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DUTIES AMENDMENT (ADDITIONAL DUTY FOR FOREIGN PERSONS) BILL 2018 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 September. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [5.08 pm]: I rise to continue the remarks I commenced last week, on 
Thursday. We had commenced debate on the Duties Amendment (Additional Duty for Foreign Persons) Bill 2018 
and I rose and drew members’ attention to the recent amendment that I have given some advance notice of, so it 
should come as no surprise to members that later in my contribution I intend to move the amendment standing in 
my name on the business program today.  

To address some of the things I said last week, I wanted to recognise that a number of members have already 
spoken, at least one representative of the parties in the house, potentially. During my contribution I recognised that 
each party had a position that was slightly different from one another’s. I recognised the contrast between those 
who are completely opposed to the passage of this legislation under any circumstances with those who supported 
the principle but not the timing. There were also those who supported the principles but sought some amendments. 
There were those who supported the principles but wanted some further outcomes from the government. That is 
where the position of the National Party has been consistent. Obviously, this bill originated in the 
Legislative Assembly before being received here in the Legislative Council. Without reflecting on debate in that 
place, the position of the National Party remains unchanged; that is, we could have seen a way to support the 
passage of this legislation in certain circumstances. It has been fairly clear so far that the government has not been 
motivated to consider the concerns we have expressed, which are primarily about the windfall revenue that the 
state government will receive, certainly much more than it had estimated in its first budget and certainly more than 
it took to the election. Contrast that with some of the very significant and damaging cuts we are seeing to other 
services throughout Western Australia. Indeed, some of the other party members who have spoken in the debate 
thus far have expressed concern about a whole range of those things. My contribution so far has focused on the 
delivery of education, and particularly the cuts announced by the government in December last year, revised in 
January and revised again, I think, earlier this month or late last month. Nevertheless, I put that on the record. 
I will come back to the positions of some of those parties a bit later in my contribution, because it appears that the 
position the National Party has taken to shortly move this reasoned amendment to the second reading stage of the 
bill is not a course of action supported by everyone in this place, although a number of contributions have to some 
extent reflected similar concerns to ours, particularly in relation to cuts to education. 

Last week I reflected on a media statement that was issued on Sunday, 19 February 2017, by Mark McGowan, 
leader of the WA Labor Party and then Leader of the Opposition. That was obviously the same day that Labor 
launched its election campaign in Perth; in fact, according to information I have, at Perth Arena. I quoted 
a number of sections directly from the media statement titled “Mark McGowan and WA Labor to freeze TAFE 
fees”. I used a number of quotes from this statement, obviously including the Labor Party’s policy to freeze 
TAFE fees at their current level if it were to win the election, but also the way it intended to fund this policy 
through introducing a foreign buyers surcharge. I will quote one small section of that media statement attributed 
to Hon Mark McGowan — 

“Introducing the Foreign Buyers Surcharge is a tough decision, but a smart and responsible decision—
guaranteeing a new revenue source to flow to services that matter to Western Australians. 

In relation to the latter part of that quote referring to a new revenue source to flow to services that matter to 
Western Australians, it was clearly the government’s intention to freeze TAFE fees. I am going to advance a view 
in the debate today and this week that there are certainly other services that matter to Western Australians that 
ought to be considered by this government with regard to the bill before the house. I extracted this media statement 
from the Parliamentary Library. Attached to this media statement—which I assume was circulated at the same 
time—was an embargoed copy of Mr McGowan’s campaign speech. I can only assume that this was presented 
prior to the delivery of the speech, because the speech was embargoed and it was marked “check against delivery”. 
I want to preface my remarks and my quotations from this document with that. This speech is some 33 pages long 
and I want to refer to a number of references. Here is one quote from the then Leader of the Opposition — 

We need a Premier with total commitment to addressing some of the massive challenges our State faces: 
Putting WA jobs first… 
Fixing TAFE… 
Reducing inequality… 
Tackling congestion… 
Ensuring that we put patients first… 
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And improving childcare and education across the board. 
I want to emphasise the last line, “and improving childcare and education across the board”, because I think that goes 
to the very heart of the argument I am going to put today and the argument of the National Party in respect of the 
passage of this legislation, as I issue a call to those who may be considering how they vote on the reasoned amendment 
I intend to move at some stage. Later on in the speech, then Leader of the Opposition, Mark McGowan, said — 

Friends, I have an important announcement to make. 
… 
WA LABOR WILL FREEZE TAFE FEES. 
[APPLAUSE] 

I assume he did not say “applause”, but I assume he expected applause or perhaps there was somebody who stood 
at the front of Perth Arena with a sign saying “applause”! The speech then went on to say — 

We will freeze TAFE fees because we know families can’t afford to pay a single dollar more. 
We will freeze TAFE fees because gaining an education shouldn’t be a stressful experience for young 
people, it should be an EXCITING one. 
We will freeze TAFE fees because we believe that a prosperous State is one where locals are trained and 
skilled… 
One where every young person has the best chance of getting a local job. 
And we will pay for it by making foreign property investors pay their FAIR SHARE of tax. 
[APPLAUSE] 
We’ll introduce the Foreign Buyers Surcharge, a four per cent stamp duty surcharge for all purchases of 
residential property in Western Australia by foreigners. 
It’s working in Queensland… 
It’s working in Victoria… 
And Mike Baird introduced it in New South Wales. 
… 
In challenging economic times, we need to make TAFE affordable again. 
And we’ll pay for it, without making any West Australian pay a single cent more. 
[APPLAUSE] 

There is a lot of applause in this speech! In direct reference to that quotation, I think a lot of what the Premier had 
to say on that day about the Labor Party’s policy to introduce that foreign buyers surcharge to freeze TAFE fees, 
and what that would mean to students and families engaging in the TAFE system, could be applied to education 
sectors other than TAFE. They certainly stand in contrast with the government’s record so far in the education 
portfolio. Further on in the speech, he said — 

We have candidates who understand the importance of high-quality education through direct 
experience … 

I wonder where they have been during the debate on the education funding cuts. I heard the current Leader of the 
Opposition at the rally last week referring to the $280 million in cuts to education funding over the forward 
estimates. The now Premier, the then Leader of the Opposition, continued — 

We have candidates who have worked day and night to keep the people of Western Australia safe in the 
Police Force… 
People like Barry Urban in Darling Range … 

We all know how that ended up. He continued — 
We have a plan to fix the Budget. 
We will put a stop to this Government’s addiction to spending. 
WA Labor will create a Debt Reduction Account. 

On that point, I find it interesting to contrast the then Leader of the Opposition’s comments about an addiction to 
spending with those of the now Premier of our good state, who, I think, has an addiction to spending. We have 
only to look at the budget papers to see that despite some pretty hefty cuts, including many that I have outlined 
already and will continue to outline during this contribution, the government continues to spend and increase state 
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debt at a very rapid pace. The Labor Party may well have created a debt-reduction account, but creating an account 
and putting money in it to pay down debt is another matter. They were some excerpts from the speech of the then 
Leader of the Opposition Mark McGowan on 19 February 2017 at the WA Labor Party’s campaign launch at 
Perth Arena, as it was then known. 
I said earlier that parties in the house have different views on this matter. I will continue to outline our position 
prior to moving my reasoned amendment. We do not believe that it is reasonable to raise an additional $123 million 
off the back of a Labor Party election commitment to fix one part of our education system and freeze TAFE fees, 
while completely ignoring a number of other factors, specifically in the education portfolio. Many of those factors 
have affected my electorate and probably all our electorates. There probably is not one electorate in 
Western Australia that has not been impacted in one way or another by this government’s cuts to education 
funding. We do not think it is reasonable to pass this legislation without some consideration of those factors. It is 
quite clear that other parties will pursue other amendments, if the media reports that I have seen are correct. We 
will see how that transpires if and when we get to the Committee of the Whole stage of this bill. 
The only things we have in this place are our voice and our vote. I certainly was not elected to deliver the platform 
or the election commitments of the Labor Party. That was its job. My role as an elected non-government member 
is to make sure that I represent my constituents in the best way that I can. The two most powerful things that I have 
are my voice and my vote, and I intend to use them ad nauseam until either I can no longer do it or the house 
decides on a different course of action from the one that I am proposing today. Others will probably fly the white 
flag much sooner. They will criticise the decisions of the government inside and outside this place and even during 
the course of this debate, but I challenge them to consider the opportunity that is before them now. Without their 
support of the government’s bill as it stands, it cannot pass. They should consider their position and power to try 
to deliver a better outcome for particularly Western Australian students and young people and, more broadly, our 
constituents in our electorates. 
As I have said, the government will raise $123 million from this measure. That is obviously $50 million more than 
the policy setting that Labor took to the election, which was a four per cent stamp duty surcharge. That shift from 
four per cent to seven per cent alone will raise $50 million across the forward estimates. That is $100 million more, 
overall, than is required to give effect to the government’s policy to freeze TAFE fees. I think the government—
particularly the Minister for Education and Training—willingly, and at times unwillingly, has shown its ability to 
reconsider some of the decisions it has made. I have been quite critical, as have others, of the way in which the 
government has made decisions and the way it announces and consults later. At times, that can create unnecessary 
concern and damage to communities and individuals, because they eventually result in a different outcome and 
a different decision. I do not think having a conversation about these things in light of this bill, which will raise 
$123 million over the budget forward estimates, is unreasonable. I will speak to that in greater detail as we progress. 
Through a range of questions, freedom of information requests and other tools, we know that the decisions of the 
Minister for Education and Training, particularly those announced in her media statement of 13 December 2017, 
were planned. From what has transpired through questioning in this place and freedom of information requests, we 
now know quite clearly that the decisions that were announced in the 13 December media statement to cut $64 million 
from some very specific education measures in the name of budget repair were intended by this government well 
before this chamber disallowed the gold royalty for the first time, let alone the second time. The proposal was well 
advanced and had been accepted by government and planning had begun to give effect to the budget-savings 
measures that were announced on 13 December 2017 well before that time. I argue that they were known well and 
truly before Labor handed down its first budget in this place. Nevertheless, it did not stop the Labor Party from 
going out and saying that it had to make these decisions because the Liberal Party and Nationals WA—it singled 
them out—voted down the gold royalty. The government said that it had to make these tough decisions to cut 
education services, when we all know that it was its plan all along, even with a gold royalty increase. 
The government has been shown to be a bit mischievous with its defence of these measures or the blame that it 
has apportioned to members on this side of the house because of the actions they took on the gold royalty. We 
have had two debates, if not more, on the gold royalty. We had plenty of noise from the then Labor opposition 
opposing an increase in the gold royalty. There were plenty of photos of Labor members on the steps of Parliament 
House with their hard hats on, with their names on the front, saying that they would stand against an increase in 
the gold royalty when the then Liberal–National government was considering a royalty review. Labor members 
were happy to take some political advantage at that time in opposition by joining the cause, posing for 
a photograph, putting out a media statement and condemning the then government, only to then become the 
government and do the very thing they said that they would not do.  
They wonder why, amongst other reasons, this chamber has disallowed that regulation on two occasions, with an 
assurance by the Leader of the House in the dying days of the 2017 sitting year that the government would not 
seek a third regulation following the first two. Despite that fact, the Treasurer of Western Australia continues to 
advocate for an increase in the gold royalty, as do other parties. I heard Hon Alison Xamon from the Greens at the 
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rally last week, when she came under some pressure from the rally asking whether the Greens would support  
the reasoned amendment that I intend to move, suggest that perhaps we could have a gold royalty increase to deal 
with some of these education funding cuts. I find it interesting that that would be the position of the Greens.  
The interesting point is that the Greens would have protected the increase in the gold royalty, knowing that the 
Labor government was going to carry out these cuts regardless. It was going to cut education funding with or 
without a gold royalty increase. It was convenient for the Labor government to blame us for disallowing the  
gold royalty, so that we are the ones who have caused it to cut education funding, when the reality was that the 
Labor–Greens alliance on the gold royalty was only going to put more money into the coffers of the state 
government so that it could keep delivering its Local Projects, Local Jobs program and its other spending schemes. 
Nevertheless, we are not going to stand by and continue to allow the government to raise more revenue to fund 
projects of questionable benefit. We only have to look at the Minister for Regional Development to find a range 
of questionable projects. I think the only thing the Labor Party said about royalties for regions during the election 
campaign was that it was going to do it better than the Liberal–National government did it. One thing it has done 
better than us is to turbocharge the cost shifting between the consolidated account and the royalties for regions 
account, which will have long-term devastating impacts on the ability of royalties for regions to respond to regional 
development issues in this state. We also have to look at some of the decisions. One that has been in the spotlight 
most recently is the $16 million power point in the Southern Ocean, courtesy of Hon Alannah MacTiernan, in 
a pilot wave energy project that is actually incapable of delivering power onshore. How could the government 
develop a business case for the investment of $16 million in a project like that to deliver—what? We cannot even 
get to the bottom of this. We are talking about a policy here to freeze TAFE fees that was going to cost $23 million. 
The government is spending $16 million on a power point to do nothing. It is just staggering. Those sorts of 
projects will pile up over time, and they will increase. 
We have seen the announcement in Labor’s first budget of two remote swimming pools at a cost of about 
$7 million each. The one that comes to mind is in Kalumburu, which was in the news again just recently. The 
people there need housing and better accommodation for their community. They do not need a $7 million 
swimming pool. They cannot afford to maintain a $7 million swimming pool. They want an aquatic facility, but 
they want a water park that would cost in the vicinity of about $500 000. But what did the member for Kimberley 
and the Minister for Regional Development say? They said, “You can have a $7 million swimming pool or you’ll 
have nothing.” Some of the decisions this government is making are really interesting. Talking about a revenue 
measure to pay for a $23 million initiative to freeze TAFE fees, the government could have raised that money just 
from those two projects—a project in the Southern Ocean that will do nothing and a project in a remote Kimberley 
community that does not want it. I could talk for literally weeks about some of the decisions that the Minister for 
Regional Development has made in the royalties for regions portfolio, and they are only going to keep building 
over time, until the party with more regional members than any other—a line the Labor Party likes to trot out time 
and again—is prepared to do something about it. It still staggers me that the party with more regional members 
than any other, and the party with, apparently, the only farmer in Parliament, cannot actually have a Minister for 
Agriculture and Food; Regional Development that is among that number. It is quite staggering, particularly given 
the performance of this minister in this portfolio. 
I would think that if the Labor Party has any ability to change its course in its caucus, it would make sure that 
a reshuffle occurred sooner rather than later. The best thing for members on this side of the house would be for 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan to take the Labor Party to the next election as Minister for Regional Development; 
Agriculture and Food, so I do not want to campaign too hard for the minister’s demise. She seems to have a very 
able parliamentary secretary, despite the fact that his executive government responsibilities no longer extend to 
tweeting. I am sure that he will be more than proficient, as a regional member of this place, and as the only farmer 
in Parliament, as he likes to tell everybody, to take on the responsibilities of Hon Alannah MacTiernan. 
I want to refresh members’ memories—they may not be aware—that after a number of questions and a number of 
refusals, the house received a breakdown of the cuts to education funding. It is a bit hard to make sense of this, but 
we got some information, although it took a number of months. We did not find out until April this year how the 
government arrived at the revised $41 million in cuts announced in a joint media statement by Hon Sue Ellery and 
Hon Mark McGowan on 11 January 2018, when they made the decision to reverse their December decision to 
close the Schools of the Air, cut funds for the gifted and talented program, cut the intake of level 3 classroom 
teachers, and retain Northam Residential College. This has probably not featured so well, because that  
decision happened so soon after the government’s December decision, but a decision was made to retain 
Northam Residential College. I do not fully understand the government’s rationale for closing both Moora and 
Northam, or the rationale for revising its decision in January, and to continue the operation of Northam but to 
continue the closure of Moora. It just did not make much sense on many counts. 
Hon Colin Holt: It still doesn’t. 
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Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It still does not. We heard from the government an ongoing list of reasons, including 
taking a strategic approach to the placement of residential colleges across regional Western Australia, the issue of 
capital works and the issue of future demand on these colleges. I remember early in the debate the government 
claiming that Moora would become a redundant facility because it was opening a new school in Yanchep. It 
beggars belief that the minister would accept advice that Moora Residential College would no longer be required 
because a new school is opening in Yanchep. Accept for a moment that that is a plausible argument. If those 
students who access Moora Residential College now go to Yanchep, where will they stay? As far as I am aware 
there is not a residential college, and certainly not a state residential college, that is co-located with or within close 
proximity to the new school in Yanchep, yet this was one of the reasons that Moora needed to close and certainly 
why Northam Residential College needed to remain open. Having given consideration to both residential colleges 
that exist within my electorate—I am certainly much more familiar with Moora, having attended there as a student 
and as a border—the historical figures around their enrolments show that Moora has had a much more sustained 
level of enrolment. It has certainly ebbed and flowed as I think has the level at all our residential colleges have, 
but Moora’s has been much more sustained. When I last checked, Northam college had about 12 students and in 
the year before the government announced the closure of Moora, something like 35 or 37 students were enrolled 
there. It had significantly more students than Northam. If we were to take a strategic approach and look at the 
future of residential colleges, Moora’s location—the midpoint between Perth and Geraldton; it is in relative 
isolation compared with other residential colleges, particularly Northam—gives it a much stronger case for its 
future need. Colleges that are closer to Perth, such as Northam, will find it more difficult to attract students in 
future years, as other options are in much closer proximity. Once upon a time the community where I live, Gingin, 
was considered a much more isolated place than it is now. It now has a range of public and private bus services 
taking kids out of our catchment zone to the district high school, and to many public and private schools, 
particularly in the northern and eastern suburbs of the Perth metropolitan area. It is a reality that places such as 
Northam Residential College will struggle more than places such as Moora, which does not have the same ability 
and is linked to its relative geographic isolation. 
Many other arguments were used during the debate. Some were used for short lengths of time; some were used for 
much longer periods. At the end of the day, if the government were to stand by one of its principal arguments and 
its strategic approach that the college was going to be redundant because Yanchep was opening—even though the 
federal government is now investing $8.7 million to upgrade the facility—it challenges the state government’s 
position. Nevertheless, I welcome the decision to retain Moora, but some damage has been done to this college 
and the community. The state now needs to play a role in returning confidence to the people of that area. The 
$8.7 million investment in that college has quite a big catchment across Western Australia. Perhaps that confidence 
would be assisted by using some of the $100 million in surplus funding that the government will achieve with the 
passage of this bill, if indeed that is what occurs. 
We last considered this matter on Thursday last week and at that time I listed a number of other decisions that 
were made by the government. As I said, of that $41 million that the government revised in January, in April it 
released a breakdown of that figure, which actually adds up to $43.231 million; so I am not quite sure how 
$41 million comes about. For members’ reference, I am talking about question without notice 143, which will not 
be easy for members to find because it was incorrectly numbered when it was answered or something to that effect. 
It is a bit hidden in the Hansard system. There is an asterisk at the bottom of the table, an implementation 
contingency of some $2 million. Perhaps that is where the government is publicly banking on $41 million, but if the 
contingencies are not required it may be closer to $43 million. But we now know that those figures have changed 
slightly. I asked the Minister for Education and Training question without notice 776 on 12 September 2018. The 
minister confirmed that that revised figure is now $39.66 million, and estimated to affect 105 full-time equivalent 
staff. I assume what the minister means by “affect” means that 105 full-time equivalent employees will no longer 
have a job once the $39.66 million in savings is achieved under the current plan of the government. 
The rally that occurred last Tuesday, if I am not mistaken, had a number of speakers from each of the respective 
education-cut campaigns. It was a reasonably well attended rally in my view, despite some ministers mocking the 
number of people who turned up on the day. I thought it was reasonably well attended. There were certainly plenty 
of Labor backbenchers there to support their troubled Minister for Education and Training but they quickly 
dropped one by one as the minister retreated from the rally. Nevertheless, we heard from a number of the 
campaigns, including Herdsman Lake Wildlife Centre, Landsdale Farm School and a representative of camp 
schools. The rally was put together with the assistance of people involved in the Moora Residential College 
campaign. A young lady spoke about the $550 000 raid on the agricultural college trust fund and what that will 
mean for the ability of the agricultural colleges to respond to technology advancement, infrastructure and 
equipment upgrades. If we look at the list that was provided to the house in April, noting that it has changed 
slightly, and add up the cost of those five things—Herdsman Lake Wildlife Centre, Landsdale Farm School, the 
six camp schools, Moora Residential College and the agricultural college trust fund—it comes to $10.5 million. 
We now know that the decision has been made to keep Moora Residential College. I do not think it was a decision 
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the state government wanted to make; I think it was a decision that it was forced to make. The cost has reduced to 
about $9.5 million. That is relevant to the discussion on this bill, because it was the Labor Party that said this bill 
would deliver better education in Western Australia. It made it about that at its campaign launch in February 2017 
and in its second reading speech to this house. It has made it very unequivocal that it intends to raise $123 million 
to give effect to its $23 million education policy. 
One of those campaigns that I want to talk about today, which has been in focus in the last week or two, or certainly 
since the minister’s media statement of 8 September 2018, is that of the camp schools. There are four highlights 
or dot points at the top of this media statement, which is titled “New Providers to continue valued services at camp 
schools and Landsdale Farm”. The fourth dot point is — 

• Change in structure delivers an estimated $3.18 million in net annual savings for WA 
I have always held a view on camp schools. Initially, the government said, “It’s not the core business of education. 
We think someone else should do it.” There was even some suggestion at the time that another government 
department or agency might pick up the camp schools and take them off the government’s hands. That was 
obviously not a logical suggestion. This was motivated by budget repair. I am not sure how the government can 
give effect to budget repair if another government department simply takes on an asset and a service that the 
government no longer wants. That is, of course, unless the Department of Education is running these facilities so 
poorly and is wasting so much money that another government department would be able to do it better. I do not 
accept that premise, but that is the only premise I can arrive at. 
We have now learnt through, I think, a request-for-proposal process, that no government agency or department 
made an expression of interest to run these six camp schools. The focus has been on the six camp schools. There 
are actually seven camp schools in Western Australia. That in itself is an interesting point. The seventh camp 
school, which is not talked about much, is Broome. Many people have scratched their heads and thought: if it is 
no longer the core business of the state to run camp schools, why is the government getting rid of six camp schools 
but keeping the seventh? I am waiting for someone to give me a logical explanation for that. I have asked 
a question about that—I am unsure whether it was in the chamber or during estimates—and the explanation I was 
given was that the Broome camp school is being retained because it delivers services to the most remote Aboriginal 
students in Western Australia. However, that answer does not make sense to me. That may be factually correct. 
I assume the camp schools in the goldfields, in Kalgoorlie and also in Geraldton — 
Hon Colin Holt: And Dampier. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Yes, and Dampier; thanks, Hon Colin Holt. I assume those camp schools would 
also be providing services to some of the most remote Aboriginal students in our state. Nevertheless, if it is the 
government’s argument, and it continues to be the government’s argument, that these camp schools are not the 
core business of the state and it should get rid of them forthwith, it still does not make any sense that the 
government would retain Broome and not the other camp schools, or, indeed, all of them. 
My concern is how the new operator of the six camp schools will be able to deliver a service in the terms that the 
Minister for Education and Training has provided to the house and return $3.18 million in net annual savings for 
the state. I think—I hope I am proved wrong—the state government is setting up these camp schools to fail. I am 
not assured or confident that the long-term future of these camp schools will be protected by their privatisation by 
the Labor Party. I think we will find ourselves back in this chamber one day, reflecting on that decision and 
wondering why we allowed that to happen. 
Hon Donna Faragher: We did not. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Very true. 
We have before the house an amendment to the second reading of this bill. If there were some appetite for that 
amendment, it perhaps would deliver a better outcome for those six camp schools. A number of questions have 
been asked about this issue. I think Hon Donna Faragher asked a question about this on Tuesday, 18 September. 
I asked another question today. It is interesting that the government felt confident enough to announce on 
8 September this new partnership, or this new privatisation, with Fairbridge WA, yet it has not even executed 
a lease agreement. Even worse than that, the government has not even agreed on the terms and conditions of the 
lease agreement. As I said last week in my introductory remarks, that is despite the fact that camp schools are now 
directing booking inquiries to Fairbridge WA through an established 1800 phone number. The government has 
effectively started the handover process to the new operator for these facilities, through this privatisation 
arrangement, before it has even agreed on the terms and conditions, and before it has even executed a lease. I do 
not understand that. I would like someone to tell me whether the normal practice of government is to act in this 
way. We know that the government’s intention was that the new operator would commence the operation of these 
services, either individually or as a collection of six camp schools, from 1 January next year. The lease agreement 
that was tabled—which I think was issued as part of the request-for-proposal process—referred to a two-month 
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transition period. I assume that would be the months of November and December, leading up to takeover on 
1 January. This is the government’s own time frame. I do not understand why the minister would rush out a media 
statement on 8 September when the government does not even have an agreement on the terms and conditions. 
We do not yet know the impact of this decision on the public servants who currently operate these camp schools. 
A number of staff have already left because of the uncertainty created by the government’s decision-making on 
these camp schools. The only way that the new operator will be able to make these camp schools profitable, and 
certainly make the $3.18 million in net annual savings announced by the government—nearly $3.2 million in 
savings a year—will be through the staff. The primary target for those savings will be the staff. Therefore, I do not 
think the notion that the government will be able to transition these public sector workers to the new privatised 
arrangement will be achievable. I think that is where the largest amount of the savings will be targeted. The 
Labor Party is not talking a lot about that. I have grave fears for the future of these camp schools. 
I was in Geraldton shortly after the government made its announcement in December and I visited the Geraldton 
camp school. It is interesting that the week prior to that, the Minister for Education and Training was in Geraldton. 
I thought that surely, while the minister was in Geraldton, she would have visited the camp school. At that stage, 
I do not think she had been to a camp school since she had become the minister. She had just made a decision to 
essentially close six of the camp schools. I thought: here is an opportunity for the minister to own up to her 
decisions, show some leadership and say to the people at that camp school, “It’s a tough decision. I’m here as the 
bearer of bad news, but we’re going to make sure you’re looked after in the process.” I thought she would try to 
explain or substantiate the reasons for the government’s decision. But, no, the minister did not do that; the minister 
did a tour of all the education facilities in Geraldton. Indeed, she opened all the new education facilities in 
Geraldton that had been funded by the former government. She then turned up to the rally and talked about the 
forty thousand million dollars of debt that had been left to her government. She did a tour of Geraldton and of the 
brass plaques on all the new schools, and she said, “Look at what we’ve achieved.” The minister did not have the 
intestinal fortitude to say to the people at the Geraldton camp school, “I’m your minister, and this is what I’m doing, 
and unfortunately this is the decision I’ve had to make.” The minister could not bring herself to do that. When I visited 
the Geraldton camp school, they were somewhat expecting the minister to drop in, and they were disappointed that 
she was not prepared to face them on that occasion. I think the camp schools in particular would be great 
beneficiaries of the support of this house by supporting a position that said to this government, we will not consider 
$123 million in new revenue until we have a conversation about some of these decisions. That is our position and 
a position we will continue to pursue through the amendment I will put. I gave notice of my reasoned amendment 
on 23 August 2018. For those people who may respond to my contribution and say that this is just a stunt by the 
National Party as some have already said outside this place and some have even said it in interjection — 
Hon Alison Xamon: Yes indeed. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: — I am not quite sure why we would pull a political stunt by giving notice. I gave 
notice on 23 August 2018 and, indeed, the Leader of the National Party in this place, Hon Jacqui Boydell, on or 
around that date, wrote to leaders of non-government parties expressing our intention and our motivation. We were 
very up-front about that. It was not something I was going to spring on the chamber. During my contribution, 
I gave notice of it well in advance and when I have been able to, I have engaged with members who have been 
interested in what we are doing. I do not think that by any extent this is the perfect solution. I think the perfect 
solution would be for 18 members of this house—they have said—to say that they do not agree with the track the 
government is on, particularly in relation to the delivery of education in Western Australia. Certainly 18 members 
of this house have said that. Obviously, we will not know that until the amendment is put and a vote is taken. It 
would be good if those 18 members had come together as a group and said that this is something they want to have 
a conversation with the government about for the government to win our support for the passage of the legislation. 
I will let other parties speak for themselves about the reasoned amendment I gave notice of on 23 August 2018. 
However, I suspect that I will fall short in my endeavour to pass such an amendment. Indeed, I was hoping that in 
the lead-up to the debate occurring on this Duties Amendment (Additional Duty for Foreign Persons) Bill, we 
could have reached a point well before now when 18 members of this house could have indicated to the Minister 
for Environment in this chamber, who has responsibility for this bill, that he ought not bring on this bill until 
certain matters are resolved. That was the outcome I and the National Party have sought consistently through the 
course of this debate, albeit, in the short time since it has come on for consideration. 
If members agree with the sentiment we express around the government’s course on education—I know they agree 
because I have a file of their quotes—but do not like the mechanism, they can come up with a better one. The 
Clerk’s office is just down the hallway. Clerks are sitting in front of Mr Deputy President. I am sure they could 
whip up an alternative motion very quickly. I am sure they could put together a motion to adjourn debate on the 
bill. If 18 members of this house want debate adjourned on this bill while we have a conversation about the 
$123 million the government intends to raise to give effect to a $23 million election commitment, I suspect we 
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will not even need to move that amendment because I think the Minister for Environment will move on to 
a different order of the day. 
Hon Colin Holt: Did we ask country Labor members? 

Hon Alison Xamon: I listened to that last bit quite intently and something I have not been able to be made aware 
of is the mechanism by which you can enable this bill to pass and for the money to be recalled and to tie up, 
legislatively, a component of that that can be put aside. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable member is about to move the motion he has given notice 
of so he should be addressing his remarks to the chair. If there are points of clarification about procedure required, 
I shall be delighted to give them in due course. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. Perhaps if I could clarify those remarks further. 
I think the mechanism would be—maybe I have not been clear enough—for 18 members of this chamber to say 
to the government that if the government wants our support for this bill to pass, we want to have a conversation 
about the course the government is on with respect to education, maybe amongst other things. Our focus and prime 
motivation has been about the $64 million in education funding cuts announced in December last year, some of 
which have been reversed. 

I note from the commentary that there have been a range of other views expressed and other focuses about people’s 
concern about education funding cuts. But then I think the government would have a couple of options. It would 
have an option to proceed with the bill, knowing it would not have support, so the government may choose that 
option. The other option would be for the government to choose to negotiate an outcome. If the government were 
to reconsider some of these things and maybe make some certain commitments that we could rely upon, there 
could be a way forward for the bill to continue its course. Certainly from the media I have observed, other parties 
are seeking commitments from the government on other matters. That is the approach the Nationals have taken 
and will attempt to take when I move the amendment. 

I want to talk about some of the things that have been said. I know the National Party has been under some attack 
during the debate. Before I even got up to speak, the National Party was accused of certain things regarding this 
bill, probably more so outside this chamber, and I want to address some of those concerns. As I said before, I note 
that a number of speakers, particularly Hon Colin Tincknell, have expressed some concerns about the education 
funding cuts, amongst other things, which included household debt, regional education and assisting first home 
buyers. In his contribution last Thursday, Hon Colin Tincknell talked about the way in which the government 
could use this revenue to do certain things. One of those things was, clearly, regional education. He also went on 
to support the use of this revenue to enable the freezing of TAFE fees. 

I want to talk about the position of some of the parties, as I said I would. I note from a number of articles I have 
seen in the media that there is certainly a willingness from One Nation to negotiate with the government on this 
bill. As far as I can tell, that has not extended to the issues that I have raised. Hon Colin Holt asked about the 
progress of that negotiation, but I am not sure whether he got the answer that he was seeking. Nevertheless, an 
article gave some coverage of One Nation being prepared to negotiate on the Duties Amendment (Additional Duty 
for Foreign Persons) Bill 2018. It is unclear to me whether One Nation would be prevented from supporting the 
legislation if the negotiation was not successful. One of the two aspects that I have heard are up for negotiation is 
the taxation rate or the surcharge duty rate, which the government has set at seven per cent. The Leader of 
One Nation, Hon Colin Tincknell, talked about a figure of 10 to 15 per cent as being something that One Nation 
was aiming for. This is despite the fact that a media statement on 20 February 2017—prior to the election—
announced that it supported a tax of 20 per cent. The exact rate that One Nation is pursuing in its desire for an 
amendment to this bill is a bit unclear to me, as is whether One Nation members intend to move an amendment 
during the Committee of the Whole stage. I have not observed a supplementary notice paper on this bill beyond 
the reasoned amendment standing in my name on the notice paper. That is one area that One Nation members were 
negotiating, but my understanding is that they want a tax in the order of 10 to 20 per cent. I have also seen reported 
that One Nation members seek a removal of the exemption to the 10-lot development clause in the bill. I am not 
sure whether One Nation would still support the bill if it failed to achieve either of those things, or whether the 
government has agreed to those two things. If the government has not agreed to those two things, will One Nation 
pursue them during the Committee of the Whole stage of this bill? I have not been able to ascertain those things 
from the contributions made so far by One Nation members. 

One Nation members have said that they would not do what we are doing, which is holding the government to 
ransom. I find that remark quite interesting because it was in only June last year that Hon Robin Scott made 
a contribution to the debate on the Loan Bill 2017. For members who cannot recall, the Loan Bill 2017 was to 
authorise the government to borrow $11 billion. Hon Robin Scott’s view—I am not sure whether it was One Nation’s 
view—was that this house ought to reject that bill and send it back to the other place with a message to do certain 
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things. During his contribution, the member outlined a number of things that he thought the government ought to 
be doing before the house should consider and pass the Loan Bill 2017, which was to raise $11 billion. I am not 
sure how One Nation would define what we are doing as holding the government to ransom in the context of the 
member’s argument that we should reject an $11 billion loan bill. I am talking about having a discussion with the 
government about a revenue measure that would raise $123 million. I would have thought that the risks to the 
government would be far more significant—the ransom would be far more significant—if we were to do what 
Hon Robin Scott was advocating on 20 June 2017 for the Loan Bill. I find that an interesting position. 

Mr Deputy President, as I mentioned before, a media statement was issued by One Nation on 20 February 2017. 
I have not been able to find an election platform or policy on the foreign buyers’ tax. The only thing I have been 
able to find, with the able assistance of the Parliamentary Library, was a media statement titled “Pauline Hanson’s 
One Nation WA announce housing priorities”. The first line of that media statement reads — 

Pauline Hanson’s One Nation WA has unveiled measures to address Perth’s housing issues and 
affordability in WA. 

I am not sure that I have been convinced by any of the arguments that have been presented by members of One Nation 
or other parties regarding how this measure is going to address housing affordability in Western Australia. In fact, 
I think my motion on notice on the construction industry training fund will probably have a far bigger impact on 
housing affordability in Western Australia as we enter a period of economic growth and a shortage in our labour 
markets, and certainly this foreign buyers’ surcharge will have an impact on housing affordability. Nevertheless, 
if a member were to advance the proposition, as Hon Colin Tincknell did during the second reading debate, that 
the government could use some of the surplus $100 million to address housing affordability, perhaps that is 
a plausible defence of supporting such a measure. However, keep in mind that this announcement was made on 
20 February 2017, prior to the election. Obviously, at that time the election outcome was not known, but perhaps 
One Nation has extracted some commitment from the Minister for Environment to address housing affordability 
in Western Australia from the $100 million in surplus revenue that will be raised from this measure. 

Mr Deputy President, Hon Colin Holt challenged me before—sorry, Madam President. There have been a few 
changes since I have been speaking, so it is hard to keep up. Madam President, Hon Colin Holt challenged me to 
outline what regional members of the Labor Party had been saying about these issues. It is quite difficult because 
they have not been saying much. As I said when I rose to my feet last week, I hesitated in seeking the call because 
I thought, after all, that this was a Labor Party election commitment and usually government members are really 
proud of their election commitments and want to talk about them. I am sure that the government media office has 
a nice little red social media tile ready to roll. No-one stood, but there is still time. Obviously, there will be a debate 
on the amendment once I move it, and once the amendment is resolved, we will return to the second reading debate 
and there will be further opportunity. At least the Labor Party, particularly the regional members of the Labor Party, 
have been consistent. They have toed the line. They have stuck to their talking points. They have defended the 
position of the government, to personal disadvantage at times, particularly when the Minister for Education and 
Training rolls out a backbencher to go and defend her decisions and then she changes them. Where does that leave 
regional members of Parliament after going in to defend her and she pulls the rug out after the fact? They have 
been consistent. There is not much to report on that front, but I would be interested to know how much thought 
they have given to advocating, within government, how they might spend the additional $100 million in revenue 
that the government will raise from this measure; or are they just happy for it to roll into Metronet; Local Projects, 
Local Jobs; or some other grants scheme? Will government members keep funding these pie-in-the-sky projects 
in the Southern Ocean or wait for the next great idea that the Minister for Regional Development has to grow the 
economy of Western Australia and stick some of the $100 million into it?  

But never mind about these issues; I have not even got on to talking about our community resource centres, because 
that is another issue that we should keep a watching brief on. I do not think that issue is over. Although the 
government has commissioned a review and now says it has decided to fully fund them, I think some examination 
still needs to occur on how the funding model for CRCs will operate into the future, particularly with regard to 
how, without any additional funding and the same budget, the government intends to deliver additional training 
places in local governments that do not have community resource centres. That to me is a bit like the camp schools; 
it just does not add up. That is something we should keep a watching brief on and if, indeed, there are 18 members 
of this house who say, “We aren’t going to allow this $123 million bill to pass until the government explains to 
this place some of these decisions”, maybe we can have a dinkum conversation with the Minister for 
Regional Development. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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