November 2011 that the team had identified broad key 

objectives, possible options and criteria for the selection of a site-based approach to improve coordination and 

collaboration of early years services to improve outcomes. I have asked on a number of occasions about an 

overall strategy or vision. On 23 May 2012 I asked whether the government, during the life of this Parliament, 

intended to release an overall early years plan or strategy for Western Australia. The answer that I got to that 

question was a referral to a media statement of 20 March 2012, the media statement that I referred to earlier that 

relates to Midvale Primary School. What I am left to conclude is that the media statement that referred to 

$28.8 million over four years—about $7 million a year—is the strategy or plan for early childhood. I found that 

answer to be particularly dismissive. I expect that the stakeholders will also find that it does not really attempt to 

answer the question about whether there will be an overall strategy or vision. Ten centres with the funding of 

$28.8 million over four years is a start—but it is hardly a new era. It is not underpinned by a strategy or a vision. 

It is a disappointing final outcome when one considers the Premier’s words in the Premier’s Statement on 

15 February 2011 that early intervention to ensure that children start school healthy and ready and able to learn is 

just not an option—it is a moral imperative.  

On this indicator Western Australia rates far lower than other states. For example, South Australia currently has 

23 children centres with more than 35 in development. Only four of those are funded by the ICFC program. It 

makes me wonder what the early childhood agenda is. This government cannot seem to get it off the ground. 

There does not seem to be the capacity to articulate an early childhood strategy or vision, notwithstanding that 

there is widespread agreement about the crucial impact the early years have on a child’s life. I know from media 

releases and statements put out by the government that it appears to be very well understood and accepted. I do 

not think $28.8 million over four years can be described as a new era. The reason that I have always focused on 

this area is that I think it is one area in which the state government has the power to, if it chooses to, really effect 

change. When we look at the world economic situation, we see that there is so much that is quite clearly out of 

our control. We cannot predict the outcome of Greece exiting the European Union, which seems likely; nor can 

we predict the outcome of events in Spain and other countries, such as Ireland and Portugal, particularly if they 

continue the way that many economic commentators expect they will. All of that is beyond our control.  

What we can do is ensure that as many children as possible get a good enough start, a robust start, the start that I 

would want for my children—the start everyone wants for their children—because they will have to weather a 

much more turbulent world than we have had to weather. In a globalised world with the interconnections and 

pressures that they are going to face not only economically, but also environmentally—Hon Robin Chapple 

spoke about those—state governments should look to their core business and ensure that as many children as 

possible get that sturdy start. For some children there is no denying that from the moment of their birth their 

chances in life are effectively a battle against the odds. We absolutely know that in the intergenerational cycles 

that we see, which is why people who work at the coalface—and certainly from my limited experience in the 

Children’s Court and in other areas—talk about a certain group of children and 30 or 40 families. That is another 

area of policy that I hope gets increased attention—how to deal with those specific families in a new way. It is 

not just, of course, those children who have that most adverse situation and who are born into circumstances in 

which effectively their odds are so poor that, even before they are born, people in places such as the Children’s 

Court can already see the trajectory of their lives; children more widely are showing signs of stress in the 

growing levels of obesity and mental ill-health is also often talked about in this place.  

As I understand it, we are not just talking about the fact that we are picking up that more children are suffering 

from mental ill-health; we are seeing more children developing mental ill-health, particularly anxiety and 

depression. Many people who comment on these matters believe that this is related to not only the changed way 

in which families live, but also the pressures and the stress that families are under. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3313.] 

 


