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DISABILITY SERVICES AMENDMENT BILL 2014 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 9 April. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [8.08 pm]: The Disability Services Amendment Bill 2014 
amends the Disability Services Act 1993 to facilitate a trial in this state of the National Disability Insurance 
Scheme but using the state’s My Way model. The trial will enable the Western Australian My Way model to be 
compared and contrasted with the commonwealth’s National Disability Insurance Scheme. It is a fairly short bill 
that contains only six pages and six clauses. It is a fairly uncontroversial bill that is supported by the disability 
sector. The opposition will support the bill; however, we will keenly await the minister’s comments about the 
recommendations of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review from its inquiry into 
the bill. Members may recall that in April this year the bill was referred to the Legislative Council Standing 
Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. It was referred to that committee essentially because it 
is a uniform legislation bill that — 

(a) ratifies or gives effect to a bilateral or multilateral intergovernmental agreement to which the 
Government of the State is a party; or  

(b) by reason of its subject matter, introduces a uniform scheme or uniform laws throughout the 
Commonwealth.  

As we have not been in this place for a couple of weeks, some members may not be aware that that committee 
reported while we were away. I congratulate the committee on its hard work in its deliberations. It is a fairly 
weighty tome. The report outlines a series of findings and recommendations. I will come back to those later in 
my contribution. I am very keen to hear the minister’s response to those recommendations, and I am sure she 
will respond to those in good time later.  

Some members may not know that about 405 000 Western Australians have a disability and about 248 000 
Western Australians are carers for someone with a disability. It is fair to say that many of us in here would know 
someone or have a family member with a disability or have a family member who is a carer for someone with a 
disability. One in 17 Western Australians aged 15 or over—91 600 people—not only have a disability but also 
are a carer of a person with a disability. That is from the Australian Bureau of Statistics. That is a huge 
number—almost 92 000. Of the 405 000-odd Western Australians with disabilities, about 150 000 of those 
people have profound or severe core activity limitation. Again, I am quoting from ABS statistics. Profound 
limitation refers to when a person is unable to do or always needs help or supervision to carry out the functions 
of daily living. Severe limitation refers to when a person sometimes needs help or supervision with daily routines 
or has difficulty understanding or being understood by families or friends or can communicate more easily using 
non-spoken forms of communication. To have 405 000 people with a disability is a huge figure and 115 000 
people with profound or severe core activity limitation is also a substantial figure. These figures point to the 
reason that we need a National Disability Insurance Scheme in this state. The national figures are equally 
substantial.  

In the last few weeks I came across some research from Curtin University on disability and social inclusion. This 
particular research into housing issues facing people with disability found that one-third of people with a 
disability spend 60 per cent of their income on housing. It also found that often people with disability have to 
modify homes for them to be able to live in them, which is an expensive task. It also found that day-to-day living 
expenses are also increased because of the needs and limitations associated with people’s disability, which 
means less money is available for people to meet their rental payment or loan commitments. I think all members 
in this place would acknowledge that we need to provide extra assistance to ensure that people with a disability 
have a good quality of life. While we are on charges and costs faced by people with a disability, I must place on 
the record an issue raised last week in a hearing of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations—the government’s plan to charge a $2 fee to people with ACROD permits if they park at train 
stations in the metropolitan area. I might twist that around: the government in the budget announced that it would 
charge a $2 fee for people to park at train stations, but during hearings of the estimates committee last week, it 
arose that the government would not exempt people with ACROD permits from this fee. Some members may 
recall a decision that the government announced last year with much fanfare. The government said it would 
remove the fee for ACROD permits. Previously, ACROD permit–holders had to pay $20 every two years. 
I congratulate the government for deciding to remove the fee. It made a difference to some people. The fee was 
about $20 every two years, which works out to 20c a week. For some people $20 is a huge amount and I am not 
having a go at that. However, for the government to announce that it would remove this $20 fee and then 
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suddenly a few months later announce that it would charge people with a disability $2 every time they parked at 
a train station is outrageous.  

Last week I asked the minister whether she would exempt ACROD permit–holders from this fee. I also asked her 
whether she had had conversations with the Minister for Transport or the Public Transport Authority or whether 
her agency had had conversations with the PTA about this fee. She said that the only time this conversation was 
had was when this issue came to cabinet. The conversation was had then and that was the last conversation to be 
had on the matter. I was very concerned by this issue and that we would target people with disability. We all 
know that we are supposed to be lowering the barriers for people with disability to participate in society, whether 
it is to access jobs or access to education. I believe this fee was an attack on those people. I was very unsatisfied 
with the minister’s response then. Since that issue was raised in the estimate hearings last week, I had plenty of 
contact from a range of non-government organisations and individuals who were also incensed by this new fee. 
I said then and I say now that I believe it was a heartless decision to put more pressure on the hip pockets of 
those people who can least afford it. I do not agree with the fee at train stations at all, but I certainly do not agree 
with people with ACROD permits being charged the fee. Over the weekend lots of people came out and spoke 
on this issue. National Disability Services WA, the peak disability sector organisation in this state that represents 
over 80 organisations, expressed its concerns.  

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Member, while not wishing to rule any of this out 
of order, as you have observed, the bill is fairly brief and relates to some specific matters, but not the question of 
parking fees at train stations. I am looking forward to you relating this line of discussion to the bill or moving on 
to the more substantial parts of the bill, which I am sure you are about to do.  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I appreciate your encouragement, Mr Acting President, and I will draw my 
comments back to this bill and the inequities that people with disabilities face and the reason that we have a 
NDIS. We need to legislate to ensure that those people who are less fortunate and who struggle on a day-to-day 
basis have access to the same quality of life as the rest of us. I was making the point that, thankfully, after much 
debate and much concern being expressed by people in the disability sector and individuals, the government 
backflipped on this issue. I congratulate the government on its backflip; I am very pleased that it saw sense and 
recognised that this should never have happened. It is unfortunate that we did not get a bit more buy-in from the 
Minister for Disability Services. I draw members’ attention to media reports in The West Australian on Monday 
in which the Minister for Transport said he had heard about this issue and he did not think it sounded right, so he 
fixed it. I congratulate the Minister for Transport for caring for people with disabilities; it is just a pity that the 
Minister for Disability Services did not speak up on this issue. I know the minister is hardworking and she is 
very committed to the disability sector. I see her at a range of events and we had to spend a Saturday night 
together at the Senses Australia Charity Gala Ball at Crown Perth. I know the minister cares about this portfolio 
and she works hard on it; however, I have to place on the record that I am disappointed that there was no 
advocacy from her on this issue, because $2 may seem a small price to pay for some of us in this place on our 
wages, but for people with disabilities or people on a pension $2 is actually a big amount. 

In the minister’s second reading speech on this bill she advised that it was needed to allow Western Australia’s 
National Disability Insurance Scheme My Way trial and for the My Way trial to be compared with the 
commonwealth’s NDIS trial, with both essentially running at the same time, albeit in different areas of the state. 
There was plenty of criticism from people with disabilities of the state government taking its time to sign up to 
the National Disability Insurance Scheme and we should not gloss over that fact. I personally believe that our 
discussions went on for too long and it may have meant that our trials, which are just starting in the next couple 
of weeks, were not as early as in some other states nationally. All members in this place would remember before 
the last election and in the last couple years that there was a campaign called Every Australian Counts and we 
would have all received countless emails, Facebook likes and letters, and read letters in newspapers, about how 
important the National Disability Insurance Scheme was and is. I am pleased to say that politicians of all 
persuasions eventually came to the party and supported it, but I think we lagged behind and our conversations in 
this state may have taken too long. The scheme was first proposed in about 2012 and it really took the best part 
of two years for the Barnett government to come to an agreement about the state’s participation in the NDIS; 
however, notwithstanding that delay, we are two weeks away from our trials. 
I have to place on the record that I think WA’s disability services system has stood the test of time. In many 
respects in this state there have been trailblazers in the area of disabilities. We have been well served by the 
Disability Services Commission over the years and there has been a bipartisan approach towards and support for 
that commission, and I place on the record that it has done some good work over the years. The Disability 
Services Commission has a good relationship with the sector and its local area coordination program is 
acknowledged by many around the country, and indeed around the world, as being of great value. I firmly 
believe that it is an exciting time to be involved in the disability sector. There is no doubt in my mind that the 
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NDIS is long overdue and once rolled out it will make a huge difference to the lives of people with disability 
and, indeed, their families or carers. 

There is, however, often criticism of the commonwealth and how it runs services, and I am happy to admit that 
one of the reasons our negotiations with the commonwealth dragged out was that some in the sector in this state 
feared bureaucratic Canberra running the system and, I guess, it not having anyone on the ground and not having 
any depth of understanding of what is needed in the state. I recognise that is one of the reasons for the delay. 
I often shared the concerns about the commonwealth running services and one of the reasons I have been a 
supporter of the Medicare Local policy is that for the first time doctors and health professionals on the ground in 
communities have been deciding on the medical services that are needed in those local communities, rather than 
faceless bureaucrats in Canberra deciding what services were needed. Local knowledge is important and it plays 
a big role in ensuring communities get the services they need. It is very disappointing that the federal 
government is disbanding the Medicare Local program because it certainly will not help the health outcomes of 
regional Western Australian communities and it certainly will not help communities in my electorate. 

I go back to this agreement. This agreement was signed by the state and the commonwealth governments, and as 
I said previously, we will have two approaches to operation in this state. This is a unique agreement because we 
are doing it differently to the rest of the country and all eyes are on Western Australia in that respect. How are 
we doing it differently? The commonwealth model is being rolled out in the City of Swan and the Shires of 
Kalamunda and Mundaring and it will be administered by the National Disability Insurance Agency. The 
location will be governed by the National Disability Insurance Scheme Act and its associated rules. The state 
government’s Western Australian model, known as WA NDIS My Way—which is a big title and I hope it lives 
up to that title—will be implemented in both a regional and a metropolitan location. The Disability Services 
Commission will run that under state legislation. From 1 July 2014 we will see that trial in the lower south west 
region and then on 1 July 2015 we will see it expanded to include the Cockburn and Kwinana area. I talk to 
residents in these areas with disabilities. Although I do not represent any of these areas, as shadow minister I get 
calls from a range of people from around the state and a lot of people in the electorates of Hon Amber-
Jade Sanderson, Hon Samantha Rowe and Hon Alanna Clohesy. Lots of people there have some trepidation 
about the rollout of the scheme. I said earlier that I think it is an exciting time and that it is great we are doing a 
trial first, but I just hope we have not oversold the benefits of this policy. In the long run we will most definitely 
get there—I hope we will get there—and we will assure that people with disability actually get access to services 
that they need and get a choice of the services they need. However, I do not think that everybody in those areas 
will get everything overnight; it will not be immediate. We are rolling it out and it is a trial, but I urge people not 
to lose faith in the process and for them to stick with it, because I think it is beneficial and in the long term 
people with disability around the state will benefit from this legislation. 

I touched on the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review report earlier on and I just 
want to draw the house’s attention to a couple of those recommendations. I will quote item 12 of the executive 
summary on page iii of the report. It states — 

The Committee is unconvinced that the Bill is necessary as the current Act is not an impediment to 
facilitate the operation of a trial. The Committee notes that the model has been operating in 
Western Australia since 2012 and that Agreements have been implemented effectively using existing 
administrative arrangements without the need for amending the legislation. 

I am particularly keen to hear from minister on that recommendation about whether the bill is necessary later on 
when she makes her next remarks. I am certainly not suggesting that the opposition’s support hinges on any of 
these recommendations or on the minister’s response; I have placed on the record that we will support this bill, 
and we recognise its value. However, I am keen to hear the minister’s response to that finding by the committee. 

A range of recommendations in the report warrant further consideration, or certainly at least a reply from the 
minister. Given that the committee did the work for this report and has tabled it in this place, it is important that 
the government respond to those recommendations. It is also important to place on the public record, in 
Hansard, the government’s view on those recommendations. Many other members have raised this matter 
previously, but it is an unfortunate quirk of this place that often reports do not sit on the table for long enough for 
conversations to happen or for members to stand and debate issues during our committee report time; however, I 
think it would be appropriate for the minister this evening to at least touch on the recommendations made by the 
committee and to apprise the house of her and the government’s views on them. 

As I said, these are exciting times in the disability services sector. There is no silver bullet, but there is plenty of 
time to go as we roll out the National Disability Insurance Scheme trials and, indeed, move to a full-blown 
NDIS. However, I urge people with a disability to have faith in the process because I think it will be beneficial in 
the long run. 
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I will finish shortly, but I want to place on the record my disappointment that we saw very little movement by 
the government on the issue of a no-fault insurance scheme in the state budget. Some members may know that 
the National Injury Insurance Scheme was intended to complement the National Disability Insurance Scheme, 
and it was to provide lifetime care and support to people who had sustained a catastrophic injury, be it a motor 
vehicle injury, workplace injury, medical treatment injury or general accident. Members in this place may well 
have been lobbied by National Disability Services WA or a range of other organisations and individuals about 
the need for such a scheme. While the budget speech did contain in-principle support for an NIIS or a no-fault 
injury insurance scheme, we have seen no real commitment from the government in that regard. 

I am not sure whether members saw it, but the Leader of the Opposition in the other place wrote a great opinion 
piece for The West Australian last week. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Members can make their contributions later on; I am making mine now. 

The Leader of the Opposition wrote an opinion piece for The West Australian last week on this issue. Some 
members in this place would have been personally touched by this issue — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Some of us have been campaigning for a long time; there was nothing opportunistic about the 
article. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I know that the Leader of the Opposition, in her contributions on this issue in this 
place over a period of time, has placed on the record her views and, I suppose, her personal story and explained 
to us what has happened in her family. She gave that as an example and also pointed out other examples of why 
we need a no-fault injury insurance scheme. I have to say that I have sat at some of the same breakfasts, lunches 
and dinners as the minister has and I have had the opportunity a couple of times to sit next to a parent of a loved 
one who has been injured in an accident and who has struggled to get adequate medical attention for their loved 
one. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Well, adequate medical attention. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I think it is probably both; I think it is ongoing medical attention. Everybody gets 
the initial services; we have some great doctors and nurses who provide that, but some families struggle, once 
their loved one leaves Shenton Park or wherever it may be, to get any kind of assistance for their loved ones, and 
I think a no-fault injury insurance scheme could be significantly beneficial for those people. 

I am disappointed that the government did not announce any money in the budget for an NIIS, and disappointed 
that it gave only in-principle for it. I hope the government moves on this issue, because it is needed. The 
opposition supports the Disability Services Amendment Bill 2014, but we look forward to the minister 
addressing the comments of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, because it is 
important that we have the government’s view on the record. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [8.37 pm]: The Greens support the Disability Services 
Amendment Bill 2014. It is a bill that will help get the ball rolling for the NDIS—which is now called 
DisabilityCare Australia—and My Way trials to begin in July this year in different trial sites across the state. The 
trial sites for the NDIS trial, as Hon Stephen Dawson has just mentioned, include the local government areas of 
Swan, Kalamunda and Mundaring, along with two My Way trial sites in the lower south west and, from July 
2015, in the Kwinana and Cockburn areas in my electorate. The objective of the NDIS is to provide a National 
Disability Insurance Scheme to support people with permanent disability, and their families and carers. The 
Greens support this scheme, and we have actively lobbied at a national level for it. It gives people with a 
disability great choice and control over their support needs. We also support the focus on early intervention, 
which will hopefully minimise the long-term impacts of disability. 

I have a few concerns about the slow rollout of the trials, and those dependent on their postcodes in the trial sites 
potentially waiting until the fourth quarter of 2015–16 for the rollout of those services. I acknowledge that this is 
better than the situation for people who live outside the trial areas, who have to wait seemingly endlessly for 
access to the combined application process. Having spoken to several stakeholders, as has Hon Stephen Dawson, 
including People with Disabilities WA, it was of course sad to hear that there are people waiting on assistance 
for very long periods, especially when they are relentlessly pushed back because those with more urgent need 
can jump the queue in front of them. The point is that there should not be such scarce resources; we understand 
that they are prioritised according to the most urgent need. I note that New South Wales has provided 
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$500 million in new funding for disability support services, bringing their total to $2.9 billion; it is a great 
achievement by the people of New South Wales to make that investment in services. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: But $2.9 billion is quite considerable. It would be interesting to see how the unmet 
need in New South Wales compares with the unmet need here; I do not have those details with me today. The 
concern is that because we have limited resources some people wait an unwarranted amount of time before they 
get their fair share. I will mention this a bit later. I will not make a very long contribution to this debate because, 
as the previous Acting President mentioned, it is a short bill so I have a short speech. The NDIS–My Way trials 
address the point I was just making about long waiting lists, which is a good thing because we are implementing 
an improved model. They have a deadline on waiting as well, which is another good thing. People must receive 
some help by a certain time. The Greens support providing assistance when it is needed rather than once a person 
is in crisis. Early intervention and getting people help once they have been identified as needing help is an 
important principle. Under the current supported accommodation system in the Western Australian disability 
sector people have to be in a major crisis before they can be awarded funding for accommodation. We have 
advocated over successive budgets for greater funding for supported accommodation services. 

I congratulate the Disability Services Commission for what I imagine would have been a difficult arm wrestle 
with the commonwealth in reaching an agreement on state and national trials happening consecutively in this 
state. Disability stakeholders have a positive view of the state My Way initiative, which moves away from 
stagnant institutionalised models, which make people with disabilities feel powerless, to a system that ensures 
people with a disability, their carers and their families have a genuine choice and control and they stand at the 
centre of the decision-making process. At my time working for the Western Australian Council of Social Service 
I witnessed some of the early implementation modelling and I can say there has been a considerable step forward 
in disability services—hats off to the Disability Services Commission for its tremendous work in that area. We 
do not want to throw away the great work that has been achieved with the My Way initiatives. 

It is good that by the sound of things the two-year trial will end in the best possible version of the NDIS in our 
state. One thing the state government did not want to sacrifice is the Disability Services Commission’s local area 
coordination network. LACs have been around since 1988 and they are the foundation of the My Way initiative. 
I think it is a good thing that we are not forsaking LACs, which aid in advocating, planning, organising and 
accessing support and services. I want briefly to mention a couple of things that the local area coordination 
networks do to acknowledge how fantastic they have been in assisting people with disability. For the benefit of 
members who are not too closely related to this topic, I refer to a leaflet from the government of Western 
Australia and Disability Services Commission on local area coordination, and I want to focus on three points. 
The leaflet states — 

• An LAC regularly visits the family home to discuss issues of importance to the person with disability 
and their family. 

• Spending time at the community centre, an LAC with local people and groups to facilitate inclusion of 
people with disability in initiatives and events held in and around the community. 

• LACs provide the Commission with information about trends and issues of importance for people with 
disability in their area. Private details are not provided. 

That gives members a taste of what LACs do in the disability services realm, if I can use that word. I for one 
would not like to see that lost as we go to a national scheme. I understand that the Western Australian delegates 
on that national coordination committee have been able to implement some of the great features of the Western 
Australian system. 

I was in the previous Parliament and there was quite a bit of lobbying going on for acceptance of the National 
Disability Insurance Scheme and I want to say that it is very welcome that we have got to this point at a time 
when it looked like WA was going to make things very difficult. The fact that DSC has managed to get through 
this level of complex negotiation and has managed to refine a quality framework process shows that it has done 
very well to work with other states and systems that are quite different, and the commonwealth, for the higher 
good, so hopefully, at the end of this trial, we will have something that is even better than it could have been had 
they not negotiated so hard. 

There are some negative things as well. Currently there are issues with the combined application process, and I 
would like to talk further about those for people with disability who live outside the trial sites. After speaking 
with stakeholders it is evident that if they live outside the trial sites that start rolling out in July this year, they 
can be left receiving support by a patchy network of service providers or on a long waiting list, as I have 
described, for a combined application process. It is “business as usual” for people outside of the trial sites, which 
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means they are potentially waiting six years for improved services. We need to invest more in those people who 
are outside those trial sites in the meantime. No doubt all of us will be tracking that as this rolls out over the next 
24 months. 

Stakeholders have ongoing concerns about the limited pool of funding for those who may be seeking funding for 
accommodation support or for intensive family support. Due to the fact that this is based on a system of those 
with highest need receiving first preference, many may feel that they have to ramp up their condition to heighten 
their eligibility and to jump to the front of the queue. I have been in meetings where that jokingly has been 
suggested. It is tragic to think that they might consider doing that. 

A recent inquiry by the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee into accommodation and 
intensive family support and funding for people with disability outlines those problems with the combined 
application process. In doing the research for this I noted that former member Hon Alison Xamon contributed to 
this inquiry. I want to mention four key aspects of the inquiry. The reports states — 

… the Committee was concerned by a number of issues highlighted publicly in relation to the CAP, 
including but not limited to: 

•  Anecdotal evidence that people have applied repeatedly for CAP funding without success. 

•  Uncertainty about funding criteria and the perception that applicants must embellish their 
applications to have a better chance of success. 

•  Lack of transparency regarding the process. 

•  Insufficient funds, which means that many people with disability miss out even though they 
urgently need support. 

Those people with disability who may feel they need to exaggerate their condition and those who are left 
endlessly waiting for assistance are both being put under tremendous stress by the system. I understand that we 
are moving away from this model, but 2020 is a very long way away for people with disability, their families and 
carers and the government really should be moving faster. 

I want to make some comments about young people with disability in aged-care facilities, which is an issue that 
came in the estimates hearings. I again want to make the point that the state government is not moving fast 
enough to remove young people from residential age care in this state. Youngcare, which is a national 
organisation that advocates for young people with disabilities, focuses on providing choice and care and 
accommodation options for young Australians with full-time care needs. In 2010 a submission to the 
Productivity Commission by Youngcare articulated the issue in Western Australia. I draw members’ attention to 
this submission for their research. Youngcare’s report is titled “Disability Care Support Public Inquiry” 
August 2010 and it talks about young people with disability. This is something that hopefully we will see some 
action on by this government, because I believe there is $9 million somewhere in the budget for this. I could not 
find it, but I believe that $3 million appears in three years to assist in this. Youngcare’s submission reads — 

For many Australians with high care needs, aged care can often be the only option available to receive 
the level of care they require. It is simply inappropriate that young people with full-time care needs are 
limited to this option.  

While some families and friends are able to care for their children and loved ones at home, other people 
simply don’t have the support networks and are faced with the prospect of putting their loved one into 
aged care. An even more concerning trend is the crisis occurring for those Australian families who are 
being housed in hospital wards or cared for at home with little funding support and medical assistance. 
Youngcare works with people who have been stuck in hospital wards for excessive periods of time, in 
some cases costing $5,000 a day simply because they cannot get funding to be cared for at home. 

People with high care needs have complex and long term issues that need to be addressed in a much 
more wholistic manner rather than simply as a disability issue. Unless the housing, aged care and most 
importantly, health systems work together with the disability sector, we are not going to find sustainable 
and meaningful answers. 

… 

For those young people living in aged care, statistics suggest that: 
• 44% will receive a visit from friends less than once a year 

• 34% will almost never participate in community based activities such as shopping 

• 21% will go outside the home less than once a month 
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That is a picture of social isolation not befitting a society such as Western Australia. We can do something about 
it, and we should do something about it, soon. 

I acknowledge that young people should not be shoved into residential aged care. They are entitled to adequate 
services with people their own age. The rollout of the National Disability Insurance Scheme trials in this state 
should be closely followed by the no-fault injury compensation scheme. WA does not have a no-fault injury 
compensation scheme. Although a move to trial the NDIS in WA is good and comes from the ideology that 
disability could affect anyone at any time, it is a shame that Western Australia lags behind the other states with 
no-fault insurance. We have had many opportunities to discuss this issue over the past five years. I have yet to 
see a reasonable proposal on the table that we can pursue. It is something very worthy of pursuing. 

Do we need this bill? According to the Minister for Disability Services, signing an agreement for disability 
reform in WA will see approximately 8 400 Western Australians directly benefit from additional resources made 
available as part of the NDIS. During my briefing on this bill it was unclear whether those 8 400 people were 
already accessing services or whether they are brand-new clients. It would be nice to see some research into 
whether the trials increase accessibility to services in WA for people with disability.  

It has been guaranteed that this bill makes only minimal changes to the Disability Services Act and does not alter 
or weaken the current principles and safeguards of the act. The report of the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review states that the bill was not needed as matters appear to be administratively dealt 
with or provided for in the arrangements. It was clear to me following the briefing that it was. I would like the 
minister to detail why it is essential that we pass this bill for the rollout to occur. It would be nice to get this 
explanation in Hansard. 

Hon Helen Morton: Sorry, can you say that again because I was writing something down? 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I would like the minister’s response to the committee’s question about whether we 
need this bill. 

Another question remains: once we hit 2020 and the decided model is rolled out—whether it be NDIS, My Way, 
or a combination of the two—how will people apply and subsequently wait for the service? It was unclear 
whether it would be rolled out based on location or need. We do not want to stay on the same track of endless 
waiting lists and people being pushed to the back of the queue because their disability is deemed less serious 
than others. I hope during the two-year trial we quickly identify that services should be systematically delivered 
based on location. I look forward to the minister’s comment on that.  

It would be of benefit if the minister could identify how many jobs will come out of this growth sector and also 
whether the localised nature of My Way will be maintained with the NDIS. Although the national system has the 
benefits of consistency across the states, we do not want already exhausted and frustrated carers and families 
having to contact an interstate office—Geelong was the example—to receive information and assistance. I hope 
this does not eventually become the model that we adopt. I understand that NDIS is a great model that will 
enable control to be maintained for people with disability but we have to ensure that it remains as localised as 
possible. That is a lesson that WA has learned over the years in dealing with clients in WA, and that is one that 
we should share with the rest of Australia. 

I conclude by saying despite the fact we believe that disability reform needs to move quicker and across a 
broader spectrum, the Greens support this bill that will help implement the NDIS and the NDIS–My Way trials 
in this state. I look forward to seeing the positive impact this will have on the disability sector, and people with 
disabilities, their families and carers. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [8.56 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to speak on the 
Disability Services Amendment Bill 2014. The National Disability Insurance Scheme and the associated 
My Way trial have been a long time coming. I recognise with some excitement that the NDIS is soon to be 
implemented in Western Australia. However, I have some concerns about the implementation of the NDIS and 
My Way trials. I was more than a little disappointed about the way people with disability were treated in the 
lead-up to the implementation of this by the federal government’s scaremongering about whether it would 
continue with the implementation of the NDIS around the budget, and earlier when it was considering its own 
policy decisions. I was disappointed and dismayed. We have come through that and I think that that is important 
because this has had a long history. People with disability have called for an NDIS-similar scheme for many 
years, particularly since deinstitutionalisation in the early 1980s. 

It is interesting that the Barnett government nearly held the rest of the country to ransom in its negotiations over 
the implementation of the NDIS. That was very concerning for people with disability, and it was very frightening 
to some people that the whole NDIS might actually topple over if Western Australia did not participate. 
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Although I recognise that the Western Australian government argued that Western Australia is different—on 
many levels Western Australia is different—the time taken in negotiations over this was very concerning. It was 
breathtaking for people with disability. However, we are here now and I think that it is important — 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The minister will have her opportunity, as I have my opportunity now. I think she 
should probably listen to some of the contribution that I have to make because my contribution is worthwhile; 
the minister’s interjections are not. I understand that Western Australia — 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order, members! Hon Alanna Clohesy has the 
floor. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I understand that Western Australia is different. However, my concerns still lie in 
the My Way model; that is, whether people will really have choice and control over their lives within that model. 
I will be monitoring the implementation of that model very closely to see whether that is the case.  

I am pleased that within the National Disability Insurance Scheme there is a focus on early intervention, because 
people who will eventually receive services will not receive them when they are in crisis, because by the time 
they have actually received access to such services, their lives, up until this point, are in crisis. I think that early 
intervention might resolve some of those concerns. Of course, the kinds of services that people need when they 
are in crisis are very different from the ones that they need to maximise independence in their life; that is a very 
important feature of the NDIS.  

I have some other concerns that are related to that; for example, within this bill, proposed new section 26G 
identifies the objectives of the model, which include providing people with disability with reasonable and 
necessary supports. One of my concerns is: what is the definition of reasonable; whose definition of reasonable, 
and whose definition of necessary? I understand some of that is contained within the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme Act, but for the most part, that definition of “reasonable and necessary supports” can be 
implemented in a subjective way. So I would like to hear from the minister objectively on how “reasonable” and 
“necessary” can be measured, and what that means in the implementation of both the My Way model and the 
NDIS. I am concerned there will be a possibility for conflict between the service provider and the person with 
the disability in identifying what that might mean. My interpretation of what is reasonable for me to achieve 
independence in my life could be very different from someone else’s view about how I should live my life. 

My next concern really is about choice and control between the two models. I think obviously the NDIS has 
been developed with choice and control at the centre of the model, whereas My Way has been developed in quite 
a different way; it is almost moving from a traditional service provision framework. Although the model kind of 
articulates some sort of choice and control, it is still limited by decisions made by service providers in peoples’ 
lives, so that is of concern to me. I share this concern with a range of other people, of course, but I think both 
models are very complex and that the implementation of both models will be complex. Because of the 
complexity, I think it enhances the need for openness and transparency on the part of the government in how it is 
implemented. The challenges being faced in the pilots should be made clear right from the word go. That 
openness and transparency will only enhance its implementation. Admitting where mistakes might be made, 
admitting how things can be done differently early on, first up, is really important to the success of the 
implementation of both models. 

Today, I have not actually seen that openness and transparency to the extent that it could enhance both models. 
I think there has been some very good dialogue between service providers at a local level and people with 
disabilities. I do not necessarily see that dialogue about the development and the implementation of both models 
coming from government, but I would welcome an opportunity to see further openness about how it is being 
implemented as well as fairness in its assessment of the implementation. I understand that both models are being 
evaluated, but I am also talking about, right from the start, how it is being monitored; that there is some 
independence in that level of monitoring as well—not that it is just being monitored by the Disability Services 
Commission or other service providers, but some independence where some real objective monitoring can occur. 

This leads me to my next point about evaluation. As I mentioned, both these models are very different and we 
need to be sure of what is being evaluated. We have not seen too much yet from the government about what is 
being evaluated. Again, there is an opportunity for the government to develop the evaluation with some level of 
independence—some level of objectivity that I do not think that we have yet seen. My second concern about 
evaluation is whether we are measuring like for like, and again, at this stage, I have not seen anything from the 
government that actually suggests that like for like is being evaluated. As I said, they are very different models. 
The purpose of the evaluation, of course, will be to see which is more successful—but successful for whom? 
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Successful for people with disability? Successful for service providers? Or successful for the government in 
being able to fund and manage services? I think these are all really valid questions to be concerned about with 
the evaluation. 

My next concern is around the future provision of and access to services for people in regional, rural and isolated 
areas. In part, it comes from a concern about how Aboriginal people identify disability and what their choices 
with the services and supports are that they might consider “reasonable and necessary”, and whether those 
services are able to be delivered at a regional, rural and isolated level. I think there is a lot more room for those 
services to be developed. Also, there are concerns around service provision, both from the service providers’ 
perspective and with how new service providers get entry to the list. There are concerns about how new service 
providers, who want to provide a unique service that will enhance someone’s independence and is not available 
in the current menu of services—as limited as they are—get an opportunity to develop those services to get on 
the list of preferred providers to have their service model considered as valuable and important. That is of 
particular concern for the My Way model. 

The other concern I have—this links with a worry about the need for advocacy—is, how do people with 
disability independently verify the credentials of service providers? How do people independently assess the 
quality of service providers and the availability or the openness of service providers? That links to a concern 
about the need for advocacy and advocacy within both models—in the My Way model, about whether people are 
actually able to have the same choices that those within NDIS have, but secondly, advocacy at an individual 
level so that people can navigate and negotiate the purchase of their own services. I am not convinced that that is 
particularly well developed at the moment.  

Also, I wanted to look at what happens outside the trial sites of both models because although it is fantastic that 
there are some people who are new to receiving services—it is brilliant there are people who will be receiving 
services for the first time—there are still a lot of people who are not in either of the trials who are still not 
receiving services. 

This is particularly the case with accommodation and accessible accommodation. For people to achieve a level 
of independence that they might not otherwise have, it sometimes might mean something as simple as adaptable 
accommodation—that is, a house that is their own that they can live quite independently in. They may not need 
terribly much more support than that, but that is a big ask. For example, two of my constituents are young people 
who have disabilities. Both live with their parents in separate homes, but they want to move in together, just like 
other young people. Neither family has the income to provide independent adaptable housing, so there is 
nowhere else for them to go. They cannot live full lives and make the choices that other young people make 
because there are no choices for them. That is in part because of the long waiting list with the Department of 
Housing for accessible accommodation and the long waiting list with community housing providers. My other 
concern with accommodation support is about young people living in nursing homes. The list is still far too long 
for young people to be provided with accommodation that is more appropriate to their lives. 

They are just a few of the concerns that the bill raises for me with the implementation of the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme and the My Way model. I also note the concerns raised by the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review when it questioned whether this legislation is actually needed, and that 
brings me back to the point I started with—that is, the concerns about the delays in the implementation. We need 
to not forget those; we need to be very mindful of any hiccups in the implementation of both models. I think it is 
great that we now have an opportunity to just get on and do it. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.12 pm]: I rise obviously 
to support the Disability Services Amendment Bill 2014, as we all do. It is a significant bill and will certainly 
provide great change for those people in our state who need it. I know it will be warmly received by the sector 
involved. However, I want to make a few comments on behalf of the Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review, which tabled a report on the bill at the end of May. I thank the committee staff 
and certainly all the members of the committee. The findings and the recommendations for amendments in the 
report were unanimous. Given that we are a small committee and have had a number of bills in front of us since 
May last year, we have been able to achieve quite a positive working relationship and present the sorts of 
outcomes that we have without disclosing what is happening; so there were not too many blues, which is always 
good on a committee. I know that the government was very keen for the committee to inquire into the bill, and 
the minister wrote to the committee in late March seeking to—I can say this because it is all public—have the 
committee shorten the period that it was taking to inquire into the bill because she was obviously very keen to 
see the passage of the bill and to get everything moving along. Given that the bill was referred to the committee 
a few weeks later on 9 April and there were some discussions with the minister, there were some difficulties for 
the committee in reducing the normal inquiry period from 45 days to less than 30 days, which was the proposed 
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option. It just happened to be that time of the year when I think almost every committee member was going to be 
away. So the committee commenced the process and sought submissions from a range of stakeholders who had 
an interest in the legislation, and in the first week of May, it set out to do the hard work of working through those 
submissions and the legislation. 

I will not talk about the policy behind the bill because I think those members who have already spoken have 
articulated very clearly why this legislation is significant, and it is not the role of the committee to inquire into 
the policy. When we put out an advertisement calling for submissions, on this particular occasion, given the 
nature of the policy of the bill, we wanted to make it quite clear to anyone interested in putting in a submission 
that we were just looking at the mechanics of the bill, how it would impact on issues of sovereignty and how it 
would work in reality. We know that people can get very engaged in discussion about disabilities and support for 
disabilities, so we wanted to make it very clear that we would not be looking at the policy issues. Only one 
person who provided a submission wanted to give evidence of a more personal nature, and we had to explain to 
that person that, on this occasion, we valued their input but those were not the issues that we were inquiring into. 

Hon Adele Farina: And it is a great shame that the terms of reference of that committee are so constrained. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I know, and we have that discussion from time to time. It is difficult sometimes when we 
are looking at issues that we would really like to look at the policy behind, but we are restricted to the cold, hard 
nuts and bolts of the matters that the committee is confined to. 

Given the government’s desire to have the bill brought back to the chamber, the committee was keen to be 
accommodating and so we tabled the report outside the session on 19 May. The committee has made a number 
of recommendations and findings. Some of the recommendations simply ask the minister to provide clarification 
or a further explanation on certain aspects of the legislation so that we have a greater understanding of how it 
will work in a practical sense. There is some concern about a lack of information about regulations and also 
about some definitions that we feel are missing from the legislation. There has been comment about the 
committee’s unanimous view. The question that we pondered from time to time—it was not posed in an 
attacking way—was: given that other mechanisms are already in place and that trials have been managed in an 
administrative way without the need for legislation, do we actually need this bill? I think it is healthy to ask that 
question, and I thank Hon Alanna Clohesy for canvassing that matter in her speech. It was really about getting 
the committee thinking about those sorts of issues. 

I know the minister will respond to a number of matters tonight, including some of the committee’s 
recommendations that we thought at the time would improve the bill—that is, to include a definition of the 
NDIS; to include some of the rules for the NDIS; and to provide for a review of that part of the legislation after a 
period, which we know is an important issue for those of us in this chamber who want to make sure that there is 
accountability and transparency.  

We want to see legislation achieve the outcomes it sets out to achieve, so that was part of the thinking behind the 
need for a review. Today there has been some discussion with the minister. Sadly, when a parliamentary 
committee makes recommendations, they are not always grabbed at by government no matter who is in 
government and received with great will, so it does not come as a surprise. I will say to the minister that the 
committee worked its way through this inquiry with integrity with the information that we were provided by the 
Disability Services Commission and the minister’s office and through the feedback we received from a range of 
stakeholders. I will listen to the minister’s comments. If the minister feels that the committee has not applied 
itself appropriately or there are great discrepancies, on behalf of the committee I can quite happily say—without 
wanting to slow up this bill at all—the committee would be happy to go back and revisit or review our report and 
if there is any additional information that can better inform us, we are happy to go down that path. This report 
was unanimously signed off by that committee. We were all satisfied that the bill ticked all the boxes for the 
criteria that we use to make sure that this is a uniform bill. We canvassed a number of issues that we were 
concerned about. We have raised some questions on which we would like further information from the minister. 
We assumed this bill would proceed as we all supported it and we made some suggestions about how it could be 
improved. I do not see there is anything difficult with that. I assume that as this committee gets other bills 
referred to it and as we enhance our knowledge about how to inquire into these bills appropriately, these reports 
will improve over time. I thank the committee because the report was done in a fairly short time to accommodate 
the government to have this back in the house so that we could debate this bill tonight. The report was tabled 
more than three weeks ago. If a discussion around the amendments being put forward by the committee was 
necessary, that could have occurred at an earlier stage, rather than today. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Disability Services) [9.23 pm] — in reply: I 
start by thanking everybody for their contribution to the debate on the Disability Services Amendment Bill 2013. 
I will respond to some of the things that people have been saying before I talk about the amendments and the 
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issues raised in the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review report. I have to make sure 
that we get a few things on the record because a few of the ideas promoted today were not based on fact, so 
I would like to put the factual position on the record. Two or three people talked about why it took so long for 
the state government to sign up to the National Disability Insurance Scheme. The state government made its 
position absolutely clearly at the start; it agreed with the principle and the concept of the NDIS and was going to 
sign up — 

Hon Sue Ellery: No, it did not. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, that is not correct. It was one of the first things I did as a minister. I remember 
when it was first commented on. We said that we absolutely agreed with the NDIS concept from day one, but we 
were never going to accept, and we have not accepted at this stage, that it would be run out of Canberra. 
We were not going to throw the baby out with the bathwater and discard all the things we had already achieved 
in disability services in WA. This idea of having the two trials could have been signed on probably 12 months 
before it was if only Julia Gillard and Jenny Macklin had agreed to it, but they refused to agree to it no matter 
what we put up. It took a change of Prime Minister for the Labor government at the federal level to change its 
mind and allow us to run our trial. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is absolutely true because Julia Gillard refused to sign up. The week or two after 
Kevin Rudd came on board, he came across to WA and met with the Premier and he went away from that 
meeting saying, “I cannot see any reason why we should not go with this.” He went back and had to deal with 
Jenny Macklin, but he got the agreement for us. That is why it took as long as it did. Let us not pretend that there 
were any other reasons for it. That is why it took as long as it did. 

Hon Sue Ellery: It is on the record! He said it is a crazy idea. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Just do not imagine anything else. It is because that is how it took as long as it did. 

Hon Sue Ellery: He is on the record, minister. It is a matter of public record — 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It certainly is. I have been talking about it nonstop since the day it was announced. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! The minister has the call. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The other thing I would like to mention is the funding of services outside the NDIS 
trial sites. First of all, at this stage I do not think people are really fully cognisant of the fact that there will be an 
extra $100 million over two years spent over and above the funding that currently goes into disability services in 
those areas. That is the extent of combined state and commonwealth funding going into the trial sites, which will 
cover 8 000 people. The majority of those people will be already receiving some form of disability funding, so 
over and above what is being put into that area, funding will increase by $100 million over the two years. I will 
talk a bit about this in a minute, but that indicates how things will change from our current rationing system, the 
combined application process system, to an entitlement system. I say to Hon Alanna Clohesy, this will not be 
about people having to wait to get to the top of the list; an entitlement system is just that—an entitlement system. 
The extra funds have been put into that trial site precisely to ensure that all those people who are entitled will 
access the reasonable and necessary supports available to them. 

Hon Adele Farina: Is that in both funding models? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is in both the hills and the My Way site. The funding models are identical and 
both have funding for reasonable and necessary supports. 

Like everybody else, I think to myself how difficult it will be to commence a trial site when on one side of the 
boundary people will still be getting services provided through the Disability Services Commission’s combined 
application process system and on the other side people will be getting the NDIS-funded level of service 
delivery, whether through the My Way site or the Perth hills National Disability Insurance Agency trial. 
No doubt that will be a difficult issue to deal with. However, over the term of this government, general funding 
for people with a disability has increased by over 100 per cent, notwithstanding the funding going into the NDIS. 
We continued to grow the disability services sector whether the NDIS was coming on board or not. We always 
knew that it would. We did not stop increasing the funding because the NDIS was coming on board; we knew 
that we would keep growing the service because it is an area that this government feels absolutely compassionate 
about. We are a very compassionate and understanding government and we know that this is an area of service 
we need to provide. This is unprecedented; no previous government has been able to achieve this. 
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I would like to address the comments of Hon Stephen Dawson about what will happen on day one and how we 
will know how many people will roll in. Over 400 people will roll in to the NDIS My Way on day one. Yes, 
phasing in will take place in both sites and will be done by postcode. However, in the My Way site we are ready 
to roll with over 400 people on day one. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Minister, I am aware of that. I placed it on the record so people outside are conscious of 
it, too. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is actually a high number of people compared with what has occurred in any other 
trial site in Australia. 

The other comments made were around the National Injury Insurance Scheme. I have seen the second draft and 
given my feedback, so be aware that that is imminent. I know that Hon Mark McGowan knew that and that is 
why I suggested he was being very opportunistic in writing the comments he did in the paper. He knows very 
well the work that has been taking place on this at the moment. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: He knows very well that is good policy and it needs to come in; that is what he knows 
very well. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Of course, he is coming in on the coat tails of the government; he was not going to 
miss out on his bit of comment on this because he did not want to see the government getting the glory for this 
either. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Anyway, the NIIS is coming on board and just so that members actually know the 
score about this as well—if somebody on that side would just care to listen they might learn something—if a 
person who is not covered by an NIIS in one of the sites or services that are being rolled out, the idea of signing 
up to the NDIS means that responsibility is taken for providing reasonable and necessary supports at a full state 
government responsibility cost for anybody with catastrophic injury. They still get the same level of reasonable 
and necessary supports, but the state government takes full responsibility for paying for those. 

Hon Adele Farina: Minister, would you mind putting on the record the difference between the two models, 
because there is some confusion in the community? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I will probably get to that in a bit. 

In terms of disability care—I am addressing the issues the Greens raised now; the Greens member is not here, 
but I hope she hears this—the term “disability care” is no longer used. People in the disability sector were very 
unhappy with the use of “disability care” and found it very patronising. It is called the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme and it is being run by an agency called the National Disability Insurance Agency, so the issue 
or the term “disability care” does not exist anymore in any of the ways the state or the commonwealth provides 
the NDIS. Hon Lynn MacLaren raised some really important factors about why people in the disability sector 
were so keen for us to stand up against what was being proposed to us by the commonwealth at the time. 
They did not want us to give up the local area coordinators. We have about 180 LACs operating around the state. 
They did not want us to give up that and they did not want us to lose the role that the LACs currently provide. 
Under the NDIA approach, and this goes to some of the things that Hon Adele Farina just asked, local area 
coordinators are used pretty much as brokers, not as planners; there is a separate group of people who do the 
planning with the individuals and their families. LACs are much more experienced than that. They have been 
operating as both planners and brokers in Western Australia for a long time. The disability sector did not want us 
to give up that role. They had a personal relationship with people as individuals and they had a personal 
relationship with the service providers. We have found that the role of LACs is something that we will be able to 
demonstrate as providing better outcomes for people with disability and their families. 

The other thing we do not want to give up is the fact that we had already progressed a significant level of 
individualised funding in Western Australia. Around about 80 per cent of services are already provided through 
individualised funding and that, of course, is one of the hallmarks of an NDIS—that people have individualised 
funding and choice and control. I will talk a bit more about choice and control in a few minutes. We did not want 
to give up the relationship approach that had been proven to be so effective for people under the disability 
services approach in Western Australia and most importantly, people were quite adamant that they wanted us to 
retain what we call local decision-making and even push that local decision-making closer to where people live. 
We certainly did not want decisions having to be bandied backwards and forwards between Western Australia 
and Geelong or wherever—it started off in Melbourne, I think, and now it is at Geelong. I understand that there 
will be levels of decision-making that still have to go back to Geelong in the NDIA approach, so there is another 
example of a difference between the two approaches. 
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As I said before, people were saying that the system in WA is fairly good, but everybody hates the combined 
application process; everybody hates that that is rationed money and that they have to compete for that funding. 
I have not heard anybody say that that system is a good system. However, when they talk about it being a system 
that needs to be improved, they are saying that it needs to be an entitlement system. People need to have funding 
whether they are higher priority than the next person or not. Anybody that needs a level of funding that is 
necessary to have a good quality of life needs it and deserves it, and that is the difference in what currently 
happens and what will come about as a result of the National Disability Insurance Scheme—it is the additional 
funding that will allow that to happen. We always knew that and we always knew that we wanted the federal 
government funding to come in. As it turns out, the extra 0.5 per cent that everybody is paying in the Medicare 
levy will go towards providing the funding. Everybody in Western Australia is paying that and we were always 
going to make sure that we got that funding back to people with disability in WA one way or another. It is 
actually quite silly for people to keep talking about the concerns that we were never going to sign up or concerns 
that this was not going to happen et cetera, because that is just silly. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It took a very long time and people certainly started losing faith. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I can tell the member that if Julia Gillard had only signed, we would have had it a 
year earlier. 

I just want to talk about something else that is happening and there has been a bit of confusion, I think, for some 
people in this process. We had already moved a long way down the track of making the use of funding more 
flexible for individuals and that was true with this approach called My Way. Long before the NDIS came on 
board, the Disability Services Commissioner in Western Australia had already started to talk about making 
funding more flexible—not having separate buckets for this, for that and for something else, with individuals 
who had three or four different buckets of funding not being able to mix and match the funding and get a better 
outcome for themselves. With the help of the disability sector, it was the actual people with disability and the 
service providers that said they could make the existing level of funding available to people much more flexible, 
go further and achieve better outcomes than it currently is achieving, and so we designed and developed the 
My Way approach across four sites. We started it in Kalgoorlie and rolled it out in the hills, the lower south west 
and in the Cockburn and Kwinana area. Those were the four areas in which we developed the My Way concept, 
and we talked about the people running those services as spearheading a change in the way in which disability 
services funding was to apply across the whole state. Sooner or later, the My Way approach will apply to 
funding and receiving services across the whole state, and that is continuing. The difference is that, whilst that is 
called My Way, we actually chose one of those sections to become the WA NDIS trial site, so we called it the 
WA NDIS My Way. Some people advised the committee that they believed that because My Way had been 
already rolling out for 18 months or so, we did not need new legislation to create the WA NDIS My Way. That is 
actually not so, because there are some quite specific things happening in the My Way trial that are not 
happening in other My Way sites or in the way in which disability services are provided around the rest of the 
state. The legislation is necessary to enable us to do that, and I will be more specific about that in a minute. 

Some questions were asked about why we did not go faster; I have talked about that, so I am not going to go on 
about it. Of course, members will have seen the report that talked about the aeroplane that is being fixed while it 
is still up in the air, flying, and that is basically what occurred, because the federal government of the day 
decided to bring forward by one year the launch of the NDIS, and that created untold difficulties and pressures. 
The computer system was not up and running; it was not capable of delivering. It has now had to move from the 
existing site to Geelong, and there were lots and lots of problems associated with trying to bring the launch one 
year forward. I think that most people in Western Australia are now saying, “Thank goodness we didn’t try to go 
in the first tranche.” Members opposite do not even know the problems that have been felt and understood. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: If they did know, they would be saying that we have done it the right way. We put in 
place all the hallmarks of exactly what had to happen. 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The member is so chronically negative about it that she cannot even see the benefit of 
what has been achieved over the last 12 months here. 

The issue was like putting an aeroplane in the air, half-built, while people were still trying to get it up and 
running and still trying to construct it. That is exactly what was said about the NDIS in other states, and the 
comments coming back from other states are about their difficulties and problems. They frequently say, “We 
wish we had done what you have done”. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I bet the people getting the services aren’t saying that. 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: No, it is not, actually—not at all. 

There are 8 400 people across the two sites; most are known, but there will be people who do not currently 
access services who will now be able to. There are people who fall outside the combined application process, for 
example, and all those people who for years we have so wanted to be able to find additional funding for will be 
able to access it as an entitlement. Then there are those people who currently are not even applicable under the 
current Disability Services Commission, and they are people with mental illnesses and people with psychosocial 
disabilities. There is a whole group of new people coming in in that area. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Did you add extra money for them? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Of course we have extra money for them. 

Hon Sue Ellery: No, you took it out of your existing budget. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Okay, the member knows it all, so I will leave it with her, but I can tell her that there 
is new funding. She does not want to know, so I am not even going to try to impress it upon her. She just wants 
to be negative about that, too. That is okay; she can stick with that. Where did she think the extra $100 million 
was coming from? Unbelievable negativity. The opposition cannot bear the fact that it is a coalition government 
that has brought this on. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The last part of the debate seems to have got lost in interjections. Coincidentally, 
noting the time, I will interrupt the debate, and the debate stands adjourned until the next sitting of the house. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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