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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [5.05 pm]: I am resisting the urge to 
do a recap for the benefit of the Minister for Regional Development. As tempting as it is, we might progress onto 
a few other issues. 
The PRESIDENT: Please do, honourable member. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, President. 
I will note a couple of things I was talking about before the question time interruption. At one point I was discussing 
the government putting money aside in separate little blocks of cash into special purpose accounts and other sorts 
of holding accounts. It is pertinent to note that on page 6 of budget paper No 3, the government has left itself 
a little breathing space in relation to the COVID response—the nearly $9 billion we talked about before. There is 
a section in which, with regard to the COVID-19 response, the government has set aside $800 million as a general 
government spending provision. Of that, $240 million is set aside for the public hospital system. I guess that is 
what a government does when it has an awful lot of money, but that is just one more account along the lines of the 
accounts we were talking about previously. The government has set aside a huge amount of money that it can call 
upon at a later date. 
Similarly, there is another interesting one on page 99 of budget paper No 3. With regard to “Election Commitments” 
under “Primary Industries and Regional Development”, there is a line “Small Commitments” of $13.4 million. 
I am always nervous when such things are run together and called “Small Commitments”. Hopefully during the 
estimates process we might get a total breakdown of those small commitments for primary industries and regional 
development. That might be interesting. 
There are a couple of other issues before we get onto some specifics. One is in relation to expenditure. The government 
trading enterprises have not been asked for significant dividends. Again, that is not necessarily a bad move, as it is 
simply a matter of accounting practice; that is, $2.4 billion that would otherwise have come to the government coffers 
have been held over in those GTEs. The biggest GTE, the one that makes the biggest dollars, is the Water Corporation. 
It is setting aside $1.4 billion for the next desalination plant. That is an issue that the opposition has chased for some 
years. The question is: at what point will the state need an alternative water source that is not rainfall-dependent 
or an underground source? It was always the case, from those early rounds of questions two, three or four years ago, 
that the middle of the 2020s was likely to be the time that we would go forward with that. I suspect that the $1.4 billion 
will sit in another Water Corporation holding account for that period. We will have to watch that fairly carefully, 
because if it turns out that the government does not require an additional desalination plant for some reason, there 
will be $1.4 billion sitting there. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is probably highly unlikely, member. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Probably. I suspect that it will be necessary, although we have not seen the business 
case for it. It was always likely that the next water source would be a desalination plant as the underground supply is 
probably coming to the end of its easy run. But it should be noted that a total of $2.4 billion has been set aside from 
dividends. Again, it is an example of the massive income of the government of Western Australia at the moment. 
In terms of setting aside $800 million as a general government spending provision for COVID-19, it might be useful 
for the government to have a bit of a look at its COVID-19 compensation package. It is absolutely the case that small 
businesses have suffered when there have been lockdowns, and probably more so from the uncertainty about what 
is appropriate when the government inflicts a rapid shutdown. Sometimes shutdowns are rapid. I remember driving 
from here to Albany for an Anzac Day event and not realising that the rules had changed. I arrived late, went to bed 
and, funnily enough, got up for a dawn service. Not everybody is aware of the shutdowns all of the time. Some of 
the shutdowns are remarkably quick. 
The impact on business is not insignificant. Businesses in Western Australia deserve a standardised set of rules, 
especially given the amount of money the government has available to it. Members might remember that we started 
the process of examining this budget by saying that this government has more money than any government that 
has preceded it. It has a $5.6 billion surplus for 2020–21 and a $15 billion surplus over five years. One of the most 
astounding things has been the comments of the Minister for Small Business about why some small businesses 
were in and some were out in terms of getting compensation as a result of COVID lockdowns. Some businesses got 
no compensation while others did. The amount of compensation paid is nowhere near the level of losses incurred 
by businesses. I would hate governments to underwrite all losses all the time—that would be a very unhealthy place 
to be—but problems occur when the government starts to pick winners and losers. Governments have traditionally 
been very poor at doing that. That is what this government has done; it picked winners and losers. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 14 September 2021] 

 p3811c-3817a 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas 

 [2] 

In the first set of lockdowns, the government decided that even if a business in a regional area could demonstrate 
losses, it was not eligible because the lockdown applied only to the Perth and Peel regions. Notwithstanding the 
fact that many people from Perth and Peel would normally have driven to the south west, the wheatbelt or the midwest 
to escape the city and expend their holiday dollars, businesses in those regions were excluded from compensation. 
In the second lockdown, plenty of groups were still excluded. Interestingly, this time the compensation was not 
based on a geographical area. I suspect that the poor old Minister for Small Business had been severely berated for 
putting on the compensation package a geographic restriction that did not make any sense, so he then put an industry 
by industry restriction on compensation. This did not make any more sense than the geographical one, but it gave 
him an alternative to play with. Plenty of businesses missed out on compensation following the second lockdown. 
Some businesses were in and some were out. People struggled to understand the rules on who could apply. Businesses 
across the board could not understand why, if both they and their neighbour could demonstrate a significant loss, they 
would miss out on the compensation package but their neighbour would get it. It was $3 000; it was not going to 
make anybody rich, but it was a contribution to their turnover in recognition of the financial pain that the government 
had inflicted on businesses. The government was sharing a little of that pain. It did not share all of it or most of it; 
it was just a small proportion of it. 
Why would one business be eligible and the business next door not be eligible? That is the problem when governments 
pick winners and losers. The reason put forward by the Minister for Small Business was that it was taxpayer dollars 
and the government needed to be very careful with them. As if the government was short of taxpayer dollars! As 
if the Premier, who is also the Treasurer, who was rolling in that money bin, needed to demonstrate restraint to the 
point at which people missed out because he did not have enough dollars in his pocket to hand out! The government 
will have a $15 billion surplus over five years. That must rankle every person who was treated so disrespectfully 
and shamefully during that compensation process. 
Surely the government could come up with a set of standardised rules. If the government urgently and rapidly applies 
a COVID shutdown, with which I think everybody in the house agrees when it is required, it will have a significant 
impact on businesses. It could be a caterer who has purchased a significant amount of food for an event that is then 
cancelled overnight. It could be even more simple than that. What about businesses whose clients can no longer get 
to them? I know that this was a sore point for allied health providers who were unable to provide their services during 
the last lockdown. I am referring to physios, occupational therapists and those who provide support services; they 
were not compensated. They were not eligible for compensation, despite the fact that they could demonstrate 
significant losses in their businesses. They were excluded by the government on the basis that it did not have the 
money to pay them compensation, when it has more money than it can shake a stick at. How outrageously galling 
it must be for those businesses that were so egregiously slighted and ignored. 
I think there is an opportunity to take a much better approach to this. The government should take this on board. It 
should look at what industries and businesses have to suffer through when a lockdown is enforced. The compensation 
is a token payment—$3 000 will not save a business that is on its knees—but it is made in recognition of the impact 
of the decisions made by government. But why treat people differently? Why pick winners and losers? Hairdressers 
were in but physios were out. What on earth makes the government think that it is a good decision-maker in terms of 
picking winners and losers in business? Surely there is a better way to do this. If a government was ever going to do it 
better, surely now would be the time, when it has $15 billion of surpluses to play with. This is an outrageous situation. 
I come back to the theme that I keep returning to—that is, in an era of a $5.6 billion surplus in one financial year 
and $15 billion in surpluses over five years, we find ourselves in the middle of crises in health, housing, skills, and 
COVID-19 compensation. The bills for COVID were paid for in advance by iron ore, taxes and commonwealth 
grants. The money required to pay the bills associated with COVID was sitting in the coffers of this government 
well before COVID actually struck—from a year before—yet we do not have a standardised process that business 
will be able to understand when this government inflicts another lockdown on it. Another lockdown will come. 
We will not get 100 per cent vaccination coverage. Ultimately, we will not keep COVID-19—the coronavirus—
out of this state forever. It is interesting to see that most places get to that 70 per cent vaccination rate and then see 
the rate slow down. That last 20 to 25 per cent is going to be very, very tough. Unless we put up a brick wall at the 
border and let nobody in, it will eventually get here. It is simply a mathematical calculation of the risk by the number 
of incursions—that is how epidemiology works. If we have enough incursions and if there is any risk at all, then it 
will ultimately get in. There will be an outbreak. If we have high vaccination numbers and good systems in place, it 
will be a small and hopefully well-managed outbreak, but it will happen, and there will be further lockdowns. How 
will businesses be treated by a government that has $15 billion in its kitty that it is trying to work out how to spend? 
That should be an embarrassment for the government. The government’s performance to date on managing small 
businesses through the COVID crisis should be an embarrassment to itself, and I would like to think that we could 
look at this and ask it to do better. 
The issue of skills shortages is ongoing, particularly in the agricultural sector, and I know that we have recently 
asked the Minister for Agriculture and Food; Regional Development a couple of questions on how that is going to 
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be repaired. We are actually trying to get to the key of this, because we are trying to support the position of the 
Minister for Agriculture and Food. I get the feeling that the minister for agriculture is making a genuine attempt, 
perhaps not successfully at this point, to rectify this problem. I give her some credit for that. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Sorry, which problem, again? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: This is agricultural workforce. I think some things are occurring and I think that the 
minister is trying to make an attempt to rectify this. I have not yet got the minister to answer the question of how 
much progress has been made on a business case for Bladin Village in the Northern Territory. I suspect that the 
minister has looked at that in some detail. We finally got to the point last week when the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition, Hon Colin de Grussa, posed a question that the minister answered suggesting that a business case or 
proposal of some form was in train but potentially not yet finished. I think that we need to keep coming back to 
that process and that question. I am hoping that, at some point, the minister for agriculture will tell us how far that 
business case or proposal has progressed. Was it finished or not? I suspect that the fence that cannot be jumped on 
this issue is probably not the Minister for Regional Development but the Premier. If that is the case, that is a shame. 
I would like to think that the Minister for Regional Development recognises this issue of not being able to get an 
adequate workforce in train and the threat that poses to the agricultural sector. 
That is not to say that Bladin Village in the Northern Territory is the only solution. It has to be pointed out that other 
state governments in Australia have constructed their own solutions. I understand that the proposal for a facility at 
Toowoomba in Queensland has been done without any federal funding; the state has stepped up and provided 
the resources required. As is indicated by the budget papers and the briefing notes provided to us, Queensland 
is a state that is significantly worse off and has been more impacted by the COVID crisis than has the state of 
Western Australia. If Queensland can do it, maybe Western Australia could have done this as well. That was an 
option that might have been looked at. I do not know whether going it alone has been examined—I think that is 
a question that the Minister for Regional Development should answer at some point—but it is obviously the case 
that some states have done exactly that. At the very least, I think the Minister for Regional Development should 
tell us how far the business case that she said last week was being developed has been developed. Has it got to the 
point of being a formal proposal? Did that formal proposal go to the Premier; and, if so, did the Premier, through the 
process of national cabinet, I guess, submit that proposal to the commonwealth? I would be very interested to hear 
the answers to those questions. I do not know whether the government will be making responses to the budget speech, 
but it would not be the first time that the Minister for Regional Development has made a contribution and spoken 
on the budget. That would perhaps be an opportunity for the minister to provide those answers so that we can work 
out whether she has done the job that we would expect but is being hamstrung by the Premier, or whether there is 
an alternative answer to that. That would be a great thing to find out. We may have to ask that question more formally. 
As we know, we do not necessarily get answers to the questions that we ask; certainly, we do not get substantive 
answers to those questions. That is one question I would like answered. Again, at a time when this state has ample 
funds, that might be another way that the state of Western Australia could invest some of its $15 billion surplus to 
support the community of Western Australia. That might be a useful outcome. 
One way that the government of Western Australia proposes to spend some of this $15 billion surplus—this enormous 
largesse—is on a response package to the closure of the timber industry in Western Australia. That is in the budget 
papers in a number of places. If we look at page 5 of budget paper No 3, we see the creation of a $750 million climate 
action fund, which includes $350 million for the expansion of the state’s softwood plantation estate, $206 million for 
some renewable energy initiatives—we have not got to the point of knowing what those are, whether it is wave energy 
or anything else; we will tease it out in the budget estimates—and $50 million for the development of renewable 
hydrogen. I think we have all become fans of the hydrogen industry and sector, so I am sure that will be gratefully 
received and widely supported. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You’re not suggesting you people were first, are you? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No, but the Minister for Regional Development might remember that when she opened 
the plant in the South Metropolitan Region a couple of years ago, I was there. I remember the minister having a slight 
jab at me at the time. It is not the case that I specifically or the opposition have been blind and not engaged in this process. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Nothing happened during the Barnett government. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The joy is that I was not here during the Barnett government, so the minister can tell 
me what happened then all she likes. It is all grist for the mill, because I was not a part of it. All I can tell the minister 
is that when I returned—I have a feeling it was 2019; it might have been 2018—the minister opened the plant not 
far from Cockburn, and I was present at the time. It is not as if the hydrogen process is unknown or unsupported. 
I want to focus on the timber process in particular. There is $350 million for the state’s softwood plantation, and 
$50 million has also been provided. We do not know whether that is a compensation package for the timber industry, 
but it is true that the timber industry was absolutely blindsided by this announcement. Maybe it should not have 
been. Perhaps the timber industry took the government far too much at its word and should have adopted a far 
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more cynical approach. As I said last week during a fairly heated debate, I still remember the Minister for Forestry, 
Hon Dave Kelly’s media release of 3 December 2019, in which he spruiked the benefits of the timber industry. It said 
that the native hardwood timber industry was worth more than $200 million a year to the state of Western Australia, 
with hundreds of jobs—800 jobs, I think it said—and that all those things were critically important. 
The timber industry probably should have looked at the government’s so-called consultation process about the 
new forest management plan and seen this coming. I guess the argument could be made that the timber industry was 
naive in assuming that the government had any other agenda apart from its demise. A cynic would look at this as 
an immensely contrived process. For some reason, the timber industry took the government at its word when, in 2019, 
it said that the industry had a future. It is the case that this industry has been undermined by government processes 
all the way along. What the Western Australian timber industry has needed for something like 30 years is a genuine 
definition of the word “sustainable”. The word “sustainable” is chucked around a lot. It was in Hon Dave Kelly’s 
2019 press release: “We need to make the timber industry sustainable.” I have been around long enough to remember 
the regional forest agreement with the commonwealth that we signed in the late 1990s. Its intent was to make the timber 
industry sustainable. During the 2001 election campaign, the Labor Party had its old-growth forest policy, and if we read 
the rhetoric of Hon Geoff Gallop, we see that the policy was to make the industry sustainable. A new forest management 
plan was initiated in 2003—it is a 10-year rolling plan—and obviously it had to reflect the old-growth forest strategy. 
That should have made the timber industry sustainable and the new plan in 2013 should have made the timber industry 
sustainable. There has been government failure on all sides for as long as I can remember in that I do not think there 
has been a forest management plan that genuinely sought to make the timber industry sustainable in the long term. 
But that has not been the agenda of those opposed to the timber industry. Their agenda has been to stop the harvest of 
any tree, because cutting down any tree is a problem. The timber industry has fought forever to hold on to its resource. 
Now the majority of its remaining resource will disappear. Effectively, some timber will come out of the mining sector. 
There will be some thinnings but not much more than that. It needs to be said, of course, that if we do not cut down 
trees of a reasonable bole size, we would just be taking thinnings. For the most part, we would be taking thinnings 
from trees with a bole size in the category of 10 to 20 centimetres. It will be very interesting to see what will be made 
out of those. To be honest, because it is young, growing timber, even just to make firewood it would have to be stored 
for a fair period. This industry, which has been on its knees several times in the past, will once again be on its knees. 
The sum of $350 million will be put into plantations. We have to assume that it will pretty much all go into pine 
plantation. That in itself is not a bad thing, except it needs to be remembered that the state lost a massive amount 
of pine in the Yarloop and Bridgetown fires and the pine planting regime has been significantly reduced. There is 
that absolute dearth; there is a cliff coming up. There will not be enough pine to service the state for 15 years and we 
will potentially be importing pine. Although the government’s investment of significant dollars into pine plantations 
is welcome, it has to find the land, plant the pines and wait 25 to 30 years for the trees to grow. There is an enormous 
lag time between that and anybody getting a benefit from this investment, apart from those who are planting. That 
is not saving an industry; it is useful. It will serve a function in the future but that process will not save the industry. 
At the other end, there is $50 million effectively for a compensation process. Fifty million dollars is not going to 
cut it; it is less than the amount of money that the new owners of the Nannup and Whittakers–Greenbushes mills 
have spent upgrading their equipment in the last couple of years. That was on the encouragement, I might add, of 
the Minister for Forestry, Hon Dave Kelly, who was glowing in his press release about the sale of those two mills 
and the investment that would come. It would have been nice, I suspect, if that company had been told that the 
Labor Party intended to shatter the entire industry before it invested $50 million or $60 million of its own cash. 
That would have been handy to know, but that did not happen. Fifty million dollars will not cover the investment 
that has been put into these things. The $350 million plantation investment is ultimately welcome, but it will not 
have a significant impact on the industry until those trees are at least ready to thin or more likely ready to harvest 
25 to 30 years down the track. In the meantime, an industry that could have been made sustainable would have been 
sacrificed, and that is the bit that gets me. We could have been having a debate about what is sustainable. There is 
a harvest of jarrah logs that is sustainable. Interestingly, because there is less demand for karri—we are not sending 
out the same levels of woodchips—there is probably a sustainability level for karri that might be higher than the 
current harvest. We could probably increase and sustainably manage the harvest of karri over the long term. We want 
to take the logging rotations of jarrah back out to a more appropriate time frame, which, to be honest, is probably 
around 120 years, but it has got significantly less than that. As more and more of the older harvested forest is pulled 
out of harvest, we have to go back into areas that were harvested far more recently to try to get the resource. 
If the government was to reform the timber industry in this state, it could have asked, “What is the total amount that 
we can harvest? We want to put in a 120-year rotation and we know that that is going to drop the amount of jarrah 
we can harvest.” Everybody involved with the upcoming forest management plan expected the harvest to drop from 
130 000 cubic metres of bole log, sawlog and residuals to under 100 000—probably under 90 000. It would have 
been worthwhile investing in finding out what the true definition of “sustainable” was in those jarrah forests and 
allowing that to develop. But that is not what the government did. The government threw out the definition of 
“sustainability” because it thinks that it can get more votes in the areas in which it wants to get them. The party of 
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Hon Dr Brad Pettitt should be careful that the Labor Party does not “out-green” the Greens! That does not usually 
work; in recent times that certainly did not do other parties any good. It does not necessarily do parties any good 
when they try to out-green the Greens. I will be interested in the outcome of this political manipulation to see whether 
the Labor Party can out-green the Greens, change that vote and pick up those extra votes or whether, after thanking 
the Labor Party for killing off the timber industry, the green movement simply demands the next sacrifice and the 
next sacrifice and does not change. There will still be a green movement out there. I suspect that once they have come 
for the foresters, there will be somebody else on the list. That is an absolute shame, and it is devastating to the people 
in the south west. It is another industry lost. I think that is enormously problematic. 
I am looking for the exact reference to another point I want to make. I will see whether I can find it. The $350 million 
plantation fund is spruiked in the budget papers as the planting of trees to contribute to locking up carbon and climate 
change. I thought that was a very brave move. Maybe the Labor Party cannot out-green the Greens yet. When the 
budget papers say that the government is tying up this carbon plantation, it needs to be remembered that at some 
point—I imagine the plantations will mostly be pine—the trees will get cut down and be used as structural timber. 
That being the case, is that carbon in a cut-down tree still stored? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes, it is. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Absolutely. Here is the problem: the Greens will say that having a forest, harvesting 
some of it and tying that carbon up in structural timber for the next 100 years does not count, because a tree cannot 
be cut down. I am pleased to see in the budget papers that the government has said that trees can be cut down and 
more regrown and that carbon can be stored. I think that is great; it is really good. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: If you burn the trees, if you cut them down and use them as firewood, then you are 
not storing carbon. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is right, but we will come back to firewood in a minute. 
Jarrah’s original use was for structural timber. There is still a bit of structural timber out there. There is some artisan 
timber; there is some structural timber. People still build things out of jarrah on occasions. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: There is a little bit. Jarrah floorboards still go down in people’s houses. It still exists. 
That is the industry that has now been closed down. The interesting thing is that the justification has been climate 
change. We can no longer harvest it because climate change demands that we leave the trees exactly where they 
are, except for the far greater part of the compensation package put together by the government, which is to put 
plantations in from which trees will be cut down and put into structural timber. Talk about a double standard. This 
is an absolute double standard. Trees cannot be cut down, because the carbon cannot be stored, but they can be if 
it is a plantation in which the government has invested. Hang on a minute; the government cannot have it both 
ways. That is the problem with the government: if it is trying to out-green the Greens and is trying to rid of the Greens’ 
end of that argument, the government has to plant new forests and never touch them in order to be competitive. 
I think it is great that that is in the budget. I cannot find the exact page it is written on. I will probably find it after I sit 
down! It is a great line to say that plantation timbers will contribute to the government’s response on climate change! 
If anybody happens to have recorded that reference, please let me know, because I think it is a cracker. 
There are a few other things I want to start moving through a bit more rapidly. I think we have done the general budget 
process. I think we have looked at the good luck rather than good management argument. We have looked at where the 
money has come from. It is now time to have a bit of a discussion about where some of the money is going. We started 
that process after question time. There are a few things I would like to look at. The first one will go right to the heart of 
the Minister for Regional Development. Surely, with a $15 billion surplus, the minister can do something about replacing 
the Boyanup saleyards. I am a supporter of the minister’s plan to extend the current lease for 10 years, because we have 
basically run out of time now; there is very little alternative. Surely it is time, with $15 billion worth of surplus, to fix 
this in the longer term. It only gets fixed if we complete the original regional saleyards strategy, as endorsed by the late 
Hon Kim Chance and, originally, by all our political parties. The government has $15 billion in surpluses. It should take 
some money and finish the regional saleyards strategy. Take Boyanup saleyards, move them out of town and put them 
somewhere where they can provide a long-term service. I think it is time when the government has that level of money. 
I do not understand why the Shire of Capel seems determined to mess around with the 10-year lease extension. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: They have had six CEOs in three years. They are incapable of making a decision. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The shire president has just announced he wants to run for Mayor of Bunbury. The 
world has indeed gone crazy. I would like to say that the south west is perfect, but there is a bit of nuttiness that comes 
in every now and again. That is a little particular. 
Hon Jackie Jarvis: Don’t talk about yourself like that! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am the only sane person in the world! 
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I think it is time to act. There is a lot of agreement. We agree that the extension is to be put in place, and then I think 
the minister should bite the bullet and find the money. I think she has problems with the Premier. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Do you think there is a business case to support that, seriously? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Does the minister think there is a business case to support public transport? I mean, 
it is massively subsidised. We move people around on buses and trains. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is the whole mobility of the city. The whole workability of the city depends on 
it, and it benefits everyone. Imagine how many roads you would have to build if you did not have public transport. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It still requires a massive subsidy. This would be a very small subsidy. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected.  
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! Members, we are moving beyond some discreet interjections! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think that is a reasonable thing that should be addressed in the budget. 
While we are down in that neck of the woods, the energy transition is going to be a fairly painful process, typically 
around the town of Collie. With the main coal-fired units, Muja C and D, unit 5 closes next year and unit 6 goes 
in two years’ time. To be honest, from everything that I hear, I am concerned that Collie A, which is the newest power 
station, is in a state in which it might not outlast Muja D units 7 and 8. That will advance the closure of coalmining 
in Collie. I understand there is $100 million, and I think the government has added an extra $20 million to the fund. 
It would probably be good for the forestry industry if it got an equivalent $120 million, rather than the $50 million 
on offer, but we can quibble about that later. There will be significant economic impact and hurt in the town of Collie if 
that process is sped up. I still have concerns about where a lot of that money is going, and a lot of it is coming out of the 
royalties for regions fund. Some of the projects are reasonable; they will create jobs. I quite like the driverless vehicle 
training exercise. I think that is a good unit to put in Collie. I am concerned about other ones though. I raised this in the 
debate last week. I will be interested to see precisely how many permanent full-time jobs are in place as a result of the 
$120 million spent on this package, bearing in mind that $40 million of it came from dud election commitments that the 
minister at least had the good sense to throw away and start over. Those things need to be addressed. Again, an era in 
which the government has $15 billion in services is surely an era in which the government shows some vision and invests 
in the diversification of that economy. The entire economy of Western Australia requires diversification; the entire 
economy needs to be looked at. That is where some of that vision should have gone, and that vision is missing.  
It is not in my area, Mr Deputy President; it is more so in yours. I have been asking the minister representing the 
Minister for Transport what is happening with the tier 3 grain line business cases. I cannot get a better answer out 
of the government than I got out of the Bladin Village one. When will those business cases be completed and when will 
they be submitted to the federal government? This is what the government is spending its money on—a lack of vision 
and a lack of intent. With a federal election coming up in the next eight or nine months, surely that would be the time to 
present the government’s proposal to the commonwealth, if it is seeking funding. Surely at a time when it has $15 billion 
worth of surpluses, that is when it could invest. We cannot even get an answer to our question about where the business 
case is. Three business cases are being worked up to be submitted. Where are they? Have they been submitted? Let us 
get some answers. I am getting very tired of not getting answers from the government. It talks about a rolled-gold level 
of accountability. It is very hard to get a straight answer. I would like to know where is the business case on tier 3 lines. 
Where is that money, where is the business case and how much should be asked for from the federal government? 
There are a few other things I would like to speak about very quickly. I have a few examples of the government 
not supporting the community, despite having the money and the capacity. Tier 3 rail lines is one of those. One of 
the others is the upgrade to Bunbury Hospital at South West Health Campus. It is in the budget papers. The estimated 
total cost is $200 million. Practical completion is not anticipated until the last quarter of 2027. We are not even at the 
last quarter of 2021. There is a six-year process. I refer to that because one of the greatest failings of this government 
has been in managing the health system. Its biggest crisis appears to be in housing. I will let others talk in more 
detail about why there is a crisis in housing when there is a set of surpluses worth $15 billion. The management of 
the health system surely needs to be looked at. I will say the same thing about the Bunbury hospital as I do about 
the Albany Health Campus and a range of other ones, and it probably applies in Perth. The government has a couple 
of choices when it gets into office: it can invest in hospitals and emergency departments to meet the needs of the 
people or it can divert some of that demand elsewhere. I know that the Minister for Mental Health is an advocate for 
trying to get additional resources into that sector. Emergency departments are not always, or are very rarely, the best 
place for acute mental health disorders. It is an even worse place to try to house those who are afflicted with drug 
addictions who often become violent. It is time for some investment in that system as well. I know there is some 
money in the budget for that. Again, we come to a position where, with $15 billion in surplus, much of it in advance, 
we are in the middle of a health crisis and a housing crisis. It should not be that way. It should not be the case that, 
with all this money floating around, service delivery to the state of Western Australia is as poor as it is. 
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I would like to get to a couple of other things and then I will rest. I have asked a range of questions about alternative 
systems in wastewater treatment. Again, I struggle to get answers to those questions. Another thing I struggle 
to get answers for is the rewards of the machinery-of-government changes introduced by the government. At 
some point, surely the government will give us a rundown of precisely what has been saved and precisely what 
improvements in services are available. The machinery-of-government changes were lauded, a bit like the Office 
of Shared Services was lauded some years ago. There were to be major savings and major improvements. We keep 
asking what level of savings and what level of improvement this government has been able to deliver with those 
things. We are still asking. Again, we are unable to get an answer. I know it is difficult. We go in with all sorts 
of great and bold hopes that the government will be able to save money and improve service delivery. Certainly, 
with the Office of Shared Services, the intent was good. Changing departments is often a bit like the old changing 
of the deckchairs. If we change the stationery, we do not make much in the way of savings. At some point, the 
government needs to have a good look at whether this is a good system. It is incredibly difficult to manage when we 
have super departments with five or six ministers rolling through. We would like to think there was some economic 
or service benefit for going through all those painful exercises. The government seems unable to tell us precisely 
what that looks like. 
I intend to sum up by running through a couple of key things. This is a budget of astounding proportions. We have 
the biggest economic fiscal boom in the history of this country. There is more money than any government has seen 
before by a significant margin. But it will not always be that way. The iron ore price will correct. At some point 
in the not-too-distant future, we will see what that correction looks like. At that point, we will see whether there is 
any financial management—good, bad or indifferent—occurring in the McGowan government. 
This government has its priorities askew when it comes to managing money in and money out. It is very good at 
collecting money. It is very good at sitting on that money. Like Scrooge McDuck, it is easy to roll around in the 
Money Bin. It is a wonderful feeling, I imagine. When the service delivery in this state is in the state that it is, it is an 
embarrassment to have that level of money. If this is a report card, this budget should have a piece of cardboard that 
says, “Okay. Been a bit lucky but must do better.” I want to see the “do better” part. I want to see the government explain 
how it will take this embarrassment of wealth and deliver better outcomes, economic diversification and better delivery 
of service because, in all honesty, that is not what the government presented in the budget papers on Thursday. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Pierre Yang. 
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