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SUPPLY BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 May. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [2.52 pm]: Thank you, President. I got 
it right this time! 
The PRESIDENT: I had not noticed. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is nice to see that I am rubbing off on the Minister for Regional Development, though. 
I am very pleased with that. We will see whether that can continue and I can convince her ultimately to vote Liberal. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I’m not having a lobotomy any time soon! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We will see how we go with that one. We will take every bit we can! 
The Supply Bill 2021 is the second phase of the government’s economic administration, following on from the 
Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2021 that we debated a couple of weeks ago in this house. For those members 
who are new to the chamber, we said at the time that the Treasurer’s advance bill was to take care of additional 
expenditure in the 2020–21 financial year and the Supply Bill is to look after expenditure at the beginning of the 
2021–22 financial year. It is obviously the case that under the Financial Management Act, the government has 
leeway of a couple of months in which it is allowed to expend money before a supply bill is required. A supply 
bill is generally like an appropriation bill. Every bit of expenditure of the government is supposed to be approved 
by an act of Parliament that goes through both houses for review. All supply bills must originate in the lower house; 
that is the Westminster system. The upper house has limited capacity to amend those bills, as long as it does not 
involve significant expenditure. Obviously, the opposition is not proposing to put forward any amendments to the 
bill to change expenditure, but the government has that leeway under the Financial Management Act for the first 
two months of a financial year. 
Of course, we now have this new system whereby we have fixed terms of Parliament. We also found ourselves in 
a rather awkward situation last year with the COVID-19 pandemic, when the budget was delayed. It is traditional 
in Western Australia, and in most Parliaments in fact, that the budget for the following financial year comes down 
towards the end of the current financial year. Members will note that historically, for the most part, we have dealt 
with budgets in May, so that we can deal with the expenditure that starts on 1 July. The budget is usually read in 
in the first couple of weeks of May. The lower and upper houses then debate those bills for several weeks with the 
intent that they will be passed by 30 June so that there is an act of Parliament that allows for the expenditure in the 
following financial year. That makes sense, because we want to make sure that we are doing the right thing and 
are holding the government to account and scrutinising its expenditure as much as possible. Governments quite 
often get it wrong, so it is important that we keep an eye on that process. 
There are some impending changes to the Financial Management Act. The Financial Legislation Amendment 
Bill 2021 will come to this place, I presume, in the second half of this year, because it is not on the government’s 
priority list at the moment. That bill will take care of some of the issues with the need for additional supply bills, 
and that kind of makes sense. They are going to be a regular feature now, unless we amend the Electoral Act to 
change the time for our fixed elections. If the election is as late as March, I suspect that every four years we will 
have a deferred budget. 

I thought that the government would have been more advanced this year, given that it was likely to be returned at 
the 2021 election. It did just manage to scrape home! That being the case, I thought it would have been a little further 
along the track and would not have to introduce the Supply Bill and an appropriation bill and then bring down the 
budget in September this year. I accept that September is a better option than October, which is what we did during 
the COVID crisis last year. We do not often find ourselves in a position in which the budget is effectively brought 
down in October. Usually, in around September, we get the end of financial year statements from the previous 
financial year, so last year we got a budget update and then three months later we got a pre-election financial update. 
All those things roll through fairly quickly, so it is a fairly fluid event, but we are going to find that that will happen 
more and more often. 

It is the case that the amendments to the Financial Management Act are good and we will support the government’s 
intent along those lines when we get to that bill. In fact, given that they have come from a couple of different 
reviews of the Financial Management Act, I suspect that some of them were recommendations from the previous 
Liberal–National government that have been adopted by the current Labor government, so I think we will find that 
there will be a fair degree of unanimity—we will be on a unanimity ticket on that bill. 

I want to make a few comments about the economy in general. I note that Hon Dr Brad Pettitt is away on urgent 
parliamentary business, which is often the way if a member is the only representative of their party; it is hard work. 
If he were here, I would tell him that it has generally been my tradition as the economics spokesperson for the 
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opposition in this house to seek to table at least one chart during an economics debate. This chart is an updated 
chart of one that has been tabled in this house previously. It is a chart of revenue expenditure relative to population. 
The previous chart went up to 2017–18, which was the first year I came back to Parliament and tabled the chart. It is 
interesting that when the last three financial years are added, it makes a significant difference. 
I would not mind talking to this chart, so for the education of members, I seek the leave of the house to table 
Revenue v expenditure v population in the 2000s: Baseline 2001. 

[Leave granted. See paper 330.] 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The minister will probably say no to the next one, but we will see how that goes. 

Hon Tjorn Sibma: Be confident. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We will see how we go! I do like to run through charts. Without doubt, we live in 
extraordinary economic times. We are in the next mining boom in Western Australia. Over the next four years, new 
members might occasionally hear me speak about the McGowan mining boom and the question that I put to the then 
Treasurer back in February 2019 about what we could expect from iron ore prices in the future. In February 2019, 
of course, the iron ore price jumped from its long-term average of about $US70 a tonne to about $US93 a tonne. 
To me, it looked like a trend was starting. The question I posed to the Treasurer was: what will happen to the budget 
if the iron ore price stays above $US90 a tonne for a considerable time? I will not seek to table the answer that I got, 
because members can look it up; I am sure I will reference it a few times in the future. The Treasurer’s answer was 
that a price of $US90 a tonne or better from February 2019 was “highly unrealistic”. The price has stayed reasonably 
good since then. In answer to a question asked in the sitting week before last on the government’s expectations of 
how high the iron ore price might stay, I was pleased that the Treasurer’s answer went from “highly unrealistic” 
at $US90 a tonne to “plausible” over $US110. I am pleased there has been some shift in the Treasurer’s advice, 
because I have to say that it has been something of a wild ride! 

It is interesting when the government talks about its good financial management. Let us have a little look at what 
the iron ore price has averaged over the last 12 months or so and the impact of that on the budget, because it 
impacts on the need of the government to seek a supply bill, for example; it impacts on what the government needs 
to expend. The last time we asked for the average iron ore price in the current financial year, it was running at about 
$US136 a tonne, but over the intervening weeks up to today, the price of iron ore has gone over $US210 a tonne. 
The last time I looked was yesterday, and it was $US213 a tonne. Did the price exceed $US90 a tonne in the period 
after February 2019? I would have to say that, yes, it has done pretty well.  

What does that mean in terms of government revenue and for the government’s bottom line? In the lead-up to the 
current financial year, the government was about $4 billion ahead of its budget estimates. What this government 
does quite well is that it puts in conservative estimates of the iron ore price. The minister will stand up and say that 
that is far better than putting in highly optimistic estimates for the iron ore price, and he is absolutely right. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Are you giving my speech for me? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The minister will not have to do it! I am trying to save him time. We are trying to 
be efficient with the time. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: That is very helpful; I appreciate it. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We are here to help; we have always been here to help! 

The minister will stand up and say that, and he will be absolutely right—it is far more effective to have a low estimate. 
The federal government has always put in a low estimate of the iron ore price. The reason for doing that is that 
when the price is much higher at the end of the financial year, there is extra money that the government did not 
have in its budget. That is effectively free money, as it were. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Well, it’s to pay off debt. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is free money because it is not in the budget. We will get to debt repayments in 
a little while. 

The government effectively has free money that comes in on top of the budget. In the simplest of terms, the 
government sets itself an annual budget with income expected to look like this and expenditure expected to look 
like this. Obviously, if income is higher and expenditure is lower, it is a winner. If the opposite occurs, it is the 
reverse. It is absolutely the case that this is a clever economic measure of the state to budget low and receive high. 
That is what this government has done. I am not saying that what it has done through that process is a bad thing; 
I think it is a reasonable option to take. I have always said that. In fact, I think I have said that some Treasury 
officials who put forward some of the early optimistic estimates from 2014 to 2017 should have been shown the 
door based on their performance, as some ridiculous numbers went in there. If the government budgets low and 
receives high, it obviously has free money in hand. I have tried to calculate the free money from the inception of 
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the McGowan mining boom, as it were, from February 2017 to the beginning of this financial year—does the minister 
need help spelling “McGowan mining boom”? No? Excellent. My calculation is that the free money involved in that 
is in the region of $4 billion. That is effectively through that little bit of 2019 and then the rest of 2019–20. The 
next year, 2020–21, is a more interesting year. There is an expectation, not just by me, but also by a number of 
economists around this state and Australia, that the level of iron ore revenue that this government can expect is in the 
order of $10 billion. If we take the budget assumptions of this government about its level of expenditure, it is looking 
at a $5 billion surplus. We are absolutely in uncharted waters. Iron ore revenue of $10 billion dwarfs anything 
received by the former Liberal–National government. It is a massive amount of revenue. Bear in mind that the iron 
ore price under the previous government went up to $US180 to $US190 a tonne and stayed there for a time. It stayed 
between $US100 and $US130 a tonne for a longer time. That iron ore boom was significant. 

If the clerks can at some point bring me back my original chart, I might be able to give the information to members 
in purely graphic form so that I can demonstrate exactly what I am talking about. I am talking about a massive amount 
of money. When we have a boom in Western Australia, revenue generally outgrows expenditure. If we look at a chart 
of revenue versus expenditure for at least the last 50 years, which I have not included in the chart that members 
will be able to look at when they ask for it—they will be able to look it up in other ways—expenditure and revenue 
sit very close to each other, and have done for a long time. There are little flexes here and there, but they have 
generally stayed very close to one another. The first mining boom we had was from 2003 all the way to 2013–14. 
The chart shows a flattening off of revenue in 2008–09 during the global financial crisis. Members might say that the 
global financial crisis was a major hit, and it certainly was worldwide, but in Western Australia, revenue did not 
recede; it flattened. This is an important point when we discuss the revenue and expenditure of this state—what 
we call the fiscal economy. 

The fiscal economy is not the same as the general economy, and the government’s revenues and expenditures do 
not alter with the same sort of business sense that occurs in the wider community. During the global financial crisis 
there was effectively one financial year of flat economic growth, so it did not change. What did go up over that period 
was expenditure. It is interesting to note—if honourable members decide to look at this chart, which I suggest they 
do—that the lines that diverge between state government revenue and state government expenditure that split apart 
in about the 2002–03 financial year came back together at the end of the global financial crisis, when revenue 
corrected. Effectively, we were really starting to see roughly balanced budgets between expenditure and revenue 
at that point. In fact, revenues were significantly higher.  

To me, the time between 2002–03 and 2008–09 really was in effect the first boom overseen by Labor. I genuinely 
attribute that to Eric Ripper more than I do to Geoff Gallop and Alan Carpenter, because Eric Ripper was the 
Treasurer at the time. I have to say in hindsight that he did a relatively good job as Treasurer. Although it could be 
argued that he should have splashed the money out a bit more, the reality is that every good Treasurer is a skinflint, 
whether they are dealing with the local sports club or running the state or the country. I have enormous respect for 
Eric Ripper. I thought he managed to get significant investment into some major projects. From memory, he put 
$1 billion into the Perth to Mandurah rail line, and he put the first billion into Fiona Stanley Hospital. But he had 
the benefit of the initial boom, which was the most significant boom in Western Australia. I think I said at the time 
that it was the most significant boom that Australia had seen up to that point, because around the end of that time, 
I was the shadow Treasurer, as I am today. In my view, it was without doubt the biggest boom that Australia had 
seen. It was bigger than the Bendigo and Ballarat gold booms of the 1800s, and, in my view, bigger than the gold 
booms in Western Australia. There was a massive increase in revenue. 
As we go through and look at that chart, we see that once the global financial crisis was over, rather than a significant 
correction, because of the price of iron ore at that point and particularly because of the stimulus packages in China, 
revenue continued to outstrip expenditure growth. We had faster expenditure growth than revenue growth, but it 
was still in catch-up mode at that point. It was not until the major turnaround in about 2014 that we suddenly saw 
expenditure outstripping revenue. Then we saw a major significance when, for the first time, there was a drop in 
revenue. People will tell us that revenues crashed in 2014. They did drop, and expenditure continued to rise. That did 
not turn around again until February 2019, when, once again, the iron ore price started to really skyrocket. 
Members who take the time to look at that chart will see that we are currently in the McGowan mining boom period 
of 2017-plus. The question as we look at supply bills is: how long is that going to last and at what point will the 
financial management of this state start to look at another correction? I do not call it a crash; I have never called it 
a crash. The price of iron ore has sometimes dipped to what we might consider crash levels, which in the current term 
would probably be $US30 to $US50 a tonne. That is getting back to a price that would start to impact on production 
and expansion. If the price goes back to the normal long-term run, I think at the moment that would be sitting at 
around $US70 a tonne, bearing in mind that the cost of production for most of those major iron ore producers at 
the moment is probably just under $US20 a tonne. There are significant profits to be made even at $US70 a tonne, 
but what will happen is that the state of Western Australia will suddenly find itself having to increase its financial 
management considerably. 
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Let us have a look at this at the moment. This government has received $4 billion in free money, let us initially 
call it. Up until the beginning of the current financial year, it is looking at a budget surplus of $5 billion, and 
that is exclusively down to the iron ore price. Iron ore revenues for the state in a traditional year are in the region 
of $5 billion; in a good year, $6 billion; in a slightly poorer year, $4 billion. The revenues range across that level of 
income. Not only economists but also the government’s own Treasury statements say that iron ore revenues this year 
will be $10 billion. The last quarterly report that came out stated that iron ore revenues this current financial year 
are now predicted to be $10.7 billion for the full year. That is twice the average iron ore royalties. The government 
is talking about a $5 billion surplus because it is getting in an extra $5 billion in iron ore royalties. 
It is absolutely the case that the government has spent some money on responding to the COVID pandemic; I accept 
that. The government’s original package was $5.5 billion. I have questioned the government in this place on the 
accuracy of comments and it now suggests that the government’s total expenditure is $7 billion and a bit as the total 
cost of COVID. I suspect it has had to roll in a fair bit of normal operating activity, because I have not seen precisely 
where it has derived these figures from. I will be interested to see how we break down that additional part of revenue. 
But $7.5 billion is still significantly less than the $9 billion and a bit free money that the government has received 
above the budget purely on iron ore revenues alone over that period. 
This government has been the benefactor of this enormous boom. That has meant that this state is one of very few 
jurisdictions—perhaps the only jurisdiction in the world—that has actually made a profit out of COVID. We say, 
not cynically, that because the world has had to prop up its economy, governments across almost all nations have 
splashed out on major infrastructure projects, and there are not many infrastructure projects these days that do not 
require a significant amount of steel. While Brazil still struggles with a number of issues—not only the fact that the 
COVID pandemic is still impacting its own people, but also, if we read the latest reports, some concerns around the 
construction of other dams like the dam that has impacted on supply—the expectation is that the price of iron ore will 
stay up for some period to come. We made a profit out of the COVID response in places like China, the US and Europe 
and through secondary countries. We have made a profit out of COVID by a couple of billion dollars. We should not be 
ashamed of that. For those of us who sit on the right wing of politics, we should never be embarrassed by or resentful 
or envious of a profit being made. I think that is a good thing, but it needs to be acknowledged that this government is 
rolling in cash. It needs to be acknowledged that this government is in a better position than any government that has 
preceded it to start expending on the things that it should to look after the people of Western Australia. 
I am the first to acknowledge that the previous Liberal–National government did pretty well out of revenues for 
the first part of its term. From 2008 to 2014, it was doing okay, thank you very much, but from 2014 to 2017, that 
correction occurred. A correction will occur at some point under the current government as well. It is interesting 
to predict when that might be. I have been in debate with a number of economists around Australia as to when we 
think that correction will happen. The most conservative estimate I have had so far is from one of the major banks, 
which suggested that $US110 a tonne by December this year was a likely decline. I would have said, speaking to 
other economists, that it would stay higher than that for longer. I would have said that estimate is probably 12 months 
early, and that we may well be looking at $US110 a tonne by the end of 2022. I would expect us to be more in the 
region of $US130 or $US140 a tonne by the end of this year, because those stimulus packages around the world do 
not abate for another couple of years, and I do not think that there is an expectation that the full supply from Brazil 
will be on train at that time. I think the end of next year is a far more likely time that we will see production ramp up 
and costs moderate. The long-term moderation of costs is absolutely essential. I do not think anyone is suggesting 
that these prices should be sustained in the long term, because it is probably unrealistic and if we maintain these 
particularly high prices, it will start to drive out industry. My suggestion is that we will have a fairly long period 
of more sustained prices. When I said $US90 a tonne, rather than “highly unrealistic”, the answer in February 2019 
should have been, “Maybe that will last to the end of 2022. It might go a bit longer yet.” What does that do? It 
adds billions of dollars into the war chest of the current government. That is not a bad thing, as long as its expenditure 
is reasonable and appropriate and it looks after the people of Western Australia. I do not think that anybody could 
argue that there are not better ways to expend the finances in this state. We always have to be careful, of course, 
because everybody comes to this argument with a vested interest. Before I came in here, I had a meeting with 
someone who said, “If you just put $150 million into my project, the world will be a better place.” I have lost track 
of the number of meetings I have had along those lines, so we have to be careful. 
Services are under extreme stress in Western Australia, whether in health or accommodation and housing. A large 
number of people require assistance and this government is in a position to help in a way that no government in the 
past has been, yet it consistently refuses to do so. We will have some arguments, because I know that the government 
will be in a wage warfare situation in 2022. I think it will be particularly interesting as it maintains its $1 000-a-year 
wage increase policy for public servants. To see how that plays out will be very interesting. It will be interesting to 
see how the various members of the Labor Party backbench engage in that particular debate. I am looking forward 
to that one and seeing, over a year or so, which members succumb to the pressure of the Premier versus the pressure 
of the unions. We are in for some fun times with that one. Far be it for me to be cynical and enjoy myself with it, 
but I think that will be critical. 
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We will also have some critical debate around other areas of service, such as the health system in particular. I accept 
that we need to be very careful. If we were to promise and deliver every health outcome every person seeks, we 
would bankrupt the state even in the middle of the McGowan mining boom. We have to be careful about how we 
do that. If we were to do that at the moment, we would have to try to build in non-structural change. I know that 
does not seem to make sense, but I explain it like this. If we make a change that consistently results in change in 
future years, we are making a structural change to the budget. If we suddenly gave every public servant a 10 per cent 
pay rise, the next year they would be getting a 10 per cent pay rise and then if every pay rise after that adopts another 
10 per cent, that would be making a structural change to our expenditure. If we do something simple such as build an 
additional hospital, we will have to staff it and run patients through it and it will make a structural change to our 
budget. The problem this government will have in probably 2023, which will be sort of 18 months to two years from 
the next state election, is that if it builds in structural change using the multiple billions of dollars of free money it has 
floating around at the moment, suddenly its budget will go into deficit in 2024 and 2025. That is why the Premier is 
playing hardball with the unions in particular and the public service. He is happy to look a bit meaner at the moment 
because he does not want to build a structural deficit into his budget in 2024 and 2025 as he goes to an election. 
I think the Premier takes this issue of self-promotion of financial management a step too far. I mean, this government 
has lucked into the biggest mining boom that we have ever had in terms of height of the mining boom—not so 
much length and longevity yet. We will see how long it lasts. With the absolute price of iron ore and an additional 
$5 billion in one financial year and iron ore prices over $US210 a tonne, this government has lucked out. Good luck 
is not the same as good financial management. This Premier has now anointed himself the Treasurer, which is an 
issue I want to come back to in a little bit. 
Hon Darren West: Most Premiers have. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Not all Premiers; some have. Richard Court certainly did. Some have done. Geoff Gallop 
did not. 
Hon Darren West: Only two. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Geoff Gallop did not; there are plenty who did not. Alan Carpenter did not. 
We will come back to whether he is doing a good job on that one. It is absolutely the case that he has lucked out. 
Two years into his first term of government, it started raining iron ore, which turned into gold halfway through. The 
government has made an absolute fortune, so it will be in the process of working out how to spend this additional 
revenue. It made an additional $9 billion. If the price stays up as predicted over the next, say, 18 months, I suspect 
we can expect another $4 billion, possibly $5 billion, maybe as high as $6 billion, additional revenue above the 
budget. Honourable members will be pleased to know the current budget put up the projection for iron ore for 
this financial year. It was originally in the 60s. It went up to $US96. In the forward estimates years, it is back to 
$US65 and a bit, $US64, $US64, $US64. The government is doing this clever thing whereby it is making sure it 
has a low estimate so it has additional money to spend. Good luck to them except for the acknowledgement that it 
is good luck. Relying on a COVID outbreak, a dam bursting in Brazil, health issues in Brazil and a worldwide 
COVID infrastructure spend as a response is not financial planning. The government has been the beneficiary of 
some amazingly good luck. That is great. But let us talk about how this correction is going to go. As it comes back 
down, the Premier; Treasurer will suddenly find himself with a far more normal budget in which the free money 
will disappear. He has to build into the coming budget and the budget after that, in my view, spending that does 
not change the long-term trajectory of the government. That will be the difficulty. 
If I were the government, I would be doing stuff like this. I would be investing in reducing waiting times for surgery 
and trying to invest in the current health system to get those things down as best we could. I would be investing in 
increasing the housing stock for social housing whilst I have the money to do so. Numbers vary with exactly how 
far down we are in housing stock, but let us say we wanted to put a couple of thousand units of housing stock back 
into the system as a land purchase, plus by the time we add the bureaucratic component on top, it would not be much 
cheaper than building your own four by two. Let us round it out to half a million dollars per unit. 
Hon Steve Martin: We are 1 300 down. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We are 1 300 down, so let us go with 2 000 and be more generous. If we were in charge, 
we would go higher because we are just generous that way. If we put 2 000 houses out there, that is a $1 billion exercise. 
With 2 000 houses at $500 000 a pop, suddenly we are spending a billion bucks. To be honest, we are never going to 
have a better opportunity to invest in the welfare of Western Australia than we do currently. I do not think we will 
ever see—I hope we never see—another outbreak of disease that has the same sort of impacts that COVID has had. 
When COVID came through, we had an excellent debate on what it did and did not look like. I put this position in 
the COVID debate, and I have not changed it: I do not think that COVID is the great pandemic of the twenty-first 
century. I really do not think that is the case. If we look at 100 years ago, Spanish flu came through. Estimates vary 
on Spanish flu, but my memory is that the estimated death rate is between 30 million and 50 million in a population 
of, let us say, four to five billion at the beginning of the twentieth century. In 1920, 1921, after World War I, troops were 
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travelling around the world and that spread Spanish flu. It is probably unfair to call it Spanish because the Spanish do 
not like it being called that, but it was a significant amount of death. The proportional death rate for Spanish flu was 
far higher than that of the current COVID-19 crisis at the beginning of the twenty-first century, 100 years later. There 
is every likelihood that there will be another pandemic around the corner. The interesting thing we will have to face 
going forward as a community, at both state and commonwealth government level, is that we will have spent a fortune 
at commonwealth government level to respond to this pandemic. This is the first worldwide pandemic in which 
governments have effectively thrown open massive expenditure to prevent the financial impacts hitting people. 
Those who are interested in the history of economics will remember that there was a great debate in the 1920s 
about whether governments should have thrown more money into expenditure during the Great Depression to cover 
the fact that the private sector had largely collapsed. That was, to some degree, the birth of Keynesian economics. 
There are economists who suggest that you can just spend whatever you like; that government cannot fail, and 
therefore you can just keep spending. Governments around the world have joined in on that. The United States 
government debt is, at the moment, in the order of $28 trillion, and there is not a budget surplus in sight. Australia’s 
debt is heading towards $1 trillion. That is pretty small in comparison with the US, but it is still a significant 
amount of debt. Countries around the world are debt-funded. 
The question we will ultimately face is this: when COVID-19 came along, countries could afford to go deeply and 
heavily into debt to make sure that the impact on citizens was minimised—there was still an impact, but it was certainly 
minimised—but will they be able to do the same thing if there is another pandemic in 10 years’ time? We will not 
have paid off any of the current debt by then. At what point do we start the downwards spiral of debt to the point at 
which we can no longer service it? If, for example, we have in 2030 another influenza virus, which is far more easily 
transmitted and has higher mortality rates, and we are still borrowing at that point, have not paid off any of the 
COVID-19 debt and are getting into a much higher debt level, will there come a point at which the whole system crashes? 
Western Australia will be in a very different situation. Western Australia is in a position in which iron ore, as a result 
of the COVID-19 response, has kept our income up to the point where we have made a profit out of COVID-19. 
We might be optimistic and say that national governments around the world will do the same thing in 2030, if that 
virus arrives then, so we will potentially make a profit in the future, but we cannot rely on that. At some point money 
runs out, particularly if interest rates start to go up. 
This government has been the recipient of a massive amount of money, and I ask members to have a look at that updated 
chart; they will see the government’s current boom in place. It is important to acknowledge that we cannot continue 
to rely on those levels of revenue beyond, I suspect, the next 18 months to two years. The correction will have to come, 
but as we get to that correction, it will be time for the government to focus on the needs of Western Australia rather than 
the government’s political standing, particularly with regard to the reputation of the Premier and his desire to be seen as 
a good financial manager. He is putting that in front of the welfare of Western Australia, and it is time for that to end. 
Mention was made earlier about the Premier giving himself the job of Treasurer. I am the first to acknowledge that 
that is not an unusual situation; certainly, it occurred with Richard Court, so it does happen. The question is whether 
his performance as Treasurer has been up to scratch. I want to take a few minutes to talk about that, because on 
his first day reading in legislation to the Western Australian Parliament as Treasurer, it did not work. 
The Supply Bill 2021 is a very small bill; it is a four-clause bill. The Treasurer also tabled an explanatory memorandum 
in the lower house. One would have thought that the Treasurer would have been pretty well across a four-clause bill 
because it is simple and uncomplicated. It has a short title and a commencement clause; clause 3 is the clause that 
issues the money, and clause 4 basically says that the money is to be available for the services and purposes voted for 
by the Parliament. It is a very simple bill; one would reckon that it would be pretty hard to mess it up.  
A one-page explanatory memorandum was first tabled in the Legislative Assembly. It said that clause 3 was for 
the issue and application of money being granted as supply for the year beginning on 1 July 2021 and ending on 
30 June 2022. That is the bill, and that is accurate. The explanatory memorandum for clause 3 got it wrong, though. 
In its original form, it stated — 

This clause provides for the issue and application of $15,108,098,500 (fifteen billion, one hundred and 
eight million, and ninety-eight thousand, five hundred dollars) from the Consolidated Account for the 
2020–21 financial year. 

One might think that it was just a slip of the pen that he had put it in the wrong financial year; it is only $15 108 000 000 
in change. But $15 billion is a fair bit of money, in my view, and more importantly, this is in a bill that is four clauses 
long. The explanatory memorandum is less than a page long. I do not know how many advisers there are, or whether 
the Premier and Treasurer read the explanatory memorandum before he tabled it. I do not know how many advisers 
in Treasury and in the Treasurer’s office looked at this and ticked it off, and suddenly it was tabled before the 
Parliament, but obviously not enough. 
I wonder if I might seek leave to table the original explanatory memorandum that was tabled in the lower house?  
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[Leave granted. See paper 331.] 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thought the minister might oppose that one! 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I was going to! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I would not have been upset if he had; that is okay! Give him another gold star, 
someone! The Minister for Mental Health is an excellent minister and very helpful. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: Platinum grade! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: He is going up! 
Hon Sue Ellery: It was me! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Gold star for the Leader of the House, sorry! We assumed it was the Minister for 
Mental Health. He absorbs all the goodwill that comes across; he is like a sponge! It is terrible! 
In the briefing we got for this bill I managed to point out that the government had made a mistake in the explanatory 
memorandum. I thought that the response would have been, “Oh, thank you very much. We’ll fix that. Oops! Yeah, 
we’ll wear that.” No doubt some very displeased conversations took place when they returned to their various 
offices. In an amazing twist of fate, we had also been briefed on the Treasurer's Advance Authorisation Bill 2021 
and we had asked for additional information to support the proceedings of that bill. The response we got back was, 
“No, you’re not having it because you told the public we’d made an error in the Supply Bill.” As I said with regard 
to the Treasurer's Advance Authorisation Bill 2021, I thought that was an incredibly petulant response and I think 
it was beneath the dignity of ministers. I am sure the Leader of the House and the Minister for Mental Health would 
not have approved of such an action. I thought that was immensely petulant of the Premier acting as the Treasurer, 
when we are actually just trying to help and correct. I thought that was a very poor behaviour and I think it reflects 
a degree of arrogance on the part of the Premier that he would take umbrage at a mere $15 billion error in his 
explanatory memorandum. Members might argue that one financial year does not matter, but I think it is important 
to get these things right. I guess a small error in a bill with 140-something clauses, which is what we have just 
completed, is fair enough. But given that the Supply Bill 2021 has only four clauses and the entire bill, explanatory 
memorandum and, from memory, the second reading speech could each fit on one page, I would have thought that it 
was worth a bit more scrutiny than that. It is the case that an error was made; we pointed it out and received a petulant 
response, but not in the Legislative Council, which, in my view, is the chamber that ultimately counts. I thank the 
Leader of the House and the Minister for Mental Health for being above such pettiness in this chamber. It behoves 
well for the formality of this chamber.  
I am coming to the conclusion of my remarks. The bill will effectively allow the government to expend funds on our 
behalf for the first four months of the current financial year. As I said, under the Financial Management Act 2006, 
the government can normally expend money for up to two months anyway but once again, because of the election, 
we are looking at a deferred budget. Obviously, Treasury struggled to make sure that legislation was through in time 
in October last year to allow for appropriations. I understand that October appropriations are problematic and therefore 
the aim is to try to get this in in September. I ask the minister to confirm that that is what needs to happen. I think it 
makes sense that the government aims for a September budget. The opposition is obviously happy to try to assist the 
process to allow the government to run the state during that period of time. It would be foolish of us to attempt to 
argue that supply should be blocked, which would mean that the government could not do what is wants to do.  
My final point is this: it is not just the fact that we support the government expending moneys to run government in 
Western Australia; we are asking the government to look at the way it expends it, particularly in the middle of the 
highest mining boom in the history of Western Australia. At a time when the government has the greatest capacity 
to do good things and fix some of the issues in Western Australia, it does not appear to be doing so. We urge the 
government to look at where it may expend that money because the people of Western Australia deserve better.  
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [3.42 pm] — in reply: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for his contribution this afternoon and for his indication of the opposition’s 
support for the Supply Bill 2021. When the Leader of the Opposition stood in this place with his chart, I thought—
I shared this thought with Hon Dan Caddy, MLC, who is away from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business—
that he reminded me very clearly of Alan Kohler from the ABC, who loves a chart. If the leader is not in this place 
in the future, perhaps he could take a role on ABC news. He held that chart very well.  
I also thank the Leader of the Opposition for his suggestions about how the state finances should be spent. He will have 
to wait until September to see the budget. I confirm that 9 September is indeed budget day this year and there will be 
lots of good news at that time. I take exception to the use of the words “free money” because just like there is no such 
thing as a free lunch, there is certainly no such thing as free money. Higher royalty income helps the government put 
together the budget and, importantly, we have been able to use revenue windfalls to reduce debt and support service 
delivery since we came to office in 2017. The honourable Leader of the Opposition also made the point that the way 
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that we in Western Australia estimate the price of iron ore is not dissimilar to how his colleagues in the federal 
Liberal–National government estimate iron ore prices. Certainly, we are not going to change how we do that.  
I was happy to allow the Leader of the Opposition to table the explanatory memorandum. Mistakes are often made 
and it is regrettable when that occurs, but no process is immune to errors; they inevitably arise from time to time. 
In fact, there have been many instances of errors in documents considered by Parliament, including this house. 
I am reminded that when the Graffiti Vandalism Bill 2015 was debated in this house, Hon Michael Mischin advised 
the house that an error had been in his second reading speech and that error related to finances. Further, several 
amendments were made to the Road Traffic Act 1974 by the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment Bill 2016, 
including those to rectify mistakes introduced into the Road Traffic Act by the Road Traffic Legislation Amendment 
Act 2012. Mistakes happen from time to time. I acknowledge the fine work of the Treasurer. In fact, I make the 
point that since Western Australia began, a significant number of Premiers have also served as Treasurer. It is more 
extraordinary for the Premier to not be the Treasurer. I had a list somewhere but I cannot find it now; I will bring 
it to Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s attention at a later stage of the year.  
Back to the chart for a second, it is worth pointing out—again, I thank the honourable member for tabling his chart—
that it shows very clearly that under successive Labor governments, revenue has generally exceeded spending, allowing 
us to contain net debt by running surpluses, which, of course, is the reverse of what happened under the coalition 
government, certainly in the latter years. Yes, I, too, place on the record my congratulations to Hon Eric Ripper; 
he did a great job as Treasurer, as did Treasurer Wyatt as Treasurer and as Premier Mark McGowan is doing.  
Again, I thank the opposition for its support of this bill. On behalf of the Treasurer, I look forward to reading the 
budget into this house later in the year. There will be plenty of good things and lots of good news in that budget, 
so stay tuned. I commend the bill to the house.  
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time.  
[Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Mental Health), and passed. 
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