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ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 27 October on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Mental Health) — 
That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 534A–D (2021–22 
budget papers) laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 9 September 2021 

HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [11.31 am]: It is nice to finally get to do my budget reply speech. 
Although it feels like the budget was quite a long time ago, it has given me some time to reflect on the budget. 
When I think about budgets, I am reminded of this quote by former Vancouver city planner and planning expert 
Brent Toderian — 

The truth about a city’s aspirations isn’t found in its vision. It’s found in its budget. 
I think the same could be said about a state or a nation. The truth about a state’s aspirations is also found in its budget. 
It was a really interesting process going through this budget to try to understand where the state is going and what 
we are doing. As I am one of the last to make a speech on the budget, I do not want to go over what has been covered 
very well by other members—the $5.6 billion surplus, the cost of iron ore and the big ticket items like new hospitals 
and health spending. I want to take a different tack and look at this budget through the lens of what it means for this 
state as we face some of the big challenges on the horizon. Of course, we have the COP26 summit coming up in 
Glasgow, but I not only want to look at the budget through a climate change lens, but also transport and city planning 
lenses, and around mental health, homelessness and housing as well. 
As I have said before in this chamber, there is no bigger challenge for the planet right now than climate change. 
I think we are seeing some very encouraging signs around the Glasgow COP26 summit about the changes that 
need to be made this decade. Probably one of the most exciting things we are seeing now is that the idea of net zero 
by 2050 is no longer where the debate is at; it is around the huge transition and transformation that needs to be 
made this decade. This decade we will need to get our energy grid running on predominantly renewable energy. It is 
a decade in which we will have to stop investing in new fossil fuel projects. The International Energy Agency, the 
United Nations and others are saying that there is no need for new fossil fuel projects and we need to be investing 
more in clean energy jobs—that is, green hydrogen and lithium, which are things this state is well-placed to do. In 
our transport sector—I will come back to this—we need to move to more public transport, electric vehicles and 
other modes of low-emission transport that are going to be very much part of the necessary transition. 
When I look at this budget through a climate change lens, I can see some good things, but I also make the point 
that the budget does not take us far enough down the necessary path of transition. The $750 million climate fund is 
a good chunk of money, but drilling down into that, we see it is predominantly for softwood plantations—which is 
important, and I support that—and transition for workers in that space. Drilling down a bit more, we see a lot of very 
small amounts. I will give some examples. The $15 million carbon innovation grants program will be topped up to 
$26 million in this budget. The $15 million renewable hydrogen fund will be topped up with a further $50 million 
in this budget. They are both good initiatives. Then there is the $16 million clean energy future fund. Drilling down 
on the clean energy future fund was quite interesting; it makes a lot of sense to support the implementation of 
innovation in clean energy projects in WA, and I am certainly really keen to see that. We drilled down into this fund 
and, interestingly, it was launched in 2020. There were two successful recipients of this grant in round 1. They got 
$2.6 million combined, which will save 53 000 tons of emissions, which is good. Round 2 opened in January, but 
there have been no announcements around those grants. What is interesting is that the $16 million fund has given 
away less than $3 million to date, and despite round 2 opening at the start of this year, here we are almost in November — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Which fund are you talking about? Sorry; member. 
Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: It is the $16 million clean energy future fund. The fund has expended $2.6 million so 
far and the last round does not seem to have progressed to awarding any grants to new applicants. One of the things 
I want to highlight in this debate is that there are some good initiatives in this budget but we have to make sure 
that we spend the money; there is no point putting money in a budget if the government is not going to spend it. There 
was some good discussion in the previous non-government business motion about Mike Cannon-Brookes that led 
me to reflect that the government is giving away relatively small amounts around climate transition, but an individual 
like Mike Cannon-Brookes is giving away $1.5 billion for 1.5 degrees—it has quite a nice ring to it; it would be nice 
to be wealthy enough to round up that figure—in addition to the $20 billion Sun Cable project in the Northern Territory. 

I raise that on the back of Hon Wilson Tucker’s comments about Mike Cannon-Brookes, because that is the level 
of commitment we need. Giving away small grants of $2 million here and there will not get us there. We need serious 
ambition this decade. I will say it again: WA, like every other state, needs to get to net zero by 2050, preferably long 
before, but the bulk of that work has to be done this decade. We have the sun, the wind, the land and the smart people. 
We just need the ambition from government, along with the very good individuals we have in the state, to back this 
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and get that transition well underway. I get worried when I look at this budget because I see—for those who want 
to follow this, it is on page 680 of budget paper No 2, volume—the Department of Water and Environmental 
Regulation has an allocation of $5.5 million to oversee and implement the Western Australian climate change policy 
and the electric vehicle strategy from now until 2025. Looking at how the money will be spent, it ramps up from 
$274 000 last financial year to $1.8 million this financial year, which is good. It is slightly down to $1.7 million in 
the following year and down again to $1.1 million the year after that. By 2024–25, it is down to $300 000. I struggle 
to understand that. If the government is serious about climate ambition and overseeing a climate change policy 
and strategy for this decade, why are those amounts ramping down? It will be at its highest this year and then it is 
ramping down. 

It is even stranger when looking at the line below. The government is spending over five times that amount on the 
very excitingly titled “whole-of-government regulatory approvals process” instead of spending it on climate 
change. Again, that sounds like a good thing to do, but I think we have a problem when the government is spending 
many times more on regulatory approvals processes than it is on implementing a climate policy, which is the biggest 
challenge of this decade. The government is ramping down, not up. I go back to Brent Toderian’s statement that 
it is not in government announcements or vision statements where we see the true intent of a government, but in the 
budget. In this budget we can see some measures that will allow emissions in this state to increase during this term 
of government. 

I am happy to be told differently, but I cannot see in this budget or in the forward estimates any new investment into 
large-scale renewable energy by this government. None. That is extraordinary. How can we be in the most important 
decade yet have no new investment in large-scale renewable energy? There is almost no investment in energy 
efficiency—the lowest hanging fruit that is a win–win. The government’s climate policy has some good things, which 
I support, although I am not sure why some of them are in the climate policy. I refer to the ban on e-waste landfill. 
The policy also has a lot of stuff about space exploration. I am not sure how that made it into the climate fund under 
investment and attraction for new industries. The policy also refers to the Peel–Harvey Estuary and plastic pollution 
in our oceans. Again, that is a very worthy initiative and has my full support, but it is not a climate initiative. Why 
are these things sitting in here? It is not as though there are not plenty of other things that we should be spending 
our money on. These are not climate action initiatives. They are good things, but let us be clear that we need a climate 
policy, a climate fund and a climate budget that is focused on the climate. 

What we need to do is not complicated, in some ways. This decade is about electrifying everything and making 
sure that the electricity grid is run on 100 per cent renewable energy. It is not hard or complicated, and this state 
is well placed to do it, but we must invest up-front. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You talk about electrifying everything. Some people, for example, are arguing that 
in relation to vehicles, whereas the alternative would be hydrogen. There is also the capacity to utilise the existing 
gas distribution networks by putting renewable hydrogen into those networks, which might in fact use more of the 
existing resources rather than throwing out all the existing infrastructure. Have you moved beyond the mantra of 
electrify everything and actually looked at some of the detail? 

Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: There are some things that are hard to electrify. The minister makes a good point. 
I read a very good paper this week by Professor Peter Newman and his colleagues at Curtin University. They looked 
at WA and the sectors that are hard to electrify, and there are some. That paper concludes that we will need to 
electrify at least two-thirds of the economy. Probably the final third will be hard to electrify. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: It might not even be the best way to go about it. 

Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: What we have seen globally is a shift in the technology. Taking vehicles as an example, 
there is no doubt that electric vehicles, certainly short-trip passenger vehicles, have won the race. Hydrogen will 
not be competitive in that space. It may be competitive for heavy haulage over long distances and those kinds of 
things. That is some of the stuff that is to be determined. We need to be clear that hydrogen is just a battery anyway. 
It is another way of storing electricity. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is right, but it is not electrifying everything. I just think that it is very easy to 
get a mantra and not actually look at the detail. You say we will get rid of our gas distribution network and replace 
it all with batteries, but should we be trying to use the existing infrastructure we have? 
Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: I do believe that. Competitively, I do not think we will see gas replaced with hydrogen 
in the residential sector. A lot of work is needed to replace the gas network with one that is hydrogen compatible. 
Solar is cheap now and batteries are coming down in price. Ultimately, our homes will be electric in the future. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I agree that future homes will, but I am saying that we have a lot of existing infrastructure 
and you would really have to strengthen the capacity of the poles and wires to move all those electrons around to 
replace what is currently being done with gas at the moment. That comes at a price. 
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Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: It comes at a price, but it is also an investment. It is a good conversation we are having, 
because it is about investment. We need to invest in things that decarbonise our households and the way we live 
in the city. It is an interesting bit of work that needs to be done, but from my reading of the best evidence globally, 
moving towards electricity-based renewables is, in most circumstances, the cheapest and quickest way of doing 
that. I am yet to see—I will happily be told otherwise—examples of using 100 per cent renewable hydrogen to do 
that in a cost-effective way. I do not think it is competitive. If the WA government thinks that it can do that, it will 
have my full support, but it needs to be demonstrated. We are very quickly seeing a move away from this. I think that 
it is exciting. Either way, it needs investment. Whether we invest in clean hydrogen into our households—green 
hydrogen—or renewable energy for our household and transport sectors, both of those matter, but we must invest. 
That is my frustration with the budget. We are not seeing the level of investment and ramping up that is consistent 
with the science. I keep coming back to that. That is where the budget should be consistent with the science. 
I will move on from climate change and energy to talk about transport. Putting a similar lens over transport in this 
budget is worth doing. The transport budget is ambitious. It is a good budget in lots of ways, but I would say that 
it is still very heavily weighted towards a twentieth century road and car-based kind of city rather than where we 
need to go with our city. Over two-thirds of the budget—$11.7 billion over the next four years—is about roads. 
I will read some of the metropolitan projects: Tonkin corridor upgrades, $1.39 billion; Great Eastern Highway, 
$320 million; Mitchell Highway extension, $230 million; and Mitchell Highway widening, $76 million. I could 
go on and on, but it would take a while and members get the point. No city has ever solved congestion by widening 
and extending major roads. Perth keeps throwing billions at it without actually investing in proper inner-city transit 
that could get people out of their cars and move them around differently. That is so frustrating and it goes against 
all the best evidence. 
There is some really good investment in Metronet—do not get me wrong. The government is investing $5.7 billion 
over the next four years, which is about 32 per cent of the budget, on those really worthwhile projects. I put the 
Forrestfield–Airport Link into that mix. However, if we drill down into the Metronet budget, we can see that huge 
chunks of it are about roads. I used to go to Kelmscott Senior High School, but the Denny Avenue level crossing 
removal in Kelmscott is not a Metronet project; it is a project for cars to get across the railway line. Let us not pretend 
that it is a public transport project any more than the Victoria Park–Canning level crossing removal project. They 
are about moving cars. We put these projects in a public transport pool, but they are not about public transport; they 
are about spending more on getting people moving around more in cars. We need to fundamentally shift that thinking. 
I also have concerns about the way we design our public transport system, which is very much a spoke-and-hub 
model. That is not how to design public transport. The spoke-and-hub model is stretching further out rather than 
connecting people, and we need to stop doing that.  
It has been said many times before and I will repeat it in this chamber: the idea that we can widen roads to deal with 
congestion makes about as much sense as saying that we can deal with obesity by loosening our belts. It does not 
work. It is about a fundamental mode shift. This is where I come to the bit that has been allocated to cycling and 
pedestrian initiatives over the next four years. That allocation is $265 million. It sounds like a lot. It is 1.5 per cent 
of the transport budget. It is a small percentage, yet we wonder why we are not getting people out of cars and into 
other options. It is also frustrating that so much of that allocation is spent on building very wide bike paths with lovely 
lighting. They are beautiful, and, again, I have no argument against them, but they are up and down the freeway, 
where nobody actually wants to ride unless they are going for a recreational ride. Further funding should be put into 
making sure we get a cycling network that enables people to get around their neighbourhoods safely and properly. 
When we look at the best cities in the world, we see that that is what they have done. It is not about funding very 
wide freeway-style bike paths on the urban fringe; it is about making sure we connect schools, shops, swimming 
pools and other key places in the middle of the cities. There is a huge opportunity here. It is not just about carbon and 
the transport mix; it is also about health, more liveable cities, and actually dealing with the next thing that I want 
to talk about, which is urban sprawl. 
Perth recently became the longest city in the world. This budget largely facilitates Perth to become an even longer 
city; it contains nothing to slow that down. This is a budget question, because, again, some really good work has 
been done, and I highlight the work of Professor Peter Newman and others in this space. They showed that every 
block that we build on the urban fringe costs the state $90 000. Some more recent work done by the City of Ottawa 
came out just this week. It showed that every person living in the urban fringe in a low-density home costs that city 
$465 a year more than the city receives from property taxes and other bills. When people live in the city, they pay 
more than they cost. We are creating a budget legacy of unsustainability, let alone that we are bulldozing our way 
through a biodiversity hotspot, and we are making it so that people have to live far from their jobs and spend hours 
commuting every week. As well as those things, we are actually creating a budget problem for ourselves by not 
dealing with it and getting on top of it. That is what our budget should be doing. 

A good initiative in the budget is cutting public transport fares for those on the urban fringe. There is now a two-zone 
cap. Of course, that has a budget implication. That is not a bad thing. The problem is that when it costs the same 
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amount for someone to travel from Cannington to Perth as it does from Mandurah to Perth, again, the government 
is incentivising urban sprawl. This initiative should have been introduced alongside reducing public transport fares 
for those living in the urban centre. If the government is serious about getting people onto public transport, it 
should not just cut fares for those on the fringe; it should cut them for everybody. All we are doing in this place is 
providing a further subsidy for people to move further out, and creating a more unsustainable city. That is not what 
our budget should be doing. 

What would a budget that would do some of these things look like? I am going to take some lead here from some 
of the best peak bodies in our great state. I will start with the Western Australian Local Government Association. 
It identified some really good priorities for this state government budget and I think it is disappointing that they 
were not funded. One of its priorities was a state urban greening program, which would facilitate the planting of 
60 000 trees. It required $20 million. That project would have dealt with what I think is another really depressing part 
of the bad urban planning that is happening in this state. The majority of local governments across this state are 
seeing a severe loss of urban tree canopy. Our suburbs are losing trees, predominantly—over 80 per cent—from 
private land. There are no controls to prevent people from cutting down trees on private land in this state, and we are 
losing them. WALGA had a really good plan to address that tree canopy loss. I will read its response to the budget, 
according to my notes — 

It is also disappointing that the Government did not see fit to make a broader investment in enhancing 
tree canopy in across Perth and Peel and regional urban centres … more needs to be done to support Local 
Governments to expand and accelerate their tree planting efforts to increase communities’ resilience to 
climate change as well as increase amenity, air quality and biodiversity. 

I could not have said it better myself. Again, these are the things that we should be doing if we are going to deal 
with climate and biodiversity and make better, more liveable cities. 

I refer to another WALGA priority, and that is LED streetlights. I like this one, because it is what I call a win–win–win. 
It is a win for the budget, because, ultimately, they will save the budget in the longer term; it is a win for households 
and their budgets; and it is also a win in terms of amenity. 

LED streetlights is a really good initiative. It will require up-front investment, but there will be an almost immediate 
50 per cent reduction in costs. It will give huge reductions in carbon emissions—about 47 per cent was suggested 
here. There are 158 000 old streetlights in this state that could and should be upgraded. It would be an amazing 
collaboration with local governments. I know from my experience in the City of Fremantle that it is very frustrating 
to try to get that done in this state. There are disincentives to do that. Western Power said, “You can do it, but you 
have to pay for it, and even though you invest in something that will use only 20 per cent of the electricity of a normal 
streetlight, you won’t get any reductions in the tariff you pay.” There is an appalling lack of incentive to make that 
change, and I think that is a real lost opportunity. It would cost $95 million to switch across to LED lights, but it 
would save this state and local governments money; ultimately, it would save ratepayers money; and, of course, it 
would make for safer, better lit streets and create over 280 jobs in the process. 

Another thing that I think is a huge opportunity comes back to the conversation that Hon Alannah MacTiernan and 
I were having about the electrification of everything. This is what we are seeing. I think South Australia has provided 
a really good example of this whereby it has incentivised the uptake of household batteries. South Australia has the 
home battery scheme. That is why South Australia is on track to be 100 per cent renewable energy by the end of this 
decade and we are not. Solar works, but we need some way of storing that energy so that it can be used at the 
appropriate time of day. The scheme that South Australia has implemented will get batteries into its households and 
speed up that process, in the same way that this government did with solar photovoltaic. In fact, I remember the 
very conversation about the feed-in tariff that occurred, I suggest, in 2007 or 2008 in the lead-up to that election. The 
Carpenter government made that announcement and then the Barnett government matched it. It actually saw a really 
impressive uptake. We need to do something similar with batteries in this state at a household level. That could 
transform our energy system. It is really a great opportunity. 

The other issue I mentioned before—I am coming back to it—is planning for light rail, trackless trams and a fixed 
second-tier transit in the central subregion. Back in 2017, this government promised that planning would start for 
that. It still has not; in fact, it seems to have stalled. It is not a big budget commitment to do the planning for this. I am 
not saying that that should be built in this term of government—that was not the commitment—but we should start 
planning for this, and, through that, stimulate some of the inner-city urban density and better planning that would 
come with it. We are going to need to do this, and the longer we take to plan it, the harder it will be to implement 
it. This is a key thing if we are serious about mode shift. 
The mental health sector is another sector that I agree with and would like to have seen more of in this budget. The 
sector said very clearly that it wanted to see a stronger investment in primary prevention. The optimum target is 
around five per cent. This has been outlined in the Better choices. Better lives. Western Australian mental health, 
alcohol and other drug services plan 2015–2025 and the sustainable health review, but we are not there yet. We are 
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not even close to five per cent and that is extremely frustrating. Some of the numbers indicate that we are around the 
one per cent mark. It also recommends better investment in community supports. The Office of the Auditor General 
suggests that that target should be 22 per cent—again, we are well short of that. Too much of our mental health budget 
is going into clinical and hospital services, and not enough is going into prevention and community services. This 
would address the mental health crisis in our community in a more sustainable way and ultimately keep people out 
of hospital. We do not want to get to the point at which people need to go to hospital to get better. Prevention and 
the community side of this strategy are so essential and so important. I stress that there should have been further 
funding of those services. 
Finally, I turn to housing. One of the pleasing budget announcements was about the major jump in funding for 
housing. The government deserves credit for that, but it has to spend that money. It is one thing to have the money 
in the budget, but if the government does not spend it, that is of serious concern. The money should be spent now. 
This is not a crisis in the making; it is a crisis that we are living with today in terms of people living and dying on 
the streets. We need that housing right now. It is good to see some of the long-term plans and increased budget in this 
space, but it has to be ramped up and the spending has to be prioritised. The Housing First Homelessness initiative 
that this government has committed to is good, but now we need to see it happen. 
In conclusion, going through my first budget process in detail has been a real eye-opener. I came away thinking 
that, in many ways, this is a solid budget, but it is a budget that has too much of a short-term focus and not enough 
of a long-term view to the things that we need to invest in. In some ways it is disappointing because we all know that 
this government is going to be here for not only this term, but also the next term. It would be pretty extraordinary 
if it were not here, given the electoral landscape. That means that it can invest. Short-termism is not a political 
necessity for this government; it can invest in what needs to happen in this decade, given that it is very likely that 
it will still be in government in 2029. 
I would say that this is a solid budget, if it were not for the climate emergency, the mental health crisis, the urban 
sprawl crisis, which is creating the longest city in the world, or the housing crisis right in front of us. There are 
lots of good things in this budget, but it needs have a long-term focus on the big things and to make big changes. 
This budget needed to recognise the transformation that this state needs to go through over coming years, and the 
opportunities that come with that. It has been a real pleasure to be able to share my thoughts with members on that 
and I thank you. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Colin de Grussa. 
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