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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 

Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [5.09 pm]: I will continue our consideration of the budget papers. 
I am coming to the conclusion of my remarks in noting the tabled papers—the 2017–18 long-nose statements. 
Unbelievably, as we adjourned momentarily for question time in accordance with the standing orders, I had an 
opportunity to ask the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health about the very issue for consideration by 
the house about working with children check cards. I will quote the response that the arrogant Minister for Health 
told his parliamentary secretary less than half an hour ago. This answer was given to me in the last 30 minutes — 

On any given day, the HR information system can provide accurate data regarding the status of any 
employee in a position classified as child-related. 

Less than 30 minutes ago, in accordance with the direction given to her by the member for Kwinana, the 
parliamentary secretary told us that “on any given day” this information could be provided. Before we were 
interrupted under the standing orders for question time, I was about to quote from the answer given to me on 
7 September 2017 by the same parliamentary secretary, directed by the same member for Kwinana, the 
Minister for Health. I asked for information on 24 May and 28 June. I quote from the parliamentary secretary’s 
answer to part (c) — 

Unable to provide data as at 24 May 2017 for the WA health system. 

In answer to part (d), I quote — 

Unable to provide data as at 24 May 2017 for the WA health system. 

In answer to part (e), I quote — 

Unable to provide data as at 24 May 2017 for the WA health system. 

In answer to part (f), I quote — 

EMHS — 

That is, the East Metropolitan Health Service — 

HSS, SMHS, NMHS and WACHS advise they are unable to provide reliable data as at 28 June 2017. 

To cap it off, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health, under instruction from her friend the 
Minister for Health, finishes with the answer to part (g), which I quote — 

EMHS, HSS, SMHS, NMHS and WACHS advise they are unable to provide reliable data as at 28 June 
2017. 

In answer to one question, this house was told five times that the WA health system could not provide the data but, 
30 minutes ago, the parliamentary secretary stood here and told us on behalf of her friend the Minister for Health, 
I quote again — 

On any given day, the HR information system can provide accurate data regarding the status of any 
employee in a position classified as child-related. 

What rubbish! I asked for information on 24 May and the answer was, “Sorry; I can’t provide it.” I asked for 
information on 28 June and the answer was, “Sorry; I can’t provide it.” We went through this exercise during the 
estimates hearing only a couple of weeks ago. I asked about the system of working with children check cards in 
the health system. From the Department of Health’s answers during the estimates session, we discovered that each 
of the different agencies within Health all have a different system. On the day, I asked the director general, 
“Now we know that each of the five agencies has a different system, wouldn’t you think that one of the five 
agencies probably has the best system? Why wouldn’t the other four agencies all implement the same system? 
Which one is best practice?” Today, I gave the Minister for Health the opportunity to direct his parliamentary 
secretary to provide us with an answer to this very simple question: “Has the minister directed that this deficiency 
be reviewed?” A response was provided by this arrogant Minister for Health and his arrogant department, which 
obviously put together this answer for him—somebody did, anyway. I quote — 

The WA health system does not consider the inability to provide a retrospective report to be a deficiency. 

Terrific! So good! Well done, Department of Health; it should be so proud! Meanwhile, the Department for Child 
Protection and Family Support, which runs all these checks, did not even rate a mention in Hon Stephen Dawson’s 
speech when he tabled these long-nose statements. 
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To top it off, on page 241 of the so-called Budget Statements under the Department of Communities, the line item 
for working with children checks shows us evidence that in 2015–16, under the Barnett regime, working with 
children checks was provided with $75 000 short of $14 million. Just shy of $14 million was provided to that line 
item. This is the government’s Budget Statements that it tabled in this house. What happened when the member 
for Rockingham took over? For 2017–18, the budget estimate for working with children checks is $12.562 million. 
Last year’s budget was for $14.079 million. Why would members opposite take the axe to the working with 
children check line item when the system is in disarray? The Department of Education has told us that 31 staff 
members do not even have a card and staff at the Department for Child Protection and Family Support are also 
without cards. The pathetic Department of Health and this minister told us, “We don’t even think it’s an issue that 
we can’t provide you with data.” It will keep trolling out to Parliament that it is “unable to provide data”. That 
answer was provided five times. Once, the government went so far as to tell us that it was unable to provide reliable 
data. In other words, “We’ll give you rubbish, but we won’t give you reliable data. Everything’s going fine!” What 
a disgrace that this administration would even think it could table a set of documents like this and call it 
Budget Statements. The date 21 February 2017 will not be forgotten by members in this place. We will continue 
to hold the government to account for the statements made by Hon Mark McGowan. 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [5.18 pm]: Today I rise to speak on behalf of the growing 
number of Western Australians who say they have lost faith in politics, who believe that the state is heading in the 
wrong direction and who believe that their kids will be worse off than they are. There is nothing that contributes 
more to the feeling of despair that Australians have about their state’s future than the budget. A budget lays out 
a government’s vision for the future and how it plans to get there. 

For far too long our politicians have created budgets that lack any vision whatsoever, but it was not always like 
this. There was once a time when Western Australia did big things, when the state government was not afraid to 
make bold decisions and to have a crack at a new way of delivering services and being a good steward of 
government. I am talking about the spirit that led Western Australia and this very Parliament to embrace female 
suffrage ahead of other western democracies. I am talking about the spirit that lifted a two-decade ban on iron ore 
exports back in 1961 and ushered in a minerals boom the likes of which we had not seen since the gold rush. I am 
talking about the spirit that led to the state government abolishing the death penalty in 1984 in the face of populist 
opposition. I am talking about big ideas, Madam President—ideas we can stand up for and be proud of. History 
does not, and should not, belong to the complacent. If we become one of these states where politicians simply hop 
into government like a merry-go-round, manage finances for a few years and then hop off, we will be remembered 
for nothing and ultimately we will amount to nothing. I suppose this relates to what I see is the purpose of 
government. Any politician or political party that takes the reins of government and simply rubberstamps spending 
sets itself up to be a complete and abject failure. This is why today I call upon my parliamentary colleagues to hark 
back to that spirit of curiosity, ambition and entrepreneurship we held not so long ago, to those big and noble ideas, 
and to look upon the budget in a different light. On page 1 of budget paper No 1, the Treasurer’s speech, it states — 

Labor sees the annual State Budget as the pivotal Government lever that supports our society to function 
well, to thrive and prosper and help those in need. 

It states on page 13 — 
… in shaping this Budget, one of our primary goals has been to ensure Western Australia has liveable 
and affordable communities, strong and vibrant regions, and exciting cultural and sporting events. 

They are noble goals, surely. Who would not want to see the state prosper and thrive? Who would not want to 
ensure that WA is vibrant and liveable? These are things I assume we all want to see for our state, but the question 
becomes: what is the best way to achieve these goals? The reality is that economic prosperity and vibrant culture 
exist not through any government program or effort; they exist in spite of government programs and efforts. 
Government taxes and regulates businesses often to breaking point. Paternalism and the nanny state tell us how to 
spend our leisure time, with an approved list of activities. If we want to increase economic growth and the standard 
of living, we do not need more government spending or more government intervention in the market; we need less. 
We need to unshackle markets, to allow them to do what they do best—that is, allocate scarce resources to where 
they are needed the most. Members do not need to take my word for it; there is a body of evidence that supports 
this claim. Although some may disagree with my world view, members surely cannot ignore the empirical 
evidence. At every turn, government interference in the market leads to unintended consequences. 
In the 1970s, Nixon implemented price controls in response to a sudden rise in fuel prices caused by cuts in 
production by the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries. The intention was to keep fuel prices low 
through government mandate. The resulting outcome was a fuel shortage and famously long lines at gas stations. 
The artificially low price led to hoarding and created disincentives for other oil producers to increase production 
to meet demand. 
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The inefficiencies of the Soviet system are well known. There is perhaps no better example of the failure of 
a centrally planned economy. The Soviet Union mined eight times as much iron ore as the United States, but that 
ore yielded only three times as much pig iron, and, in turn, the pig iron produced only twice as much steel. The 
average construction time for an industrial plant in the USSR was more than 10 years; in the United States, it was 
less than two. The Soviets produced 16 times as many grain harvesters as their American counterparts, but with 
them they harvested less grain. The track record for tightly controlled economies is clear, as is the record for 
economic liberalisation. Throughout the late 1970s and early 1980s China instituted free-market reforms, such as 
opening itself up to trade with the outside world, removing barriers to private enterprise and allowing agricultural 
markets to emerge. These reforms have lifted 680 million people out of poverty since 1980. China accounts for 
three-quarters of the people moving out of poverty over the last 30 years. 
Throughout history those countries that have created relative prosperity for their citizens have done so primarily 
through free markets. Compare mainland China with Hong Kong in the 1970s; compare Venezuela with Chile; 
and compare West Germany with East Germany. Where taxes are low, government interference is minimal and 
private property is protected, thereto follows prosperity. 
Some of the most important components of this budget are the increases to taxes on Western Australians. I will go 
through each tax in more detail, but for now, let us talk about the effects taxes have on the economy in general. 
All taxes have an effect on the behaviour of individuals by changing incentives to work, save, invest or consume. 
All taxes have an impact on economic efficiency. Revenue, therefore, should be raised through taxes that are less 
detrimental to economic growth. It goes without saying that any increase to taxes should be carefully considered—
not only the short-term effects but also the long-term impact on economic activity must be taken into account. 
Possible unintended consequences should also be considered. Care must be taken as the wrong economic policy 
can lead to devastating effects. Consider again the example of Venezuela, which has the largest oil reserves in the 
world; a country that should be awash with wealth and prosperity. However, price controls enacted by the socialist 
government have led to food shortages. In an attempt to alleviate the problem and promote food production locally, 
the government implemented tariffs, exacerbating the problem further. Venezuelans now scavenge or starve as 
their government turns the dials and levers of the economy to try to stimulate their markets. Surely nothing quite 
so drastic would ever happen in Western Australia? But the reason I give that example is to illustrate the need for 
caution when setting tax rates and economic policy. Turning the dials and levers of the economy can have 
far-reaching and profound impacts throughout society. As smart as the Premier and the Treasurer must surely be, 
I doubt that they have the foresight to accurately predict the impact that their new taxes will have on the lives of 
each of the 2.6 million residents of Western Australia. 

By increasing taxes, what the government is essentially doing is trying to carve out a larger slice of the pie for 
itself—increasing taxes as a percentage of gross state product. By doing this it generally discourages business 
investment in the state and slows down economic growth. Of course, a more sensible approach might be to increase 
the size of the economic pie; pursue policies that aim to not increase taxes as a percentage of GSP, but rather 
policies that facilitate economic growth; and, as the economy grows, so too will tax revenues. That could be seen 
in Reagan’s tax policy, whereby tax rates were cut; however, tax revenue still increased. 
Perhaps the most egregious tax increase in this budget is the payroll tax increase. This is a tax we should not have 
in the first place. In fact, industry groups have been lobbying for years to have this tax removed or have the rates 
decreased; yet, in all its wisdom the new Labor government has opted to increase this tax. Payroll tax is literally 
a tax on jobs, as has already been observed. There is no denying that. Taxes have an effect on behaviour, so it does 
not take a genius to understand that increasing a tax on jobs will change the behaviour of employers. This tax creates 
a disincentive for employers to expand their businesses and employ further staff as they approach the 
$850 000 threshold. Those businesses liable for payroll tax are disincentivised from moving to our state, and they 
often establish their offices in lower tax jurisdictions, like the Northern Territory. This is to say nothing of the 
compliance costs of payroll tax, which is a further impost on business. Interestingly, compliance for payroll tax, like 
for many other taxes, is quite regressive—that being that smaller businesses pay a larger percentage of their 
revenues, merely trying to keep up with government tax and regulation compliance compared with larger firms. The 
Treasurer claims the government will raise $435 million over the forward estimates through this measure. What he 
does not tell us is that it will result in the loss of about 1 300 jobs, at the same time that the government is trying to 
create jobs. Four out of five jobs in this state are created in the private sector. I would put it that the government is 
not very good at creating jobs. In fact, the 3 000 voluntary redundancies show me that when they do create jobs, 
they are normally ones that we do not need, unless the government is willing to concede that it is cutting frontline, 
essential public sector jobs. If the government is serious about creating jobs, it should move to reform payroll tax. 
Even the most left-leaning economists will tell you that a payroll tax regime is inefficient. I would argue that the 
tax should be abolished entirely. However, as a compromise, looking at increasing the threshold might be a start. 
Pursuing tax reform requires real political leadership and a willingness to make tough decisions to reduce 
government spending. Neither of these qualities have been demonstrated by the new Labor government. 
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We have already dealt with the gold royalty increase, the other major tax increase in this budget, so there is not 
much more to say on this matter, although I might address a comment made during the debate of that measure by 
Hon Diane Evers. I may be paraphrasing here, but the comment was to the effect that goldmining companies do 
not mine here because they care about us but because they want to make money. That is absolutely beautiful. I am 
pleased to hear that Hon Diane Evers is also a student of Adam Smith. I hope that she encourages her colleagues 
to also read The Wealth of Nations, because that is a beautiful observation. 
Moving on to the gambling tax, page 8 of the Treasurer’s speech reads — 

• we will also be reforming wagering taxes from a target date of 1 January 2019. Traditionally, 
wagering products have been taxed in the jurisdiction from where they are supplied, but with the 
increasing availability of online and mobile wagering, this has led to online bookmakers and betting 
exchanges locating themselves in lower taxing jurisdictions such as the Northern Territory. 

I love that quote because it proves one of my points about taxes. We have a Federation with competition between 
the states and territories. The Treasurer himself acknowledges that the lower tax rates of the Northern Territory 
attract business—business that otherwise would not have set up offices in the Northern Territory but have done so 
because of tax incentives. The Treasurer correctly identified why betting agencies are not locating themselves in 
Western Australia, but interestingly his solution was not to compete with the Northern Territory on taxes but to 
implement an entirely new tax. This is a unique look into the mind of a politician. When presented with an 
opportunity to lower taxes and attract business, the Treasurer instead opted to impose a new tax. It seems that 
filling the government coffers is more important than growing the economy. During the estimates hearings, I asked 
the Under Treasurer if the impact of the payroll tax increase had been reflected in Treasury’s forecasting for 
business investment and unemployment. He informed the committee that it had not been reflected due to the scale 
of forecast being more macroeconomic and the impact of the payroll tax increase on unemployment being rather 
minimal in the grand scheme of things. I asked him to provide me with his assessment, which he confirmed 
Treasury had conducted. I am still waiting. I am not sure whether he has sent that through, but I am eagerly 
anticipating that assessment to see whether Treasury’s numbers will show what the unemployment results will be 
due to the payroll tax increase. 
Luckily in the absence of Treasury’s figures, our friends at the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia have been kind enough to provide their own assessment, which shows that as a result of the 
payroll tax increase, 1 334 jobs will be lost and $510 million economic output will be lost in industry. I have an 
interesting breakdown of some of the numbers. The loss of 269 jobs will come mostly from the mining industry; 
construction will lose 234 jobs; administration and support services will lose 120 jobs; and manufacturing will 
lose 113 jobs. These figures or any figures similar to this that might contradict the CCI’s findings have been absent 
from the Treasurer’s speeches, the budget papers and media releases associated with the budget—and conveniently 
so. The Treasurer has taken to Twitter over the past couple of months and has been tweeting up a storm, sharing 
stories of activity in the goldmining sector and making claims that the announced gold royalty increase would not 
have an impact on hiring or investment in the industry. In an article in The West Australian dated 4 October 2017, 
the Premier is quoted as saying the following about the gold royalty increase — 

“I’d be surprised if there were any job losses over this. They’re making a lot of money now, it’s very 
prosperous.” 

The Premier and Treasurer have an incredibly narrow view of the economy. They do not think that there will be 
an impact on jobs so no further investigation is warranted. It seems that no thought has been given to the long-term 
impacts of these tax increases. What happens when government artificially increases the cost of labour? What 
happens when goldmining in WA is made less profitable? According to the Treasurer and Premier, nothing will 
happen. According to them, prices do not matter—tax rates can be played around with and there are no 
consequences. All these new taxes are in the service of the budget that wastes money. The government claimed 
that the new taxes were a last resort; they have cut everything they could and there is nothing left to cut. A quick 
flick through the budget shows that that is not true. The government has allocated $120 million for a new 
Ocean Reef marina, of which $34.7 million has been allocated for construction, which is to begin in 2017–18, and 
$112 million for the Spoilbank marina project in Port Hedland. If I understand it correctly, none of the funds for 
that will come from royalties for regions; rather, it is all from consolidated revenue. Are new marinas for the 
residents of Ocean Reef and Port Hedland essential services? As we approach a $40 billion debt, is spending 
hundreds of millions of dollars on the playgrounds of the rich a wise spending priority? The Treasurer makes the 
case that taxing jobs is the only way to prosperity and that he cannot possibly find any more cuts in the budget. An 
ABC article posted on 2 May 2017 titled “Port Hedland’s Spoilbank marina in limbo as Minister questions 
‘business case’” reads — 

Ms MacTiernan said Labor remained committed to delivering $112 million to Port Hedland, even if it 
was not in the form of a marina. 
“What we can guarantee is that money will go into the community one way or another,” she said. 
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“Whether or not the marina is the project that the city is going to deliver on is another question. 
“We will not be using this as an opportunity to save money.” 

Let me repeat that last bit—“We will not be using this as an opportunity to save money.” 
Hon Colin Tincknell: Why not? 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: They are not the words of the Treasurer. I think it gives us great insight into the 
attitude of the government. The government is committed to spending $112 million on a project, any project will 
do; business cases be damned. The government has the money and it will spend it. 
The government claims to have made tough decisions. Those tough decisions have amounted to tax increases that 
are rather popular among the public. Despite what my colleagues in the Liberal Party might say, tax increases on 
big business are generally rather popular. I do not like that; it shows a general lack of economic literacy on the 
part of the public and the politicians who pursue such policies, but taxes on big business are a populist approach. 
How has the Labor government made any tough decisions? What toughness was required to target the gold 
industry? What toughness has been shown in refusing to defer popular nonessential projects? The government has 
allocated $425 million for destination marketing and event tourism over the next five years. That is almost the 
revenue raised through the payroll tax increase over the same period. Consider that for a moment; the government 
wants to take money from businesses that are profitable and spend that money in a different industry. Tourism is 
obviously important but where is the logic in stripping $435 million from a successful business while at the same 
time allocating $425 million to promoting not so successful businesses when the return on investment is not 
guaranteed and is seasonal at best? I am not trashing the tourism industry; I think it is important, but I wonder 
whether there is a better way to promote Western Australia. We have one casino and an aversion to gambling. We 
have to navigate a tangle of red tape if we want to open a bar. We cannot smoke in pubs and we cannot vape. 
Shops close at 9.00 pm and we cannot buy a drink on Sunday morning. We cannot ride a bike without a helmet. 
People who stay in Perth pay a parking levy, the new stadium will likely serve only mid-strength beer and the 
health minister wants to put a floor price on alcohol. How are any of these policies conducive to making 
Western Australia an attractive and vibrant place to visit? If we scrapped our paternalistic regulations, Perth might 
actually be a fun place to visit and it would not cost the government a cent in the budget. 
Moving on, $16.7 million has been allocated in grants for emerging businesses in technology start-ups and 
computer games to create jobs. That has to be the dumbest thing I have ever heard. I am young and I like 
videogames and technology, but why is the government spending taxpayers’ money on private businesses? If 
someone has a marketable idea, they can get a business loan like everybody else. Why should tech start-ups be the 
exception? I often hear my friends in the Greens party say that they are opposed to corporate welfare. It seems that 
they are opposed to it unless it is a trendy industry that is cool, hip and might attract votes from a certain 
demographic. 

Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: I do not deny that. 

If a person’s idea is not good enough for the bank, do not worry, taxpayers will foot the bill—the same taxpayers 
who have just had their taxes increased and whose fees and rents have increased. Often the capital start-up costs 
for tech start-ups and games is an idea and a computer. There is no great barrier to entry here. When it comes to 
games, it is even less so. These days many games are crowdfunded through Kickstarter or Indiegogo. They get 
publicity through programs such as Steam Greenlight. There is already a market solution for the funding of 
videogames. Tech and game industries have existed without government handouts this far, often, again, in spite of 
government’s best efforts to shut them down—such was certainly the case with Uber and Airbnb. Numerous line 
items in this budget include either spending taxpayers’ money to support or prop up businesses or industries that 
cannot make it on their own, or supporting programs and activities that exist in society regardless of whether the 
government funds them, such as spending on culture, arts and sports. They are important, but if the government 
did not fund them, they would still exist. 

Clearly, the solution to our woes is to reduce spending. Some in this place will claim that cutting government 
spending will hurt the economy. That is a notion based on faulty, Keynesian theories. In fact, spending cuts would 
shift resources from often mismanaged and damaging government programs to more productive, private activities, 
increasing gross state product. Markets have a mechanism to allocate resources to high-value activities. It is the 
price system. The government has no similar mechanism. The government will continue to waste money with no 
repercussions. This government had an opportunity to deliver on its commitment to budget repair—to deliver its 
vision for the future. It certainly took its time, keeping us waiting until September before presenting a budget. 

This side of the chamber is full of fiscal conservatives. In conversations I have had with government I have made 
it clear that I am willing to assist it in cutting spending, yet instead of real reform the government has presented us 
with a cookie-cutter budget—the type barely distinguishable from that of a Liberal government. Tax and spend is 
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its only solution. We cannot continue to trim around the edges to repair the budget. Merely cutting departmental 
budgets or deferring programs does not address the underlying inefficiencies of government programs. We must 
reform government programs from the ground up to address systemic waste. I commend the government for its 
service priority review. I have had a brief look at the interim report; I look forward to reading the full report when 
it is available. I hope the government will implement its recommendations. 

The case for spending cuts rather than tax increases is one that I am not alone in making. Our own Premier made 
the case in an ABC article dated 21 February 2017. The then opposition leader said — 

“There will be no new taxes on West Australians, full stop. If we are elected, there will be no new taxes 
on West Australians or increases in taxes on West Australians. If we’re elected, full stop,” … 

It is worth noting that he actually said “full stop”. I quote from the same article — 

“There’s already been three increases in land tax in the last four years. There’s been increases in stamp 
duty over the course of the Barnett Liberal–National Government ... people can’t withstand more tax 
increases of that nature.” 

… 

“We have set out a comprehensive plan as to how we will fund our promises. And we set out a whole 
range of savings initiatives,”… 

I could not have said it better myself. In line with the principles of my party, the Liberal Democrats, I made 
a commitment to never vote for an increase in taxes. My federal colleague, Senator David Leyonhjelm, made the 
same commitment. Seemingly, the now Premier made the same commitment during the campaign trail. I am 
upholding my commitment; the Premier, clearly, is not. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [5.42 pm]: I rise to make some comments about the budget. 
I particularly want to make some comments about the portfolio areas that I cover and that pertain to the Greens. 
I will not make general commentary about revenue raising; I could say lots on the GST distribution issue and how 
we got to this budgetary dilemma. I am the first one to acknowledge that. We have canvassed some of it in this 
chamber during our discussions on proposed budgetary measures and, undoubtedly, we will keep doing so. I think 
it is really important that I make some comments about the way the government has chosen to spend and also, 
importantly, not spend in areas of particular concern to me. I will make some observations. 

We are part of a civil society. In a civil society we ensure that essential services are provided. Today I will talk 
about what constitutes essential services that enable people to live well and to live productive lives and that ensure 
that communities remain healthy as a whole. I will start by talking about my favourite subject—what is happening 
in mental health and mental health expenditure. I have spoken many times in this chamber about the 10-year mental 
health and alcohol and other drug services plan. The plan was put forward by the previous government, and I have 
tried to make clear time and again that it is not a product of any particular political party; it is very much a product 
of the sector. At the time it was released, it outlined the needs of the mental health, alcohol and other drug sector 
over the next 10 years; we are now getting close to two years in from the development of that plan. Importantly, it 
was about mapping projected needs and the cost of not meeting those projected needs. 
One of the things the plan outlined was the need to ensure that we invest in a whole range of specialist services. 
I was particularly disappointed to note that as yet no moneys have been allocated in the forward estimates to 
progress any of the key essential specialist services. For example, I was concerned that there is nothing in the 
forward estimates for the establishment of a transcultural mental health unit. During the estimates hearings there 
was an attempt to suggest that we have a transcultural mental health unit, which we of course do not. I was pleased 
to see that there was a backdown from that position pretty quickly. We really need one. Work has been done in the 
creation of a hub-and-spoke model of service that will ensure that people who come from multicultural 
backgrounds can walk into any health service, from a general practitioner through to the emergency department, 
and receive at least a basic level of mental health service and access to specialty services, such as interpreting 
services and people with an appropriate cultural knowledge—a whole range of things. This is really important 
because an increasing number of people coming to live in Western Australia are from multicultural backgrounds 
and they are not having their needs met when they present at health services. It is a very big concern. 
We also know a lot of work is still to be done around particular areas of mental health such as the provision of 
services to deal with particular diagnoses from which people can fully recover. I have spoken about bipolar 
disorder as an example, as well as various personality disorders. Highly complex specialised services are required 
for people with these disorders, yet we have not seen the sort of investment required to make sure that people can 
fully recover. There is a cost to this. If we do not assist unwell people—in this case we are talking about people 
who can often be severely unwell—to become well, they fail to achieve the outcome that we ultimately want, 
which is to become productive and contributing members of the community. We know that with intense investment 
in services, people with personality disorders can fully recover and go on to lead full lives. It is a false economy 
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to continue to fail to provide these specialist services because it means people stay perpetually unwell, and their 
family members are often pulled out of the workforce to take on caring duties or they too end up becoming unwell 
through the stress of what is happening to their family. 
We also need to ensure that we invest in specialised neuropsychiatric services. People with developmental 
disability have fallen through the cracks, particularly when they have co-occurring health issues. We need to pick 
up the modelling identified a couple of years ago and start looking at where we are going to start investing in the 
services because it is not good enough that we are not doing so now. Members should not be surprised when they 
hear individual stories that eventually make their way to our newspapers about how people were failed by the 
services. Plenty of people get good services from our mental health system, by the way, and some amazing and 
committed clinicians work in our system. I have had the privilege of working with many of them for quite a long 
time. They are extraordinary human beings, but they are overworked and there simply is not the capacity to deal 
with the breadth of services required.  
I will also make some comments about the Statewide Specialist Aboriginal Mental Health Service. I asked some 
questions about this in the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations hearings on the budget 
estimates. This really important service was established by the previous government and identified a very 
particular need. Last week I was in the Kimberley for the Rural and Remote Mental Health Conference, catching 
up with old colleagues and meeting many new friends; it was absolutely fantastic. However, post June next year, 
there is no money in the budget for the Statewide Specialist Aboriginal Mental Health Service to continue. 
I understand that the service is in the process of some sort of review. There is a lot of disquiet about how this 
review is being conducted, the lack of consultation with people on the ground and how it will be measured. 
I understand that the Mental Health Commission is very supportive of the service, as it should be, but people are 
concerned that this service might not continue beyond June. 
The clinicians, particularly those from the Kimberley and the Pilbara who work with Aboriginal clients and 
families, have made it abundantly clear that they will not be able to do their job if this service closes. It has become 
such a critical and important part of the way those services are delivered. I express my deep concern about the 
delivery of mental health services in not only the Kimberley and Pilbara, but also the metropolitan area, down 
south, Kalgoorlie and all these areas, if this service does not continue. It is not a huge service but it is very 
specialised and very important. One of the important thing that SSAMHS is doing is building up the Aboriginal 
workforce in mental health and alcohol and other drugs. It is critical that the service continues and I express my 
concern that there is nothing in the forward estimates beyond June to indicate whether that service will continue. 
I assure members that if there is any suggestion that the service is to be closed or diminished, I will have plenty to 
say about that. 
I also want to talk about the lack of progress being made in increasing the number of forensic mental health beds. 
I was really concerned to read in the budget that people are churning their way through Frankland Centre and are 
unable to stay for the time that they potential need because of the sheer number of people requiring forensic 
services. That means that people are being sent back to prisons prematurely. I am particularly concerned if it also 
means that people are being turfed out to other areas of Graylands or other services prematurely. We are talking 
about some of the most unwell people in Western Australia and it is an absolute travesty that we have not expanded 
the number of forensic beds in the last 30 years in line with the population—let alone the issue of acuity with 
people presenting and the intersection with alcohol and other drugs. I am really concerned about the lack of 
progress in that area. 
I was pleased to hear that the Mental Health Commission is making slow progress towards commissioning mental 
health and alcohol and other drug services within prisons. We will need money for that, but at least it is a step in 
the right direction. The Department of Corrective Services has no place trying to deliver services in the prisons. It 
is not any good at it. That is a really positive step and I am looking forward to seeing in future budgets, or perhaps 
in the mid-term review, whether money will be put into those services. 
Again, there is no money in the forward estimates for the implementation of the suicide prevention strategy. 
I realise that the current strategy finishes in 2020. However, I anticipated that something in the forward estimates 
would indicate at least a commitment to a future suicide prevention strategy. We have had some progress in the 
area of implementation of suicide prevention services. As we know, we have some really important trial programs, 
such as the one for children bereaved by suicide, which is a really important service. However, there is still so 
much to do. I have said it before and I will say it again. I wish the feds would get out of this space and just hand 
over the money to the state. The feds are really bad at delivering suicide prevention services in Western Australia 
and we could use the money so much better. 
I was reminded of this when I was in the Kimberley recently. I was in the Kimberley a year ago to look at what was 
happening with the suicide strategies. The crossover and the lack of coordination between the federal strategies and 
the state strategy does my head in. I am eternally concerned at the way the feds sort of swan in and try to take over 
this space without any proper consultation with their state counterparts. I will tell members something: they are 
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good at chucking around the money if they think it suits their purposes, but really they need to get better at coughing 
it up and handing it over to the people who are better placed to determine how best to coordinate those services. 
I was concerned to hear that Silver Chain has had to withdraw the provision of mental health services in the Pilbara, 
thereby creating a gap that nobody else is able to fill. I understand that this has been put down as a line item in the 
budget as a saving, but let us call it what it is. It means that a really important service is no longer being delivered. 
It highlights the challenges within our regions with the delivery of some of these services. They cost money to run 
and if even very large organisations such as Silver Chain, which is very well equipped to absorb a lot of the costs, 
is feeling that it cannot run it anymore, that is very, very problematic. 
We know that there is concern about mental health beds and pressures there, but overall I am very concerned about 
the lack of focus on early intervention and prevention services. It means we will continue to go down the same old 
path. If we do not turn off the tap, if you like, and assist people when they start to become unwell—people very 
rarely become unwell overnight—to deal with their mental health issues and seek support as soon as possible, it 
ends up being a bigger cost. It is a false economy. The budget does not have the money that was identified as being 
required in the 10-year services plan, so that is very frustrating. 
I also want to comment on alcohol and other drug services. I acknowledge that there has been significant 
investment in dealing with the issue of meth use, and that is good because it is a problem. What we have seen with 
meth that we have not seen with other illicit drugs is how much collateral damage comes from meth use. It is not 
the main cause of death from drugs. Alcohol is more dangerous in that regard. The massive increase in the number 
of overdoses and deaths is coming from prescription drugs. That is where the problems are if our principal concern 
is around hospital admissions and deaths. When people are in the grip of meth use, frankly, it has a terrible impact 
on the community and people around them. That is one of the reasons that people are particularly concerned about 
addressing the meth issue. It is a really nasty drug and it destroys people. 
I was really pleased to see that a rehabilitation centre in the south west is back on the table. I was really concerned 
that in the previous budget that project was put on the backburner for a bit and that other areas that I do not 
necessarily agree with had been prioritised instead. I was really, really pleased to see that is back. It is long overdue. 
We absolutely need it and it will be very welcome in the south west. As I have said before, illicit drug use needs 
to be treated as a health issue, and that means we need to invest in addressing the issues that lead people to illicit 
drug use so that people do not take drugs in the first place. It is incredibly costly from a human and community 
perspective, as well as financially, to try to pick up the pieces once people have found themselves in the grip of 
addiction. We still need to look at greater investment in both treatment and support for people affected by drugs, 
but I want to acknowledge that there is at least some investment in that space, and not before time. 
I want to make some comments about health. We have talked ad infinitum about the debacles around the hospitals 
and the sheer amount of money that is being lost. I am thinking about the parking issues, for example, and the fact 
that in the case of the children’s hospital we have to stick with the dilapidated Princess Margaret Hospital that is 
no longer fit for purpose. The staff are really struggling. The fact that we need to look at putting in temporary 
upgrades while we are waiting for the new hospital is a terrible waste of money, and people will be talking about 
that. I also refer to the ongoing problems with Fiona Stanley Hospital. However, it looks like we might be finally 
starting to have that settle in accordingly. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm  
Hon ALISON XAMON: As I was saying, I understand why people looking at the health budget have a concern 
about what is happening with expenditure on our hospitals, particularly the new Perth Children’s Hospital, because 
it is a genuine concern. Many of us—probably all of us—look forward to seeing that facility being opened, but it 
is a very big problem that it is costing us such an extraordinary amount of money waiting for that to occur and at 
the same time we have to look at the interim measures at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children. I want to express 
concern about what has happened around the health budget as it pertains to early intervention and prevention 
services more generally and also services and supports that enable people to live well outside of hospital. We know 
that they are the most cost-effective ways to provide services. 

One of the things that has become apparent in this budget is that some key services provided by non-government 
organisations are no longer being funded at all. I am really concerned about that. In this chamber I have already 
raised concerns about organisations such as Coeliac Western Australia, which was receiving some important core 
funding and as a result of losing that funding has lost its manager and is not able to provide the scope of services 
it previously did. As an example, one in 70 Western Australians have coeliac disease. We know that the effects of 
poor management of conditions like coeliac disease simply result in significant costs to the health system 
elsewhere. Apart from the fact that it means that people are not able to live good and productive lives, it also means 
that the government will just end up spending more money as people end up in our hospital system anyway. 
I remain eternally concerned that very important organisations such as The Bump WA and ConnectGroups, which 
are providing many of these self-help services, are being denied what are peanuts in terms of funding. Their 
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services are so important, and we will end up paying more for them in the long run. I understand that these sorts 
of services become really easy to just cut off, but it is a problem. 

I have spoken already about my concerns about services like Living Proud, for example, which was receiving 
$80 000 a year from the Department of Health. It has received $30 000 this year and will receive no additional 
funding from December. That is a huge problem, because Living Proud was providing and continues to try to 
provide really important services for LGBTIQ people who are at risk, which means that we are keeping people out 
of our hospital system. It is just a tiny amount of dollars from a government perspective that has a really big impact 
in reducing expensive presentations within our hospital system. That is without even looking at the human cost of 
these things. Because of their size within the Department of Health, which is the bane of my existence, the really 
important services provided by these sorts of organisations are suddenly not being implemented. This has already 
been mentioned quite a few times in this place, but it is concerning to see that funds have not been allocated to 
support and expand on the important work that organisations such as Palliative Care WA provide, particularly in 
the context of our ageing population and the community discussions being generated at the moment about death 
and choices around death. These all need to be considered with a view to getting funded, but this is not where the 
dollars are going. I am concerned that we have a very short-sighted approach generally to health and to our mental 
health services in that we are simply not investing in early intervention and prevention and the community-based 
services that ensure that we keep people out of our very bloated hospital system. 

I want to make some comments about the NDIS. I note that we are currently on foot with a motion on this that we 
will be debating further. Just in case I do not get an opportunity to respond in tomorrow’s debate, I want to make 
a few comments. I note that when the budget came out, I received feedback from people in the disability sector 
that they were quite despairing that no certainty had been provided in the budget. We have since been advised by 
the Minister for Disability Services that there is certainly a commitment to make an announcement in December. 
I think people just want certainty. I have been asked whether I am trying to push for a state or federal system and 
my response to that is that I am pushing for a system. It is not up to me to make a decision. I am relatively agnostic 
about whether it should be a state or federally based system. My issue is that is up to people in the disability sector 
to make that determination, not me. I have just been calling for some sort of clarity and certainty around that. 

I also share the Minister for Disability Services’ concerns that were raised around the figure of 39 000 that was 
initially put forward. I have a very strong suspicion that at least 20 per cent more people will probably be eligible 
for the scheme. As I have said, the concern is that psychosocial disability has been significantly understated. One 
of the presentations I have seen recently was courtesy of Professor Allan Fels, chair of the National Mental Health 
Commission. He has been putting forward some projected figures on what is anticipated will be required. I have 
to say that it is far below the 39 000 that was originally put forward as the likely projected number of people who 
will be eligible for NDIS. I have heard assurances from the minister that even if it turns out to be more than 39 000, 
there is no suggestion that there will be a cap at 39 000. The very real concern, particularly within a constrained 
budget environment, is that people’s overall packages are going to be significantly lower than what they think or 
maybe fear. The even bigger fear is that they will be lower compared with other states. That is a very real concern 
and one that this budget has not been able to provide a lot of information on. 

As I have said before, we need to look at making sure that we are also providing block funding for particular 
services. It is really difficult to ascertain what degree of block funding is appropriate in an environment in which 
we are moving to an individualised funding model, but there are some basic services that will just have to keep 
running. We cannot depend on individuals being able to sign up before, in order to ensure that they continue. The 
NDIS is meant to be something over and above; it is meant to provide an improved level of service. We need to 
guarantee that particular services are able to ensure continuity and have some consistency around funding. I have 
talked about interpreting services, for example, transport services and services around systemic advocacy.  

We should bear in mind that the Productivity Commission has said that it is essential to make sure that the 
government is funding systemic advocacy, particularly in the face of a major reform like NDIS, as well as ensuring 
that we have funding for services of what I term “last resorts”, particularly for those clients who often fall through 
the cracks, particularly forensic clients and people who have co-occurring intellectual or cognitive disability and 
psychosocial disability. We have to make sure we are providing for them. Last week I was speaking to some 
providers about some of the people who are starting to fall through the cracks, not necessarily due to 
National Disability Insurance Scheme issues yet, because they are not yet eligible for services. But they are already 
saying that it is next to impossible to find the services to cater to their needs through referral pathways, particularly 
those who live in Graylands Hospital, or other services. It will be a really big issue and members have to be 
aware that it will be potentially a very big cost going into the future. But, as we have said, it is one of the biggest 
reforms this country has ever seen—as big as Medicare. We still have a long way to go. We know from the 
Productivity Commission report that much of the implementation is not going well nationally, so this is not about 
trying to point the finger at any one jurisdiction; it is about acknowledging the difficulties we are having 
implementing the NDIS. I recognise what an enormous challenge it is. 
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I welcome the increase in the number of education assistants and teachers but I note also that the disability sector 
is concerned that there is no extra support specifically for students with disability and specialist behavioural 
support. This is an area of great need that I am sure people may have heard about from schools and also school 
children’s parents. I note also that investment in the area of foetal alcohol syndrome disorder still has a long way 
to go. I have previously described it as a tsunami coming over the horizon due to the number of people coming 
through who are likely to receive diagnosis. We know that we have inadequate diagnostic tools and that often 
people do not even get diagnosed until they are in the very expensive justice system. We need to find a better way 
to make sure people are diagnosed much earlier to get the necessary supports and assistance they need. The most 
important thing is we need to be investing in whatever programs and services are needed to stop FASD from 
occurring in the first place. It is probably one of the most heartbreaking conditions we can think of because it is 
avoidable. It seems to me to be an area in which we have to look at some investment. I am really impressed with 
the work the Telethon Kids Institute has been doing in this space. I know that it needs funding for a second tranche 
of research and that that funding is not yet forthcoming. If we are to invest in and save money for the future, that 
is the area we need to look at. I note also that no additional funding was put into the disability justice centres. 
However, I hope that once we get rid of the vile and foul Criminal Law (Mentally Impaired Accused) Act, or at 
least dramatically reform it, which I still hope will happen this year, the number of people who potentially will 
need to access those centres may diminish. I do not know. Depending on what happens with the CLMIA, I am 
happy to withhold judgement about what is happening with the budget. I acknowledge that due also to the 
limitations of CLMIA, that very important service has been under-utilised. I hope we will see something there. 
We know that we need to improve disability accessibility across the community infrastructure generally. Often it 
is really difficult for people to do things like catch public transport. There are still a number of train stations that 
are either utterly inaccessible or that have access ramps with gradients that are almost deadly. Even just getting to 
a bus stop can be next to impossible, particularly for people trying to get to a bus stop surrounded by woodchips. 
I want people to think about what that must be like for people with mobility issues. We need to look also at 
appropriate housing and other accommodation options for people with disability. 

I will comment also on what is happening with the TAFE sector. Obviously, I welcomed the government’s promise 
that it made during the election to freeze student fees. We need to go further because we know already that TAFE 
enrolments have dropped dramatically and affordability is often cited as one of the key reasons for that. We will 
have to do more in that space. I was particularly alarmed during the estimates process to hear that the 
commonwealth is walking away from funding a lot of the general training in that space. I know from having spoken 
to people—I speak to many people in the TAFE sector, particularly from the colleges—that they are very alarmed 
about what will happen with their performance and training agreements and how much they will have to cut for 
the next calendar year. I hope we can get this resolved sooner rather than later. It seems to me to be yet another 
example of the feds failing this state. I am getting a bit tired of it, actually. Not enough money has been going into 
our TAFE sector specifically for quite a long time now. It is one of the things I am quite critical of the previous 
government about and we need to see a turnaround. As I have said before, I am particularly concerned because the 
indications are that we are looking at a looming shortage of appropriately qualified workers in about three years. 
Therefore, now is the time to start investing in the sector and making sure people are trained locally so that people 
can fill the jobs as we finally start turning around the economy. I note also that this will particularly be the case in 
areas such as aged care because of our ageing population. There is already a shortage of workers in the aged-care 
sector, and it will only get worse. The big topic I have been talking about is the NDIS. There is a massive worker 
shortage looming in the disability sector yet at the moment it is too expensive for people to go to TAFE only to 
then have to work in a sector that is not incredibly lucrative but that tends to have really good people working in 
it. Our concern is that we will not be able to meet the needs of people with disability via the NDIS, or anything 
else for that matter. 
Education is another area in which there is uncertainty over federal funding amounts. It appears to be a common 
theme. I understand there is about a $9 million deficit from what we were anticipating getting from the 
commonwealth this year. That means that WA is likely to be at a significant disadvantage over the next four years. 
I welcome the increase, as I said before, in the number of education assistants and teachers. That is good because 
we need to make sure that we are maintaining what I think is one of the better public education systems within 
Australia but, obviously, I am really concerned that we will continue to be penalised by the federal government 
for having invested more than the other states in our education sector in the first place. In my electorate of the 
North Metropolitan Region I am having quite a bit to do with a lot of parents from the western suburbs in particular 
who are concerned about their schools. It is really unfortunate that we cannot get any clear answers. I accept that 
maybe the decisions have not been made yet about what is likely to happen to the City Beach high school site and 
the flow-on effect that will have for the International School of Western Australia and Doubleview Primary School. 
I really hope it is not going to be sold off for housing because once the land is sold, it is gone and we cannot get it 
back. Even though members in this place have acknowledged that the government will be proceeding as a matter 
of priority with a central school in Subiaco, which I acknowledge is required, it should not be done with an eye to 
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cutting off future options in the western suburbs. I feel really strongly that we need to make sure we retain the site 
and keep it viable so that when money is made available to create another high school—it will be necessary—that 
the land will be there and that we will not have to go through all the concerns about how we will purchase the land 
required. I urge this government really strongly to think about that and not be short-sighted. It should keep that 
site as is. 
We have had some good news in the budget about the issue of family and domestic violence. It is really good that 
two new refuges are coming through. Demand has increased in this area and it has historically been plagued with 
issues of waiting lists. I am going to sound like a broken record on this but I do not care. We do not have enough 
investment in early intervention and prevention to make sure that people do not get caught in a cycle of perpetrating 
in the first place. No money is in the forward estimates for a new male perpetrators service. It is an important 
initiative and we need to put money in it. Similarly, with child protection, no priority has been given to family 
support and early intervention. That is how we can save the bucks in the long run. It is also how to make sure that 
people lead better lives. 
The budget will introduce a new 15 per cent gambling tax. Although we do not have all the details yet, I am quite 
comfortable with a gambling tax. I think it would be even better if money generated from the tax could be directed 
into services that support problem gamblers. I think that that is probably unlikely. I recognise that it might be used 
instead to prop up general revenue, but it would be really great if at least a percentage of it was put aside to deal 
with the issue of problem gambling. It is a blight and with the rise of online gambling, far too many people are 
affected by it. Provision for services would be absolutely wonderful. 
I want to comment generally on justice and law and order. I welcome the budget commitment to remove limitation 
periods for civil actions by victims of child sexual abuse, but I note that the state will have a significant liability 
when it passes the legislation and removes the statute of limitations. That will be an inevitable outcome of passing 
what I recognise is just legislation. My concern is that no funding has been allocated in the budget. As yet no 
funding has been allocated to a commonwealth redress scheme, if and when that gets up and running. I know that 
we had our own redress scheme and that there were problems with it. We do not yet know what any future 
commonwealth redress scheme will look like, the quantum of funds that can be expected or the amount that the 
state may be expected to contribute. I am concerned that we have not got anything in the forward estimates. Again, 
where is that money going to come from? 
In budget estimates I asked some questions about investment in diversionary courts and I will continue to ask 
them. These are some of my pet projects. I was lucky enough to catch up recently with some people from the 
Start Court, otherwise known as the mental health court, to find out what is going on. They are really keen to 
expand the program out to the regions—it is really needed—as some kind of circuit court. I am pleased to see 
money in the budget for it to continue as it is, but we need to look at expanding these programs. This program is 
working; it is cutting rates of recidivism. For that reason alone, we need to look at investment to make sure that it 
continues. Likewise, for the Drug Court, which turns people’s lives around, we have not seen increased money. 
Ever since the Law Reform Commission report, I have been waiting to see some sort of expansion of the 
Intellectual Disability Diversion Program, which is a really important program. The Law Reform Commission 
recommended that it be expanded, but it has not happened yet. No details are in the budget about future funding 
or the government’s intention to expand these diversionary courts. 
Target 120 was a key election priority but only $600 000 was allocated in the budget to the development of 
a business case and actuarial modelling. There is no money in the forward estimates. I think it is really good for 
the government not to rush into the program so I will not be critical of that, but I would like to see a commitment 
to address some serious gaps in investment in early intervention with at-risk kids. 

I note that there is no new legal aid funding, despite the recognition of unprecedented demand. On a population 
basis, government funding for Legal Aid WA is the lowest in Australia. The cost of delivering justice services in 
WA is 28 per cent higher than the national average. There does not appear to be any additional investment in 
community legal centres. As someone who comes from the CLC sector, I want to say that these people are 
punching above their weight. We are getting our money’s worth and then some. They are well and truly carrying 
the load of the overflow from legal aid. They rely very heavily on pro bono solicitors—as I was doing—students 
and many others. There comes a point at which too many people who need justice have been turned away with no 
services whatsoever. I am disappointed that cost-effective services like CLCs are not receiving the sort of love that 
they should. 

I welcome the introduction of a custody notification service but I note that this is expected to be funded by the 
federal government. I hope it does not fail us on that one yet again. I note $850 000 has been allocated to the 
introduction of a proposed justice pipeline model. The difficult of accessing and collecting justice data has been 
acknowledged for a long time. It hampers the development and delivery of evidence-based programs. Concerns 
have been raised that the proposed model will have a narrow justice focus and will fail to include early intervention 
and rehabilitation models and pathways as well as wider predictors of contact with the justice system. I hope the 
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details of the model will be clarified soon. There are stakeholders who very much want to be involved in its 
development. I hope there will be extensive consultation on how it will look and what it will include. It has the 
capacity to be a really good use of government funds. But if we do not get it right in the first instance, what a waste 
of money it will be! 

I note that $189 million has been allocated to manage the forecast growth in the prison population. I welcome the 
government’s commitment to look at ways to keep fine defaulters out of prison. That is not before time. What 
a stupid and expensive way to deal with fine defaulters! For a very long time it has been acknowledged as an issue 
that needed to be addressed. Other states have managed to address this very successfully. We do not have to be 
geniuses; we can just look at what is working elsewhere. Frankly, it should have been already addressed. If the 
budget crisis or the death of people in custody will not be the instigator to finally address this, quite frankly, I do 
not know what will be. The government needs to look at this issue more broadly but this is a great start. It needs 
to spend money on strategies to keep people out of prison, stop them returning to prison and somehow find a way 
to deal with the disastrous number of people being kept in remand for extensive periods. That has been the issue 
that has blown out the numbers to the unsustainable, incredibly expensive level that we have now. We can and 
should do an awful lot more when people are in prisons to make sure that they get the skills and services that they 
need, so that, ideally, they do not go back there again. I have said before and will continue to say that we have to 
make sure that we have proper investment in mental health, health, dentistry, and alcohol and other drug services. 
Many people who go into our prisons have problems in many, if not all, of those areas and need to get the basics 
sorted out so that they can lead productive lives. There need to be trauma services for people. A number of people, 
particularly in our women’s prisons, have been subject to ongoing childhood sexual abuse, adult sexual abuse and 
domestic violence. I am talking about deeply traumatised members of the community who need to get the support 
they need to deal with the impact of cycles of trauma. 

This harks back to the legal issues, but some CLCs, particularly the Gosnells community legal centre, provided 
cheap as chips services into the prisons around basic legal advice. We are talking about things like how to maintain 
a tenancy—things that enable people to live well in the community so they can better deal with the social 
determinants that are going to keep them out of prison. This is really cost-effective and it is much better to put in 
the handful of thousands of dollars needed to deliver those programs than it is to just keep people in prison. We 
want people working and living successfully within the community, not offending, and being able to get the skills 
they need. 

Likewise, people are being kept in our prisons longer than they need to simply because they do not have access to 
the pre-parole programs they need in order to be able to get out, even when parole has been granted. That is actually 
what is happening. Again, if we take the dollars that are being used to keep them there on a daily basis and reinvest 
them into making sure that we have enough pre-parole services, people would be out of prison and in the 
community. We also need investment in training. So many of the people who end up in our prisons have not had 
adequate training or job opportunities in their lives, so one of the things we want to do is to make sure that people 
can be skilled so that hopefully, once they get out of prison, they do not go back in again. 

I want to express my concern about the continued uncertainty around youth justice and what is happening with the 
machinery-of-government changes. I note that during the estimates hearings we were not given any indication of 
what is going to happen in that space, or even time frames for when the issue is likely to be resolved. The language 
in the budget around youth justice issues is appallingly punitive, with a focus on language like “controls” and 
“safety and security”, with no mention of rehabilitation or a therapeutic focus, which is what we should be doing 
when we are talking about children. There is no indication of any commitment to addressing concerns about 
Banksia Hill, particularly the concerns raised by the Inspector of Custodial Services. There is no funding to 
reallocate the girls and young women, and there is no funding to relocate 11 and 12-year-olds out of Banksia Hill. 
There is no funding to put into action the Kimberley alternative justice framework. There is no funding to address 
the large number of young people in detention who are currently on remand. It also came out that there are people 
being kept in Banksia Hill simply because they do not have appropriate accommodation options. These are children 
who have been found to be fit to be out of prison and who would be better off out of prison, but are still being kept 
in there at a cost of $1 000 a day simply because there is no suitable safe accommodation for them to go into. More 
emphasis and funding should be put into community-based rehabilitative programs rather than reactionary and 
punitive measures. This is simply about shifting around the way the government decides to allocate its budget. 

I am concerned about the initiative to remove 3 000 public servants and what that will mean in practice in terms 
of delivery of services. I suppose one of my principal concerns is that it seems to be so haphazard. We have heard 
this mantra for years about how there will be no effect on frontline services; we already know that once we move 
back-end services, it will always have an impact on frontline services. Apart from that, no clear direction or strategy 
has been given about which areas of the public service will have 3 000 people taken away. Will they be taken from 
Child Protection and Family Support, for example? Do we want them to be taken from mental health? Which are 
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the areas that are going to be targeted? Although the government is putting a lot of energy into making sure that 
these 3 000 jobs are taken from our public service, I am really concerned about the lack of transparency and about 
whether there has even been any strategic thought about where these 3 000 jobs are meant to be taken from. This is 
happening on top of what is for many public servants turning out to be deeply unsettling machinery-of-government 
changes. It creates a lot of stress and anxiety for public servants. 

I want to make some comments on the issue of integrity of government. I am concerned that a number of our 
independent agencies that play a really important scrutiny role are being eroded, with many sustaining a reduction 
in funding for the current financial year. I acknowledge that it is generally not a huge reduction, but for small 
agencies—we are talking, in some cases, really small agencies—with growing workloads, it is definitely going to 
have an impact. We then see no real growth in funding at all over the forward estimates.  

For starters, there is the Office of the Auditor General. I totally support the Office of the Auditor General; I think it 
is one of the best uses of taxpayers’ dollars that we have, but I also acknowledge that it has significantly more work, 
now that it has the new local government role, and thank goodness—someone needs to keep an eye on what is 
happening with local government, I can tell members. The Local Government Amendment (Auditing) Bill 2017, 
which has been passed, will result in an approximately 80 per cent increase in the number of entities being audited 
by the Auditor General. We are talking about a significant increase in workload. To successfully complete these 
audits, the Office of the Auditor General anticipates an additional FTE requirement of about 15 to 20 per cent. The 
machinery-of-government changes are also going to require substantial audit of the new agencies. In the past when 
we have created new agencies, there have been a number of teething issues related to restructures, yet the increase in 
the Auditor General’s budget is not going to be enough to cover these additional responsibilities. I am particularly 
concerned about that because the last thing we want at the moment is a reduction in the capacity of the Office of the 
Auditor General. It is stupid to take money out of that particular agency because apart from ensuring the integrity of 
government, it also finds where money is being wasted and where funding can be improved. 

The Commissioner for Equal Opportunity is an important role and I note that there is an increased number of 
complaints from people who have complex needs. I ask when a permanent equal opportunity commissioner is going 
to be appointed; that would be good to know. That agency also now has a reduced budget, despite increased demand.  

Similarly, the Commissioner for Children and Young People is important. We know that we need to do better for 
the children of Western Australia, particularly in respect of complaints and the wellbeing of vulnerable children 
and young people. I note that the commissioner will be working on the development of effective responses for 
children displaying harmful sexual behaviours, and undertaking work arising from the release of the final report 
of the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, which is due in December. This is 
really important work, yet the commission has a reduced budget into the future. 

Of course, there is also one of my all-time favourites, the Inspector of Custodial Services. The inspector has already 
publicly acknowledged the difficulties in undertaking the role and meeting statutory obligations within the 
current funding envelope. There are also significant workload increases due to the commencement of the 
Melaleuca Remand and Reintegration Facility and the upgrading of the old Broome Regional Prison from an 
annexe facility of the West Kimberley Regional Prison. Again, that agency is looking at a reduced budget, despite 
this increased workload. The inspector noted in the 2016–17 annual report the impact that budgetary constraints 
were already having on the operation of that very important human rights office. Unfortunately, in this budget the 
government has made that situation even worse. 

I am pleased to see that money has been allocated to the development of a new work health and safety bill, and 
that WorkSafe will progress with increased penalties for offences under the Occupational Safety and Health Act, 
as it should. I am concerned that the increased average cost of inspection for investigations has resulted in 
a reduction in the number of available inspector resources to conduct other investigations and inspections. I am 
also concerned that the number of electricity-related serious injuries and fatalities has doubled in comparison with 
the previous year. That is a real concern, and it is obviously going to require some very specific and targeted 
attention. This is not the direction in which we should be heading. Further, there are reports that employers comply 
with the requirements of labour relations laws only 52 per cent of the time because the department has been unable 
to implement its program of proactive inspections. The fact that it has only enough resources to do reactive work 
is really concerning, and clearly short-sighted. However, I welcome and am glad about the $7.4 million for 
financial counselling. In the current economic environment, I think that that is going to be more welcome than 
ever and very necessary. 
I am concerned about the reduction in funding for the regional aged-care accommodation program, which was 
previously funded under royalties for regions. Originally $43 million was allocated to the program; this has now 
been revised down to $22.7 million over four years. We know there is a huge need for access to appropriate housing 
options for seniors living in the regions, so I am really concerned about the likely flow-on impact of lack of 
investment in this space. 
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Making some general comments before I sit down, I am concerned about rising essential living costs, particularly for 
water, power and transport. We know that the economic downturn has been very tough for a lot of 
Western Australians. Too many people are already struggling and increased costs make it all the more so. Generally, 
a budget that presents favourable figures means that we have lost sight of the need for investment in early intervention 
and prevention services right across the board in a range of areas that end up being really expensive for the taxpayer, 
as well as having a human cost, when we do not do that early investment. I am really concerned that these continue 
to be the areas that are constantly cut because it just seems to be easy for successive governments, time and again. 
We need to somehow find a way to stop that cycle and start looking at investment in these areas. 
The last comment I want to make before I sit down is about the machinery of government more broadly. I note that 
I am not sad at all that some of the people have moved on and received payment. There are some people whom I am 
quite happy to see out of the system, but I want to say how disappointed I am with the chronic lack of transparency 
about the payments to people who are leaving. I know there are good people who have decided to move on and have 
received significant payouts as a result. Some people appear to have been pushed out, and have received payments, 
but I do not really know. As I said, I was quite happy to have the door hit some of the people on the way out, because 
they are probably not very good to have in the system. The machinery-of-government changes need to be more than 
just trying to get rid of unpopular people. I hope it will be far more strategic, particularly in breaking down silos 
between government departments. The first tranche of machinery-of-government changes is still uncertain, and that 
is creating problems. We will wait to see what happens in the future. I suspect, however, that a lot of money will be 
put into creating these super departments, and then we will do what we always do; that is, in five or 10 years, we will 
realise that it probably was not a good idea, and they will all be separated out again, because people will say that it 
did not work, and then five or 10 years after that, they will all be melded in again. That seems to be what happens. 
Generally, let us see how the budget rolls out. I look forward to seeing the midyear review, which should be just 
a matter of weeks away. Let us see whether we can get some further answers about what will happen, particularly 
in the key areas that I am concerned about. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Ken Baston. 
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