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LOAN BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [5.12 pm]: As my colleagues have 
already put on the record, the opposition will not oppose the Loan Bill 2015 because it is an important supply 
mechanism. However, it is the third such bill that this house has dealt with and it is worth doing a bit of myth 
busting because the government would have us believe that we need the Loan Bill because of circumstances 
completely outside its control. 
The government’s first loan bill, the Loan Bill 2009, was in response to a genuine crisis—namely, the global 
financial crisis. In that bill the government sought $8.3 billion. The second loan bill was the Loan Bill 2012, 
which sought $5 billion. This third loan bill, the Loan Bill 2015, is for a further $8 billion to meet the 
government’s day-to-day expenses—that is, planned general government purpose borrowing requirements—
until 30 June 2017. 
I am not too sure why there is a rush with this bill, because the government still has some $1.6 billion left over 
from the previous authorisation. With $1.6 billion left over for spending in 2015–16, the government is saying 
that it needs at least $9.6 billion just to pay for its bills through to 30 June 2017. We are also aware that when the 
Treasurer was specifically asked, he did not rule out seeking another loan bill before the next election, which, of 
course, is in March 2017. 
Hon Ken Travers: Maybe they’re expecting some FOI commissioner’s decisions to be appealed. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Maybe. 
We may reach a record fourth loan bill, so we may need to save our notes to make exactly the same speech at 
exactly the same time next year. The real reason for the third loan bill is that the government entered into 
arrangements and deals before the election for which it had no money to pay. It made promises that all its 
election commitments were fully funded and fully costed but, of course, as has been ably and categorically 
demonstrated time after time, they were not fully funded and not fully costed. 
This is the government that has had a 40 per cent increase in revenue over its life. Of course, it has had 
population growth and the pressures that go with that, but it has had massive revenue growth. Every year since 
2003–04, Western Australia has had more revenue per capita than any other state, including that of Queensland, 
which is the state we are often compared with in terms of our economy. But still we have before us a piece of 
legislation that seeks to extend the credit limit on the credit card just to pay wages. This may well be a function 
having of seven Treasurers in seven years as opposed to having one consistent, guiding hand with all the 
corporate knowledge and corporate information that goes with that, or is it, as I suspect, the function of a 
hopeless Premier? My good friend the member for Cannington keeps telling me that the Premier is the most 
disliked Premier in all Australia who has twice held both hats as Treasurer and Premier during the seven-year 
period. We have gone from the general government sector being in surplus with a net debt position of 
$3.5 billion in assets to a massive growth in debt, blowing out to $36.3 billion over the out years. 

The government is borrowing money to pay the salaries of nurses, teachers and police officers. When a small 
business operator takes out a loan to cover its wages bill, the bank will say, “We need to look at your books. 
We  want to look at the plan going forward, because if your business is not growing, how will you pay off the 
loan?” It is not sound practice to borrow to pay a wages bill. The Minister for Education takes great pride in 
telling everyone that we have the highest paid teachers in Australia. That is a good thing, but the Loan Bill tells 
us that the government is paying the wages on the credit card, because the government has not managed the rest 
of its business well enough. This government is such a bad economic manager that it is borrowing money at a 
time when it is also hurting some of the most vulnerable people. Earlier we heard reference to financial 
counsellors, and I will come back to talk about that later. The government is borrowing from the future to pay for 
the ordinary day-to-day business of government. The government is not borrowing for a special piece of 
equipment that it wants. I will use an example from my household that, from time to time, is a bone of 
contention. I covet fire engine red KitchenAid equipment. I love it. It is very expensive and I want more of it, but 
I do not need it. It is a bone of contention because someone else in the house—it is not the dog—has suggested 
that we are running out of space in the kitchen and have nowhere to put it. I covet it. What that means is that if I 
want that equipment, I put it on my credit card and I pay it off in due course. That absolutely, fabulous and 
beautiful fire engine red KitchenAid equipment is not an essential item, although that is arguable! It is something 
that I covet and it is something I want and I am prepared to take on the debt that goes with that from time to time 
in purchasing it. I will not pay my grocery bill on my credit card unless it is a credit card that is paid off at the 
end of every month before any interest racks up, because my grocery bill is an essential core living expense. If I 
cannot pay that bill from the living allowance that is allocated from my salary, my household has a problem.  
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This government is not borrowing to pay for a new rail line, a new bridge or a new power plant. It is borrowing 
to pay for the groceries. It is borrowing to pay for the day-to-day running of government—the core service 
delivery costs of government. At the same time, the government is making cuts that affect some of the most 
vulnerable people in our community. How did we get to this position? What is it that this government did not 
know? The ratings agencies find it hard to believe that there are circumstances that the government did not know 
about. The most recent development is some comments from Moody’s Investors Service in The Australian 
Financial Review of 11 June, last week. Moody’s has put this state on a negative watch. The article states in 
part — 

Moody’s Investors Service may cut Western Australia’s credit rating if the cash-strapped Barnett 
government does not cut spending or increase revenue—a downgrade that would be a big financial and 
political blow. 

All key financial measures of the state budget are in bad shape. The state is at risk of suffering a second 
credit rating downgrade in less than two years. The deficit and debt-to-revenue ratios have hit levels 
never seen before in WA. 

If my voice sounds a bit funny at the moment, it is because I have an asthma episode happening. People need to 
know that as a consequence, I am on a high dosage of steroids. That can mean one of two things—I get light-
headed, or I get incredibly aggressive and need to lean across the chamber and take someone’s lights out. So let 
us hope it is not the second. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Turn around, then! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No; I am going directly that way! 

Moody’s makes the point in that commentary that there is an ongoing deterioration in Western Australia’s 
financial and debt metrics. Moody’s is saying that this is not a surprise to the government; this is ongoing. 
This  government’s financial mismanagement is ongoing. The article states also that Standard and Poor’s put this 
state’s AA+ credit rating on negative watch in April, due largely to the falling price of iron ore, one of the 
government’s biggest sources of revenue. Although Moody’s noted the announcements that the government had 
made about selling assets and various other things, Moody’s thinks that the state would be hard-pressed to 
achieve the much lower rate of current spending forecast unless the budget fortifies its commitment to budget 
improvements. So, Moody’s does not believe that the government is making the right decisions and taking the 
right direction with respect to its budget. 

Moody’s makes some suggestions about what the state government needs to do to cut spending. In response to 
that, the Treasurer, Mike Nahan, said that there are unprecedented challenges and that when the government 
handed down the budget last month, it factored in potentially higher borrowing costs related to a credit rating 
change. It is not just about the goods and services tax share. It is not just about the drop in iron ore price. Over 
the same period, the government had a 40 per cent growth in revenue. Therefore, it is not just about things 
beyond the government’s control. It is about the decisions that the government has made, the choices it has made 
and the priorities it has set, as to how to manage that 40 per cent extra revenue that the government has had since 
2003–04. 

One of my colleagues, the shadow Treasurer, has done some work on lost opportunities and how the Liberal–
National government has squandered the boom. He makes these points in his analysis — 

• Under Premier Barnett, the WA Liberals’ have increased Total Public Sector (TPS) net debt from 
$3.9 billion in 2008 to in excess of $30 billion over the forward estimates. That has occurred 
despite a record 40% growth in revenues from 2008 to 2014, which was eclipsed by a 50% increase 
in spending over the same period. 

• The Liberals will deliver WA’s first operating deficit in 15 years, estimated to be a record 
$1.3 billion for 2014/15 financial year. 

• Money spent on public works under the WA Liberals is often spent inefficiently. While there are 
processes in place within government designed to ensure projects are selected and built on the basis 
of delivering optimal net economic benefits to the State, the Liberals has developed a habit of just 
ignoring them. 

• Public Private Partnerships … pitched as an efficient means to harness private sector capital and 
efficiencies for the delivery of public assets, have not been subjected to adequate public scrutiny. 

• The poor financial performance of the WA Liberal Government will limit the options available to 
future Western Australian governments responding to uncertain economic circumstances. 

The analysis states also that there has been — 
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… an extraordinary surge in royalty revenue. Since 2001/02 royalties received by the Western 
Australian Government have gone from $644 million (6 per cent of … General Government revenue) to 
$6 billion in 2013/14 (21.5 per cent of General Government revenue). The Barnett Government has 
presided over an extraordinary increase in General Government revenue from annual revenue of 
$19.3 billion in 2007/08 to $28.6 billion in 2013/14. Nearly 50 per cent more General Government 
revenue in over just six years. Now, the Barnett Government is about to preside over a $1.3 billion 
deficit for the first time in 15 years, — 

In fact, the deficit was higher. That is despite the fact that revenue in 2014–15, at the time this paper was written, 
was still expected to be some $27 000 million, which was a mere three per cent drop from the revenue in 2013–
14. The analysis also states — 

The investment phase of mining expansion has, largely, come to an end, and, as a result, Western 
Australia now faces a range of challenges with respect to economic growth, royalty receipts and 
employment. 

But we are facing those challenges not with the safety net of money we put aside to deal with a rainy day when 
times were good; we are facing those challenges with a state balance sheet that has deteriorated sharply during 
the years of the Liberal–National government. The extent to which the state government’s finances have become 
so fragile is highlighted by the fact that with just a three per cent drop in operating revenue from 2013–14 to 
2014–15, Western Australia is now set to plunge into its biggest operating deficit in history. That is a problem 
that has been created by a government that did not take sound, prudent and, frankly, conservative decisions when 
revenues were coming in at such a high rate. 
I think this government would argue probably differently, but the shadow Treasurer made the point in this 
document that competent financial management is not an end in itself; it is a means by which the state can 
sustain its capacity to fund essential services to the community in the present while driving economic growth and 
prosperity into the future. Therefore, the government needs to be able to demonstrate that its commitment to the 
community can be funded sustainably. This government went to the election in 2013 and put a gold-coloured 
stamp, like an old-fashioned wax seal, on every single election document to say “fully funded, fully costed”, 
when it knew that to be untrue. That is why we do not have the information that is being sought through the 
freedom of information process. We know that those documents would state that the government knew that it 
could not afford the things that it was promising. When a government does that, it puts at risk the future financial 
sustainability of the state. This government, apart from telling lies to the people that it was asking to vote for it, 
put at risk this state’s financial future by suggesting that it was in a position to pay for things that it was 
absolutely not in a position to pay for. Probably more importantly than that, the government is adding to the 
general cynicism in the electorate about what politicians stand for, because it is demonstrating that it is prepared 
to say and do anything to get itself elected, even when it bears absolutely no relationship to the truth. 
We would say that central to achieving the objective of making sure that the community’s expectations can be 
sustainably provided into the future is the requirement that the government put in place a strategic approach to 
public infrastructure. That means selecting capital works projects that will deliver the greatest net benefit to the 
economy. The Economic Regulation Authority stated in the 2014 report on its microeconomic reform inquiry 
that strong institutional and governance arrangements are in place to facilitate the delivery of this kind of public 
infrastructure through the prioritisation of competing proposals, sound project planning, cost-effective 
implementation and strategic asset management. Unfortunately, the ERA also found what we and the general 
Western Australian electorate now know to be true—these arrangements and processes are not always followed 
by this government. The consequences of failing to follow processes that focus on the greatest benefit to our 
economy mean that the government uses its limited resources for suboptimal outcomes. We have to focus on 
growth, for it is growth that delivers jobs and creates opportunities. The Barnett Liberal–National government 
has failed at financial policy, and that is placing real limits on our capacity to maximise economic diversity and 
economic growth now that our economy is going through its next stage. 

We can compare and contrast that with the former Gallop and Carpenter Labor governments, which took the 
view that competent financial management required strong operating surpluses and that those surpluses would be 
used to ensure sustainable funding for large capital works projects and provide a buffer for the state’s finances. 
Everybody knows—it is not new in Western Australia—that our economy is heavily reliant on significant and 
inherently volatile mining royalties. This model of financial management adopted by those former Labor 
governments required a disciplined approach to recurrent expenditure, the like of which this government does 
not have the capacity to demonstrate, and facilitated the sustainable funding of new capital works infrastructure 
without the need to dramatically increase the state’s debt. That was not easy and it was not always popular. It did 
entail the disciplined enforcement of a coherent financial plan that every member of that government had to own 
and adopt. The government we have today is the opposite of that; it has no coherent financial strategy that 
applies both in the budget year and across the forward estimates. Classic examples of that are these notions that 
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are dreamt up by one central agency that cannot be practically applied by service delivery agencies. A classic 
example of that was the 457 visa issue in schools. Treasury came up with a target number to be met, with 
absolutely no solid data to determine whether that was an achievable amount of money and certainly no 
consideration of the range of financial circumstances of the people who would be impacted by that decision. 
Another more recent example of that is the decision about public sector workforce reform whereby Treasury has 
come up with a target dollar figure that every agency has to meet, so that every time a public sector employee 
resigns or retires, they are replaced at the value of 60 per cent of the outgoing salary, except for some special 
designations of classifications. Teachers, for example, are included in the special designations of classifications, 
so teachers are replaced at 90 per cent, not 60 per cent. 

Treasury has done its modelling and number-crunching and the target it has set for the Department of Education 
is $257 million over the next four years—that is, $24 million this financial year, $50 million next financial year 
and the remaining $180 million or so over the following two years. The Department of Education has a new 
funding model whereby it will spit out the money for a school based on its enrolment census so that it knows 
exactly where it stands, and then it will have the capacity and authority to make decisions according to the 
school’s needs. Apart from the fact that a policy that provides that the department has to generate $24 million 
this year, $50 million next year and $180 million in the following two years is completely inconsistent with the 
new funding model, it is also inconsistent with the staffing levels and the classification pay rates that operate in 
schools, because many staff are low paid. If a cleaner is replaced with someone at 60 per cent of their rate of pay, 
highly likely at first go, if not at second go, they will be paid below the minimum wage, which the department 
cannot do. At a practical level, that policy cannot be implemented at a school. It just cannot work. The agency 
still has to try to meet the target centrally. During the estimates hearing the other day, we heard the director 
general advise that she is confident that she can meet the first $24 million target in getting to the $257 million, 
but she is not confident that she can meet the $50 million in the second year. If it is the case that she cannot get it 
centrally, where is she going to look? It leaves only one of two options: either Treasury cannot get the target it 
set itself and that it needs as part of its sound financial plan or it is back to more cuts to schools. Neither one of 
those is palatable. The first option means that Treasury did not do its modelling appropriately to match the 
capacity and operational functioning of the agencies and the second option means that there will be more cuts to 
schools, which is completely unpopular, educationally and electorally. 

We have this nonsense, in a sense. No wonder Moody’s Investors Service and Standard and Poor’s have no 
confidence in the government’s capacity going forward to deliver on its financial plans. It is coming up with 
completely random policies that bear no relationship to how the agencies operate on the ground. No wonder the 
government’s financial plan keeps getting downgraded; it is coming up with plans that are not achievable or 
practical on the ground in the agencies that it seeks to implement them in. Of course, the Department of 
Education is one of the biggest spenders. The other biggest spender is the Department of Health. Those agencies 
have the capacity to do the kind of modelling and practical impact work that we would think Treasury would 
need to rely on before it comes up with some random number such as $257 million, which it thinks the agency 
can meet over the next four years. It has Buckley’s and none of the Department of Education meeting that target 
of $257 million—absolutely no chance. So what does that do to the government’s ongoing financial plan? 
What  does that do to it being able to satisfy Moody’s or Standard and Poor’s that it is on a sound footing and is 
making the right decisions to take us forward financially in a sustainable fashion? I will tell members what that 
does. The government will keep getting downgraded, and we will be the ones elected in 2017 who are going to 
have to fix the mess that this government has created. The irony of that is that this government classifies itself as 
a small “c” conservative government and a sensible and sound financial manager, but it is absolutely the 
complete opposite. I do not see how it can sustainably argue that it is in any way, shape or form putting its 
financial management on a sound footing. 

I referred earlier to the report about revenue. In 2014, the Grattan Institute noted that in 2013–14, Western 
Australia received the highest revenue per capita of any of the Australian states, collecting an extraordinary 
$2 000 extra per capita than both Victoria and New South Wales, yet New South Wales and Victoria have 
maintained their AAA credit rating. Western Australia has consistently enjoyed above average revenue on a per 
capita basis, and in 12 of the 15 years since 2001, WA has collected more revenue per capita than any other state 
in the commonwealth and that situation is predicted to continue until at least 2017–18. In that circumstance, what 
do we see? Is the government managing that growth responsibly? No, it is not, because over that same period it 
has increased expenditure by over 58 per cent. Essentially, what was strong revenue growth has been outstripped 
by even stronger expenditure growth. It has also driven total public sector debt to the highest level in the state’s 
history. Prior to the 2008 state election, state debt was low and the general government sector boasted net equity. 
Once the Liberals came to power, GGS and total public sector debt began to grow rapidly. Moreover, the make-
up of the debt is moving from a position of having no net debt in the GGS to significant net debt in the GGS. 
That poses long-term problems as the debt is not used to generate income-producing assets; rather, the capital 
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spend is used to create assets that impose more costs onto recurrent expenditure. That is out of control. A rating 
agency responded to that, which I have already referred to.  

At the time of the election, and before, Mr Barnett said that he would never lead a government that goes into 
deficit. But he has delivered the biggest one in WA history. He said that his government would not allow state 
debt to exceed $20 billion. This budget puts it up to $36 billion. He promised all of his election commitments 
were fully funded and fully costed. That is blatantly untrue, which is a kind parliamentary way to describe that 
statement. The Metro Area Express light rail project has been thrown onto the scrap heap and the airport rail 
project has been delayed until at least 2020. The Premier promised that he would not sell Fremantle port and the 
TAB. He has announced plans to get rid of both as part of his taxpayer-owned asset fire sale. The Premier 
promised he would keep electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation but he slugged WA families with a 
4.5 per cent increase—double the rate of inflation—after breaking the same promise in both the 2013–14 and the 
2014–15 state budgets.  

Government agencies that do population planning predictions have several components to them. I know that 
because when I have questioned whether population predictions are done on a sound basis, say for planning new 
schools, I am told that the methodology is completely sound. Something does not add up. The government knew 
exactly what was going to happen to WA’s share of GST. That is set out in the agreement. Western Australia 
might not like the methodology, but it is not a mystery. We know exactly what that methodology is. 
The  government knew the risks because it is in its own budget papers every single year. It knows the risks of a 
reliance on volatile iron ore prices. Treasury sets it out in every budget document and in every midyear review. 
Granted, the rate of the drop in the price of iron ore was very fast, no question, and the speed of that was not 
predictable. The Labor Party would say that is why the government needs to take a leaf from Eric Ripper’s book 
and build in enough of a buffer by way of surplus to protect the government. It knew that the revenue over the 
life of its government was not only 40 per cent up, but also the highest per capita of any state in Australia. It is 
higher than Queensland.  

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I think you had better stop. I mean that nicely. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will take a puffer in a minute. I seek leave to continue my remarks. I will duck out and 
then probably duck back in.  

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.] 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [5.44 pm]: I, too, rise to make some comments on the 
budget bill. I have to remember where I am up to and what I was talking about this afternoon. It is a short bill — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy): Members, we are dealing with the Loan Bill 2015. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Of course we are! I have the Loan Bill in my hand. I am talking about the 
Loan Bill this afternoon. I was a bit shell-shocked in having to stand. The Loan Bill 2015 is a short bill; it has 
five clauses. There is not a great deal in it. Clause 1 is the short title, clause 2 is the commencement and clause 3 
is the power to borrow for public purposes.  

Madam Acting President, I seek leave to finish my remarks at a later stage of today’s sitting.  

[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.] 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [5.45 pm]: I appreciate the house’s 
indulgence for me to put a few more steroids into my system!  

I was making the point that the government knew that the revenue over the life of its government was 40 per cent 
up, but also that it was the highest rate per capita. It made promises during the election campaign that it claimed 
were fully funded and fully costed but that it knew were not true. That is how it finds itself with extraordinary 
debt, an extraordinary deficit, an extraordinary third loan bill, and a panicked response to meet next month’s 
credit card bill, which sees an extraordinary fire sale of assets. Debt is not some theoretical notion. It is not some 
notional device—it has real consequences. In this case, those real consequences will be the sale of an income-
generating asset such as Fremantle port. It will mean selling government-owned offices in the CBD at a time 
when the CBD commercial office market is at an all-time low. Consequently, it means a loss of confidence. 
Western Australia has lost its AAA credit rating and is now on a negative watch for a AA+ credit rating. We will 
find out in July whether that agency thinks the government is serious or just panicking.  

In the other place, the Premier said, “It’s okay; don’t panic about me maxing out the credit card because interest 
rates are so low that repayments won’t be as bad as they could be.” Thank God for that! Seriously, are we to 
believe that this was all some grand plan and that the Premier deliberately got us to a position of maxing out the 
state’s credit card at a time when interest rate repayments were low? Under this government, infrastructure 
investment is made without a coordinated, strategic plan. That is why Mark McGowan announced that a 
McGowan Labor government will introduce a 20-year state infrastructure policy. That goes to the issues that the 
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Economic Regulation Authority raised about having a sound infrastructure plan that everybody can see and can 
understand exactly where they sit. Why do we need to do that? As set out in the other place by the opposition’s 
planning spokesperson, Rita Saffioti, at the end of April the Department of Planning set out its population 
planning vision that predicts a population of 3.5 million people by 2050. Our population now is two million. 
That size population will need rail, road, energy and utilities infrastructure, as well as schools and hospitals. The 
government here and now is giving every Western Australian a massive debt to carry into the future, meaning 
that it will be really difficult to achieve that needed infrastructure all because this government made a series of 
promises that it knew were not fully funded and fully costed, and knew that it could not keep.  

The government got Peter Conran—somehow planning to be independent of the Liberal Party and somehow not 
in breach of any caretaker provisions—to enter into wages deals with some public servants in the last days of the 
formal election campaign without checking what the cost impact of that would be on anything else that it had 
committed to. That was an absolutely extraordinary step to take. It was smart thinking on the part of nurses and 
their union for timing the end of their agreement with the election campaign. Nurses work incredibly hard in 
very difficult circumstances to deliver first-class health care to every Western Australian. The government’s 
election commitments, the deals it made with the Western Australian electorate, were not fully funded or fully 
costed. It is borrowing on the credit card to pay wages, police cars, bandages in hospitals and whiteboards in the 
classrooms, and now as a consequence of that all Western Australians are carrying a burden of debt.  

When we add the kind of cuts the government is proposing to make as a consequence of the workforce reform 
policy and add the $257 million out of the Department of Education and another $80 million-odd across Training 
and Workforce Development, the government is proposing to cut $355 million across the forward estimates from 
Education and Training and Workforce Development over the next four years. That is at a time we need to skill 
up and diversify the workforce. At a time that we need to be more creative than ever before, the government is 
cutting that money out of the system.  

This is a general debate and I want to talk about a few things going on in the education space before I finish. 
There are four issues in particular I want to raise. The first I have already touched on, which is the unrealistic 
Treasury target of $257 million out of schools—out of the education budget—to manage the workforce reform 
policy. I think that means that inevitably there will be a flow-on effect to schools, even though the director 
general has said she is confident she can meet the cut of $24 million next financial year centrally. It is not the 
case that there is no relationship between what goes on in the central office and schools; in fact, there is a direct 
reliance and a direct relationship between the two. More worryingly, she is not able to say with any 
confidence—not able to say at all—that she has any plans in place on how she will meet the $50 million in the 
following financial year.  

Another issue raised by parents and school communities time and again since the new student-centred funding 
model was introduced this year is how the funding for the education support needed by students with disabilities 
is being applied at a school level. Every single school community I have talked to has made this observation: that 
with the same child, with the same level of educational support that they had previously, it is as though there is a 
new and lower default listing in the classification of the amount of support that that child needs under the new 
student-centred funding model, so that the child with the exact same level of disability and same level of 
educational need in the classroom, who last year was funded for, let us say, 0.4 FTE of an education assistant, 
this year the default position has dropped down to 0.1 of an FTE. There were some issues around process, and 
schools were not given the proper information about the timetable by which they could seek reviews of those 
decisions. It is still the case now, in the middle of June, that schools are saying to me that the issue has not been 
resolved. It is still the case that students for whom there will be absolutely no change in their educational support 
needs in the classroom will be getting less money than they got last year. That is despite the government saying 
that it has put extra dollars into funding the educational support needs of students with disabilities in schools. 
It  is still the case that every school community I have spoken to this year has made that point, and that concerns 
me.  

Another issue that I think is going to have a flow-on effect in schools is what is going to happen to 
supernumerary staff. Primarily, most of them will be education assistants—some 469-odd of them. I have made 
this point before, and I will keep making it because I think the house was misled at the time the debate happened 
around the changes to the Public Sector Management Act: we were told that the purpose of those changes 
whereby a public servant can be put on a register, which ultimately could lead to them being forcibly terminated, 
was actually about a small group of recalcitrant employees who were sitting around somewhere in offices 
refusing to accept reasonable alternative offers of employment. The Premier had made that point and the minister 
with responsibility for the bill in this place, the Attorney General, had made that point. We made the point that 
that seemed inconsistent with what then Treasurer Troy Buswell—I do not know what iteration he was; iteration 
five or six—was saying about the amount of money that Treasury thought that that policy alone could save. 
We  were told it was not about cutting education assistants in schools. We were told that policy was not about 
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reducing the number of public servants who were dutifully going about their working life; we were told that it 
was about a group of recalcitrant employees who were refusing to take reasonable offers of employment. It has 
been confirmed, in answer to questions here and in the estimates committee of the other house, that right now the 
Department of Education has identified and is about to send out letters within about two weeks to some of those 
469 supernumerary staff, most of whom are education assistants, telling them that they are going to be deemed to 
be registrable—that means they will go on the register. That will then trigger a series of other steps, including 
that they ultimately become registered—those words have a defined meaning in the legislation—and that 
ultimately, once registered, within six months, they could be forcibly terminated and receive a much lower 
payment for that termination than they would have received before those changes to regulations came in in the 
middle of this year. I think that is going to have a devastating effect on classrooms and on schools, and it is 
definitely going to have a devastating effect on the lives of those education assistants in particular and their 
families as a consequence of having their employment terminated. What I find galling is that it is such a 
dishonest argument, because we specifically made that point during the course of debate on that bill, and we 
were specifically told that we were scaremongering, and that that was not going to happen and that it was all 
about a small group of recalcitrant employees. It is very disappointing to hear that that is not the case and that in 
one agency, albeit a big agency, 469 staff will — 

Hon Peter Collier: That is positions, though; it is certainly not 460 people. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Neither are all of them going to get the letters; not all of them are going to be deemed to be 
registrable, but that is the group that the department has confirmed that it is now looking at with a view to 
identifying which of those will be registrable. There will be a large number of them. It will not be a small 
number, and it is certainly not going to have anything to do with whether they are deemed to be recalcitrant or 
not. A financial decision is being made about cutting numbers; that is all it is. It is nothing more and nothing 
less.  

The last issue I want to touch on raises some important questions going forward—again we will expect an 
announcement in August—and is a decision to do a public–private partnership to build and run the facilities at 
eight new schools, some of which are intended to open in 2017. What has also been confirmed in questions in 
the house is that although one consortium will get the contract to run facilities management across those eight 
schools, that consortium can subcontract some of the services provided to those schools; for example, cleaning 
or gardening. This government has gone down the path before of privatising cleaning in schools, and it was an 
absolute mess. It was a race to the bottom between contractors to get to the lowest point in wages. It was 
traumatic for the staff, because every time the contractor changed, they changed employment, changed 
employment conditions, lost entitlements, their hours were reduced and the standard of cleaning in a whole range 
of schools was demonstrably less. It was a mess. It beggars belief when the views of the community have been 
so well-known and when views about privatisation of core service delivery areas of government have been so 
well-articulated across Australia that the government is building into that contract the capacity to subcontract out 
services such as school cleaning and gardening. It also raises a number of questions about who has rights and 
responsibilities for decision-making at a school going forward under the PPP.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I conclude my remarks as I began by saying that we are not opposing the Loan Bill—it is 
an important supply measure—but the fact that the government needs to bring it before the house at all is a 
damning indictment on its management of the state’s finances. In all the circumstances before the 2013 election, 
this government made promises and entered into arrangements that it knew it did not have the capacity to meet. 
It knew it was not telling the truth to the voters of Western Australia when it said that all its election promises 
were fully costed and fully funded. As a consequence not of unpredictable circumstances, but of the entirely 
predictable circumstance of the methodology of the GST and of the reliance on the volatility of the iron ore 
price—despite the evidence set out in every budget document and the midyear review document—and despite its 
own 40 per cent increase in revenue growth, the government managed to have more than a 50 per cent increase 
in expenditure. It is a direct consequence of the government’s own financial mismanagement that it needs to 
bring this unprecedented third loan bill before the house tonight. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Members, the question is that the bill be read a second 
time. Hon Stephen Dawson, have you spoken on this? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: I have spoken for a minute but my comments were deferred until a later time in tonight’s 
sitting. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Just bear with me for a moment. As I understand it, on a previous occasion the 
honourable member was given leave to continue his remarks at a later stage, and now seeks to do so. 
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HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [7.32 pm]: Thanks, Madam—Mr Acting President. A few 
mistakes this afternoon—absolutely on a roll! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: If that is the worst thing I will be called in this career, it will be fine. Sorry to 
interject. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Forgive me, Mr Acting President, and thank you for giving me the call and 
allowing me the opportunity to go on with my remarks. 

Before tea, I had one minute and one second to commence my remarks and I am actually making a contribution 
on the Loan Bill 2015 this evening—not on any other bill. As I was saying before teatime, this is a short bill of 
five clauses. The explanatory memorandum tells us that clause 1 is the short title; clause 2 provides for sections 
1 and 2 of the act to come into operation on the day on which the act receives royal assent, with the rest of the 
act coming into operation the following day; clause 3 provides the power to borrow money for public purposes; 
clause 4 talks about how sums borrowed are to be applied; and clause 5 is about the principal interest and 
expenses payable out of the consolidated account. Therefore, it is a short bill. If we look deeper, it does mention 
a figure of $8 billion for which the government seeks approval from this house. As previous speakers, including 
the Leader of the Opposition mentioned, this is the third time that this government has brought forward a Loan 
Bill through this Parliament. The first time was for $8.3 billion in 2009, the second time was for $5 billion and 
we now have an $8 billion Loan Bill before us. I was not in this place when Labor was last in government. 
However, I have gone through Hansard and had a look. Labor did seek approval for a $250 million Loan Bill all 
those years ago. I have to say, members on the far side—not necessarily in this place, but certainly members in 
the other place—were outspoken on it. The sky was falling in! “How dare the Labor government seek approval 
for a $250 million loan”—the minister’s face has an incredulous look—members on the far side spoke out about 
$250 million. Now, government members are asking us for $8 billion after they have absolutely squandered the 
benefits of the boom. 

Hon Helen Morton: I had to get two mortgages for a $17 000 house, a long time ago. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The minister will get to make a contribution, and I look forward to it, but in the 
meantime I am on my feet and I am speaking. 

It is an $8 billion loan. Earlier this afternoon I made a contribution on a different bill. Nonetheless, I was making 
a point about the government’s decision to axe the funding for all metropolitan financial counselling services. 
That amount was $1.5 million a year. Out of the loan for $8 billion that the government seeks tonight, I cannot 
believe that it could not find $1.5 million to fund financial counselling services that provide, as previous 
speakers have mentioned, assistance to some of society’s most vulnerable people. Out of $8 billion the 
government could not find a measly $1.5 million. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The minister can make her comments later; I am making mine now. That 
$1.5 million funds approximately 50 jobs in the profession, so 50 people who are currently employed will be out 
of work as of 1 October. Fifty jobs is nothing to this mob because it has already gotten rid of thousands of public 
sector workers over the past couple of years, but the approximately 50 people doing these jobs provide an 
invaluable service to Western Australians of all walks of life who happen to need extra assistance at a time of 
crisis in their lives. We know from information provided by the Financial Counsellors’ Association of Western 
Australia that those approximately 50 people help about 15 000 people a year. Those 15 000 people turn to these 
services looking for assistance. I know that the minister said there will be a new system or a new telephone line 
or some new way forward, and I wait to find out what that is, but it is a crying shame that out of the $8 billion in 
this Loan Bill, $1.5 million could not be found to allow these services to continue operating to keep providing a 
valuable service to Western Australian residents in the metropolitan area. 

A petition doing the rounds on the change.org website calls for the reinstatement of funding for metropolitan 
financial counselling services. When I printed this off, there were about 1 000 signatures on the petition. 

The petition reads — 

For a saving of $1.5million (0.005% of the State Budget), the WA Government has axed all 
metropolitan financial counselling services. The estimated loss of 50 jobs in the profession will affect 
approx. 15,000 people who would have turned to financial counselling for assistance.  

Financial counsellors accept referrals from hospitals, mental health providers, domestic violence 
services, politicians and other public services. Where will those experiencing financial hardship turn 
from October this year? There will be limited services to offer those most in need. A handful of 
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federally funded financial counsellors and the telephone service will struggle to cope when all 50 face-
to-face financial counsellors currently have 2–3 week wait lists. 

We ask the WA Government to reinstate funding for metropolitan financial services as soon as possible. 
$1.5million is a small amount of money to a government, but it can do a lot of good in the community. 

We know from the minister’s comments earlier this afternoon that about 47 financial counselling services in the 
metropolitan area will be affected by this cut. When some of my colleagues on this side make their contribution, 
they may well mention the services in their areas, so I will not delve into those. Financial counsellors help not 
only families and children but also those with a disability, the elderly, victims of domestic violence and crime, 
the employed and the unemployed, people with mental health issues, and people with mortgage stress, tenancy 
issues, credit card debt, payday loans and Australian Taxation Office debt. I think the government should 
reconsider the defunding of such an important and free service.  
I went onto the website www.change.org and looked at some of the reasons that people gave about why they 
have signed this petition and why they appreciate financial counselling services. I want to bring some of these 
reasons to the attention of the house. One person commented — 

As a psychologist and service provider in the community sector, I have found the free financial 
counselling services to be the most valuable service available. It can turn people’s lives around, reduce 
stress, save housing, save relationships, save people from legal disasters etc. In terms of value for 
money I doubt there is better. Please reconsider the decision to cut funding. 

Another person commented — 
Financial counsellors undertake complex work with disadvantaged and vulnerable people that helps 
protect children, addresses and prevents violence and abuse, alleviates mental health stresses and keeps 
a roof over people’s heads. This decision if implemented will cause immeasurable harms and cost more 
money down the track. 

Another person commented —  
In my work as an Anglican priest, I see that financial stress has a huge impact on relationship and 
family breakdown. I often make referrals to financial counsellors. If nothing else, it is much cheaper 
than the cost of separation and divorce. 

I, too, make, and my office makes, referrals to financial counselling services in the regions. I am pleased to say 
that at this stage, regional services have not been affected. However, who knows what we will see with this 
government? Will the metropolitan services lose their funding first, and will the regional services face the chop 
next? I certainly hope not. I certainly hope the government will see sense and ensure that these vital services 
continue to run. 
Another person commented —  

This decision makes no sense on any level. Withdrawing funding from Financial Counselling Services 
will increase funding needed in other areas that are already under pressure; particularly Mental Health, 
Crime and Justice, Family and Domestic Violence, Homelessness, Child Protection and substance 
abuse. More resources will be needed to cope with the impact of desperate people taking desperate 
measures. People are already struggling to make ends meet and Financial Counsellors are stretched to 
keep pace with the need for their assistance. They achieve life changing outcomes for their clients and 
wider community. Where will people in financial trouble go??? Pay day lenders and scammers will 
have a field day. The decision to axe funding for Financial Counselling Services needs an immediate re-
think. You have got it seriously wrong. 

I mentioned briefly earlier this afternoon that I have people in the Pilbara approach me and approach my office 
about the end of the boom and the fact that the mining sector is starting to stabilise and many of the projects that 
were in the construction phase have now been built and are completed, and the workforce population has 
decreased. I have to say that for some of those people, that was a big surprise and a big shock. Some people lost 
their jobs, and they were shocked by that. Other people were shocked by the decrease in house prices. In many 
Pilbara communities, a lot of people were doing it tough because of the high cost of housing. Housing is now 
affordable. At the height of the boom, or early in the boom, a lot of people who had a good job invested in 
housing, which they thought would be a good investment, and they paid a lot of dollars for those houses. 
However, house prices have now dropped considerably, and some of these people are at risk of losing not only 
their investment property, because they no longer have any equity in that property, but the home that their family 
lives in. These people have lost their jobs, and now their home is now at risk too. The financial counselling 
service providers in the Pilbara have told me that the number of people seeking assistance has increased 
substantially. It is not the clients who we would ordinarily think would need financial counselling. It is not those 
on the lower socioeconomic end of the scale. It is the people who have been doing well for the last few years and 
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who are now faced with this crisis in their lives and are seeking assistance. The financial counselling providers in 
my electorate are providing an invaluable resource and assistance. Not everyone who works in the mining sector 
lives in the Pilbara. The fly in, fly out population is substantial. Many of the people who have been working in 
the mining and resource sector live in the metropolitan area—in Forrestfield, Joondalup, Rockingham or 
wherever. These are some of the people who have lost their jobs and who would ordinarily turn to one of the 47 
financial counselling services that are provided in their community. Therefore, I am really shocked and saddened 
about the funding cut to these services. 

We know from the minister’s comments earlier today that many of these financial counselling services will 
close. Some of them receive small amounts of federal funding. However, in the past couple of years, the federal 
funding to these services has dropped. These services will now get a double whammy, because they have been 
hit by federal budget cuts, and they will now be hit by cuts in the state budget from the Barnett–Redman Liberal–
National government. 

Another person commented — 

As a Financial Counsellor, working with some of the most vulnerable people in our community, I 
cannot understand as to why the Government would even consider such drastic measures. This will 
surely cause greater poverty, homelessness and increase domestic violence incidents. Mr Barnett, 
financial counsellors go far beyond the “duties” of their job descriptions. I would suggest you make the 
time to visit a Community Service and meet some of the clients that are being assisted. Oh and don’t get 
me started on the cost of the new foot bridge—think of the number of families that could be assisted 
with what that will cost. Shame Mr Barnett, Shame! 

I agree. I spoke earlier about the stadium and Elizabeth Quay. We have had an announcement in the last couple 
of weeks about the new $50 million-odd footbridge from East Perth across the river to the new stadium site. 
That  is a cost of $50 million on top of the $1.4 billion, I think, that the stadium will cost. Yet the government 
cannot find $1.5 million for the provision of these vital services to some of the most vulnerable people in our 
community. I have to agree that is a real shame. I, too, am appalled that this money is being spent on a 
footbridge across the river and that $1.5 million is being taken out of the financial counselling sector. Again, I 
think that is a wrong priority.  

Some other people who signed the petition stated — 

The cost to maintain healthy family finances is minuscule compared to the financial and human cost to 
the community when they fail. This is an investment the government cannot afford not to make. 

Another stated — 

I have been a financial counsellor and know what a difference these workers can make with people in 
crisis. This cut will have a domino effect with loss of housing, spiralling debts, increased bankruptcies, 
mental and physical health problems. 

Another said — 

I am from WA where I taught financial counselling at TAFE. I know the value of this service. Financial 
counsellors provide real, practical help in the form of budgeting, advocacy and referrals to other forms 
of help. They have helped to turn thousands of lives around, making the difference between losing and 
retaining housing, avoiding repossession of a car, and losing or maintaining an income from Centrelink, 
for example. Financial counselling services are also a valuable source of employment for many TAFE 
community services graduates. Cutting their funding will do a huge amount to harm to communities and 
to people’s lives. 

We already know that this government has increased TAFE fees substantially, which makes it harder for people 
to enrol in courses but at the other end, it is getting rid of or defunding the jobs that some of these graduates may 
well have got when they finished their studies. 

I mentioned that last night I was at the launch of UnitingCare West’s winter appeal. I cannot remember who said 
it but one of the speakers I was talking to said that after about six weeks of homelessness, people are at real risk 
of developing mental health issues or mental illnesses. As a result of these financial counselling services 
stopping or the organisations that provide them closing down, we will see more people on the streets. We will 
see more people get evicted. We will see more people being chased by banks or other organisations. We will see 
a lot more people in a lot more difficult circumstances. There is no doubt that there will be a flow-on effect. 
Some of the people who signed a petition said this but I agree that there will be a flow-on effect. When there is 
nowhere for these people to go, other agencies will have to find funding or these people will end up in jail for 
committing crimes and it will have a revolving door effect. This $1.5 million saving may well cost us a lot more 
in the long run. 
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One of the other people who signed a petition said — 

The salvation army’s financial counselling service saved my life and kept me from being homeless, 
losing my three children and who knows what else, 15 years ago. Financial counselling is a crucial 
service, especially in times where rents are high, housing is hard to come by and hard to afford and job 
security is fragile. People in hardship or in crisis really need the services provided by financial 
counsellers. 

Another said — 

Putting further burden on already limited services will negatively impact the service users, and 
contribute to the continuation of the cycle of poverty. This will in turn cost the government more money 
as social issues that sustain cycles of poverty and disadvantage are not worked with effectively. 

Finally, another said — 

Desperate and Disadvantaged people across all areas of the WA Community are struggling each day to 
cope financially due to economic stressors, which includes the recent spate of job cuts, job losses and 
redundancies while the cost of living incessantly rises. This only means there will be constant increases 
in the number of desperate people who need to access the metropolitan financial counselling services—
Come on Premier, make this count as part of your Legacy! 

I concur with that. Come on, Premier. Do not cut money from this sector. It is vitally important. 

There was an opinion piece on page 20 of The West Australian on Monday of this week by Conrad Liveris, who 
is an adviser and researcher on diversity. He is the co-founder of the homeless advocacy organisation Street 
Smugglers. It was a very good opinion piece. He said that the University of Adelaide’s study that was done some 
time ago found that for every $1 invested into these services, there is a $5 government saving. This shows that 
the decision to cut $1.5 million in funding may well cost the government up to $7.5 million simply because the 
people who use the counselling services will have to access other services or will be sent elsewhere. 
Conrad  Liveris stated — 

By cutting funding to services such as this, greater strains will be put on the justice and health systems, 
along with the already in-demand homeless services. It is easy to see that with reduced access to 
financial advice the stresses of edging closer to poverty will be inflated. 
… 
Last year, accountants PwC — 

PricewaterhouseCoopers — 
estimated the cost of homelessness was $1 billion for WA. This will only rise, with fewer people getting 
support to make good financial decisions. 

As I said, I think this is a terrible decision. I look forward to the minister making a contribution at some stage. 
We may well have more debates on this issue. It is a short-sighted decision. It will end up costing government 
and people in the community a lot of hardship and will bring a lot of pain for very little gain. At a time when the 
government is spending $50 million on a new bridge across the Swan River, I really think it has its priorities 
wrong. 

I also wanted to touch on the issue of community legal centres in this debate tonight. I remind members that the 
government is looking to us to endorse $8 million in cuts. In the past few weeks we have seen that community 
legal centres in Western Australia are facing funding cuts as a result of savings measures in this year’s budget. 
Again, these centres provide valuable assistance to people in need—people who need legal advice. I was 
previously a member and chairman of the Employment Law Centre of WA. I was the chair for a number of years 
and on the board for quite a few years. I know firsthand the value of that service. It provides assistance to people 
who really have no recourse to go anywhere else. Not all these people would be members of unions so they 
would not have that advocacy in their corner. They have nowhere else to turn when they need legal advice 
because they have been sacked or they have been discriminated against in the workforce. We have seen those 
community legal centres lose funding in the past. In this budget we have seen those community legal centres lose 
funding and we have also seen that the Employment Law Centre will not get its ongoing approximately 
$400 000 a year. I know that the Attorney General has found $130 000-odd to tide the Employment Law Centre 
over for a period but that drop in funding will have a massive effect on the services that it will be able to provide 
in the future. 

I wish to quote a media statement by the Law Society of Western Australia, which refers to the state budget and 
responds to decisions from the state and federal budgets. In relation to the state budget, it states —  
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The Law Society of Western Australia is disappointed by the WA Government’s decision to cut funding 
to Legal Aid and Community Legal Centres in yesterday’s State Budget. The Law Society is also 
concerned by the cessation of funding to the Employment Law Centre. … 

 … Law Society President Matthew Keogh said, “The cuts to the funding of Legal Aid and Community 
Legal Centres in this State Budget are deeply concerning. While all public funds need to be expended 
efficiently, legal assistance funding generates many more times the benefit and savings than the money 
spent on it.” 

“Cuts to Legal Aid and CLCs will reduce access to justice for the most disadvantaged members of the 
community as well as clogging our courts with unrepresented parties,” said Mr Keogh. 

He also went on to talk about some of the cuts to the federal budget, but I will leave those for now. We have seen 
financial counsellors get it in the neck. We have seen the Employment Law Centre of WA and community legal 
centres also get it in the neck. It is particularly galling that at the same time as these vital services are getting 
chopped, axed, downsized or losing their funding, that we still see the government spend money on things like 
bridges across the Swan River to allow people to attend a footy match that — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Who builds those bridges? People with jobs. It gives jobs, does it not? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The government is taking jobs away and closing vital services.  

Hon Michael Mischin: No, I am not. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The Attorney General certainly will as a result of the government’s funding cuts. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! Three or four members all interjecting is too much 
for us to take on board. Hon Stephen Dawson has the call. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thanks, Mr Acting President. I am sorry; I will ensure that I make my remarks 
through you and that I will not invite unnecessary interjections.  

The point I was making was that a bridge may well provide some jobs, although it is likely that the bridge or 
elements of the bridge will actually be built overseas or designed overseas. It will be overseas countries or 
different states that benefit, not Western Australia, because this government has not got a great local content 
policy and that policy has certainly slipped, Mr Acting President, since you were a minister, because at least, I 
recall when you were a minister, when you were responsible for this area, that you did try to ensure that from 
some of these projects — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! I would like to let the member go on, but I just remind the member, who is 
possibly not aware, that we do have a convention here that the member who is in the chair is not normally drawn 
into the debate. Perhaps he might like to consider that when he continues his remarks.  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thanks, Mr Acting President.  

I obviously do not want to break with convention, but I do think when Hon Simon O’Brien was minister, he was 
very good with local content and it is a shame that since then people have taken their foot off the pedal. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I thought that we were increasing local content. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am very supportive of local content, but I am also supportive of local jobs and the 
reality is, plain and simple, that as a result of cuts to community legal centres, as a result of cuts to the 
Employment Law Centre, as a result of cuts to financial counselling services in this state, many people will lose 
their jobs. Not only people who are actually providing those services, but the people who were accessing those 
services will probably lose their jobs because they will not have anyone to turn to; they will not have anyone to 
seek assistance from and that is a great shame. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, Hon Stephen Dawson has the call. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Mr Acting President, my time is fast running out and I really would appreciate if I 
can make my contribution through you for the last 14 minutes. These interjections are getting unruly and I am 
finding it difficult to concentrate on the debate. I am making some very important points and some contributions 
that need to be made about the wrong priorities of this government.  

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! The member has made it quite clear that he is addressing the Chair. 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I also want to touch briefly on the Holman review, “A Promising Future: WA 
Aboriginal Health Programs”, undertaken last year by Emeritus Professor D’Arcy Holman into Aboriginal health 
programs in the state. The review was commissioned by the Department of Health at the request of the state 
government. It was conducted by Professor D’Arcy Holman, who is the professor of public health at the 
University of Western Australia, and who members in this place would know has a long history as being an 
independent and pre-eminent expert in health services. Previous governments have sought Professor Holman’s 
assistance with a range of other areas, including mental health. In this review, Professor Holman evaluated the 
effectiveness of Aboriginal health programs. He focused on the measurement and achievement of clinical health 
outcomes.  

During the review he visited the sites of each of the projects. He also analysed the contracts and evaluated the 
health impact and the value for money that was provided by these programs. Professor Holman’s report was 
given to government late last year and in the past few weeks we have seen the Minister for Health release the 
report, and also act, as a result of the report. Some of the key findings of the review show that of the 184 projects 
that were evaluated by Professor Holman, an overwhelming majority of the projects—91.3 per cent of the 
projects, which represented 88.1 per cent of the funds—delivered good, excellent or outstanding value for 
money. The review noted that 19.6 per cent of the 184 evaluated projects had been recognised by competitive 
WA state or national awards, and in the case of those rated outstanding value for money, 36 per cent had been 
similarly recognised. That was 91.3 per cent of the projects were found to deliver good, excellent or outstanding 
value for money, so that left 8.7 per cent of the projects that were not.  

I know that one of those projects in particular was being run in Roebourne by Mawarnkarra Health Service and I 
am disappointed to hear that the Department of Health did not work with that service provider to ensure that the 
projects specs were changed or that extra assistance was not given to the service provider to ensure that a project 
still remained in Roebourne, because this service has now lost its funding. It is fair enough that if services are 
underperforming or not delivering value for money, governments absolutely have a right to certainly look at 
those projects. I am concerned that the money has been taken out and away from that service, particularly since 
Professor Holman’s review stated that the Pilbara and the wheatbelt regions were found to be relatively 
underfunded compared with other regions. We have seen money taken out and taken away from this service and 
we have not seen it replaced. I will raise that issue again at another appropriate time. The report done by 
Professor Holman, which is “A Promising Future: WA Aboriginal Health Programs”, is certainly worth a read 
and I would encourage members to have a look at it. I have stated the fact that 91.3 per cent of those services 
deliver good or outstanding services. That is really important because they are targeted at Aboriginal people and 
we all know that there is a great difference in life expectancy between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people in 
this state. We know that the services that are provided to Aboriginal people and Aboriginal communities need to 
have Aboriginal people at the table engaged in the process and decision-making to ensure that they have got buy 
in and that those services are culturally appropriate.  

I wanted to touch on a report that has come to me in the last couple of days that was undertaken by Amnesty 
International. This report is called “There is always a brighter future: Keeping Indigenous kids in the community 
and out of detention in Western Australia”. The report states that Western Australian Aboriginal young people 
are 53 times more likely to be in detention than non-Aboriginal people, which is the highest rate of over-
representation of Aboriginal young people in detention in Australia. It tells us that one in 77 Aboriginal boys is 
in detention at any one time. That is an appalling indictment on Western Australia. The report also states that we 
are failing international human rights standards in the detention of Aboriginal youth and that we are in breach of 
key international instruments. I have spoken previously in this place about how I am concerned that some young 
Aboriginal people who commit these crimes—some of these crimes are terrible and if they do the crime, they 
should do the time—are taken away from communities in the Kimberley and the Pilbara and sent to Perth, where 
they consort with people who have committed worse crimes or, indeed, they get access to a range of drugs that 
they would not necessarily have got in their communities in the Kimberley or the Pilbara. They also learn what I 
term “trades”, or worse skills, when they are in Perth and then they go back to their communities and those skills 
are brought to bear and the communities see worse things happen. I think we need to do things better and 
differently. 
This is a very good report and I have not had the time to digest it properly. It refers to justice reinvestment, 
supporting and funding Aboriginal-led programs, ensuring that we have better data and ensuring that other 
options are available to courts. I think there are 23 recommendations in the report. I urge members to look at the 
report. Representatives of Amnesty International Australia were at Parliament this afternoon to meet with the 
member for Kimberley, Josie Farrer, about the issue and the report. Unfortunately, I was on my feet in this place 
at the time, so I was not able to attend the meeting, but I would like to have a proper conversation with people 
about the report. I hope that the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and perhaps even his ministerial council get an 
opportunity to look at the report and its recommendations and learn from the report. There are lots I could say 
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about that, but I will not. Certainly, I will ensure that the office of the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs has a copy 
of it so that he can learn from the issues that have been raised in the report. 
The next issue I want to raise briefly is the sale of the TAB. I know that when Hon Darren West raised this issue 
earlier, he riled some members on the far side. In fact, I think the Minister for Mental Health interjected in 
response to Hon Darren West’s comments. I was not aware until last night that the Minister for Mental Health is 
in fact the owner of a horse. 
Hon Helen Morton: Two starts and two wins. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: And the horse had a win on the weekend. Perhaps in this debate she should express 
a conflict of interest! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Leader of the Opposition, I am not taking interjections this evening. I did not take 
them from the Attorney General, so I will not take them from her or Hon Darren West—and she can deal with 
me later! 
In all seriousness, I am concerned about the sale of the TAB, particularly as the Premier is on the record in the 
media previously as saying that the government would not sell the TAB. He said things such as we are a definite 
no and not in this term of government, but he is now saying that we’re going to sell it. That has been in the space 
of only 12 months. This is an important industry. This organisation allocates a significant amount of money to 
breeders; it allocates prize money and it allocates participant payments that benefit regional economies. Given 
the electorate that I represent in this place, I have had the pleasure of being to many regional race rounds and, 
indeed, I look forward to attending a few races in the upcoming months, including in Kalgoorlie, Broome and 
Port Hedland. 
Hon Helen Morton: We always have one in Kalgoorlie, if you’re interested. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I look forward to it. 
This is an important sector. About 6 500 full-time employees work in this industry and the figures I have seen 
indicate that about 30 000-odd people regularly attend events. Our TAB is outperforming most of the wagering 
organisations across the country. It provides a dividend to government and it supports regional communities. 
There are large racing communities in my electorate in places such as Kal, Hedland and Esperance — 
Hon Dave Grills: Kalgoorlie–Boulder. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thank you, Hon Dave Grills. I affectionately call it Kal, but the member is quite 
right; it is Kalgoorlie–Boulder. I appreciate that interjection. 
Hon Peter Collier interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am with the Leader of the House, but obviously one of the locals thinks 
differently! 
In all seriousness, these racing communities rely heavily on the TAB for funding and infrastructure investment, 
and the decision to sell the TAB could and, in my view, will have a lasting impact on regional communities. 
Again, if we sell the TAB, the government cannot give any guarantees to regional communities that they will 
continue to benefit and prosper from this sector. The reality will be that whoever buys it will want to make hefty 
profits from it and costs will increase and regional communities will miss out. I suspect that there will be more 
conversations in this place about the government’s plans to sell the TAB. I hope my colleagues in the National 
Party, particularly Hon Dave Grills, who I know is passionate about a lot of things, stand up to ensure that people 
in the racing industry do not miss out as a result of, again, a short-sighted policy of this government. 
HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [8.18 pm]: I seek leave to continue my remarks at a later 
stage of this day’s sitting. 
[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.] 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House). 
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