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Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Eighty-fifth Report — 
Consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates — Motion 

Resumed from 26 October 2022 on the following motion moved by Hon Peter Collier — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will contribute to the consideration of this report but I just paused for a moment as 
a courtesy to the Chair of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, Hon Peter Collier, who 
is doing a fantastic job on that committee, to ascertain that he was not going to seek the call. As one of the members 
of this committee, I would like to contribute this afternoon, but I also paused to check whether any government 
members, particularly any ministers, might give us a moment of their time this afternoon to contribute to the 
consideration of this report. Noting that they decided not to take the call, I am pleased to remind them of the 
sequence of events that led to us considering this report. 
The last time we considered this report was on 26 October 2022. What has happened since we last considered this 
report? Will it ever be the case that any government members, particularly any ministers, will let us know whether 
they intend to comply with the law of Western Australia? Is it asking too much of the McGowan government to 
expect it to comply with the rule of law? The government is obliged, under section 82 of the Financial Management 
Act, to provide a notice to this chamber and to the hardworking Auditor General of Western Australia, who must 
be absolutely fed up with this government and its attitude. Yet again, we have a report here in front of us. It will not 
take members too long; it is not a particularly long report. If members turn to pages 11 and 12 of the report they 
will see that multiple ministers of the McGowan cabinet have failed to comply with the law of Western Australia. 
I am going to name some of these individuals because the committee expressly referred, at recommendation 2, 
to “occasions of non-provision of information”. Another way of describing that is information being hidden 
from Parliament. Non-provision of information can be described as hiding information from Parliament. 
Recommendation 2 states — 

For the occasions of non-provision of information due to legal professional privilege, commercial 
sensitivity or agency resourcing, the relevant Minister consider issuing a notice under section 82 of the 
Financial Management Act 2006. 

The responsible minister in this instance is, if I am not mistaken, the Treasurer—that is, the member for Rockingham. 
He is responsible, and, as I understand it, he provided the government response to this report in February 2022. 
That is more than a year ago. More than a year ago, the member for Rockingham said that ministers would follow 
the requirements of section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006. Have they? Will a minister of the Crown 
take responsibility for this? The committee has asked the government to do something about it. The member for 
Rockingham has said that the government will comply. We have asked once, twice, three times, and now we have 
a situation in which it is 10 May 2023, and nothing has happened. 
I wonder what is happening with regard to the Attorney General, who chose to not provide to Parliament the 
information that was requested by one of his agencies—that is, the State Solicitor’s Office. What information was 
being sought by the SSO? It was the Attorney General’s involvement in the dispute between the government and 
the President of the Legislative Council. Members will recall that the Legislative Council, our chamber, had to 
spend an inordinate amount of money in a dispute of which the Attorney General of Western Australia was one of 
the chief architects. He was asked to provide information about the involvement in the dispute between the 
President of the Legislative Council and the Corruption and Crime Commission. No information was provided, 
and the reason provided for that was legal professional privilege. Whatever might have been said about that at the 
time, I note that that case is now long concluded. Whether the Attorney General thinks that he should or should 
not provide the information to Parliament, at the very least he has an obligation under section 82 to comply and 
let the Auditor General undertake her own investigation into this matter and provide an opinion. Is this ever going 
to happen? Will we ever see a section 82 notice, which has been called for by the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations and the requirements of which the Treasurer says his ministers will follow? When? It 
has been more than a year. 
In addition to the Attorney General—perhaps this is why nothing much has happened—one of the chief culprits is 
the Premier and Treasurer himself. I note that the committee sought information from the Department of the Premier 
and Cabinet and that information was not provided. I also note that the committee sought information from the 
Treasurer through the Department of Treasury. The department said on two occasions that it could not provide the 
information because it would require substantial resource allocations. I see that the Minister for Emergency 
Services is present with us. The Minister for Emergency Services is listed in this report under the Department of 
Fire and Emergency Services. There was a request for information pertaining to the Shire of Northam’s application 
for funding under the local government grants scheme, but that was not provided. Why was it not provided? It was 
not provided because the Minister for Emergency Services said that it was commercially sensitive. The committee 
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has said, “That may well be your excuse, minister, but you still need to provide a notice to Parliament and you need 
to provide a notice to the Auditor General in order to comply with section 82 of the Financial Management Act, and 
your leader, the member for Rockingham, said that you would.” He said that ministers will follow the requirements 
of section 82 of the Financial Management Act. Therefore, Minister for Emergency Services, when will this 
happen? Is it going to happen in our lifetime? Is it going to happen during the course of the forty-first Parliament? 
When will the minister do this? This report keeps coming up from time to time. I think this is at least the third 
occasion that this report has been considered, so it is at least the third time that I have raised this matter, yet after 
I raised the matter, the Minister for Emergency Services could not possibly have gone away, got to the bottom 
of it and provided a section 82 notice. No; we got the arrogance of the Labor government, as per usual: “We do 
not provide information. We do not provide information to the Auditor General and we certainly do not provide 
information to Parliament.” It simply is not good enough. 
I am once again calling on the Attorney General, the Treasurer and the Minister for Emergency Services to review 
this report. If they are finding it difficult, it is on pages 11 and 12 of the report. I remind them of what the Treasurer 
said: his ministers will follow the requirements of section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006. Let us be 
charitable for a moment. If it is the case that the ministers have considered their obligations under the law of 
Western Australia and they have advice that says that they do not need to provide a notice to the Auditor General, 
they should stand up and say so. Get it on the record that in their view they do not need to provide the notice to 
the Auditor General. Some substantive, justifiable point may well be made, and we will consider that at that time. 
What is not satisfactory is just a blanket refusal to engage at all. There is absolutely no point in having a standing 
committee of this Parliament draw a recommendation like this to the attention of the chamber and to the Premier 
of Western Australia and for him to respond by saying that ministers will follow the requirements but then doing 
nothing for more than a year. There is no point in that. It makes a mockery of the entire process; in fact, it becomes 
nothing more than a sham. 
As I say, this is at least the third occasion that I have called on the fair-minded members of the cabinet to do 
something about this. I thought that, at the very least, the Minister for Emergency Services, who is ordinarily quite 
good with these matters, would have done something about it. As for the Premier and the Attorney General, they 
have form with these things, so I am hardly surprised that they have not complied. I would be most grateful if this 
could be considered at this time. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: Thank you, deputy chair, for the opportunity to make a contribution on the eighty-fifth report 
of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, Consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates. 
Instead of talking down Western Australia, I want to talk it up. I want to refer to the words of the committee to 
provide the correct situation as viewed by the committee. Finding 2 in the report reads — 

The Committee’s consideration of the 2021–22 estimates of expenditure was not adversely affected by 
Ministers’ decisions not to provide certain information. 

In the conclusion of the report, paragraph 6.1 says — 
The Committee is satisfied that its consideration of the 2021–22 estimates positively contributed to the 
scrutiny of Government and its operations. The Committee focussed on a number of areas, such as changes 
to the 2021 Appropriation Bills and the performance management framework, that are not typically 
scrutinised by other bodies. Of note, the Committee considered the Government’s decision to use higher 
than expected surpluses to fund broad policy initiatives from the following perspectives: 
• the impact on the Appropriation (Capital 2021–22) Bill 2021 
• the use of special purpose accounts as a vehicle to manage the funds associated with those initiatives 
• the impact of these policy initiatives on the whole-of-government financial estimates. 

I am sure, deputy chair, you will agree that Western Australia is in a much better financial state in 2023. That 
trajectory was started when the McGowan Labor government came to power in 2017 and reversed the downward 
spiral of the state’s finances. More than 80 000 Western Australians were unemployed, the economy was in 
a domestic recession, public expenditure was skyrocketing and state debt was projected to be $40 billion in the 
forward estimates. We changed that with our view to have a disciplined approach to our expenditure and to have 
initiatives and policies in place so that we could create conditions in which more jobs would be created in the state. 
Fast-forward six years and we are in a situation in which the federal government has just delivered its budget, as 
we saw yesterday. Western Australia has contributed a huge amount to the federal government’s financial situation, 
as announced in the budget yesterday. We are now eagerly awaiting the state government announcing its budget 
tomorrow. In about 25 hours, this government will announce its 2023 budget for Western Australia. 
I think a lot of people, whether they live in Australia, Western Australia or any other part of the world, would rather 
be in Western Australia because there is an abundance of jobs available and the state economy is doing really well, 
which is a testament to this government’s track record and its achievements in managing the state’s economy, with 
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wealth coming into the state generated from various economic activities. This government did not buy singing toilets 
or plastic cows; it put money into real projects that create jobs, helping Western Australians to have meaningful 
work that is helpful to current and future generations. The government is investing a huge amount of money and 
working in partnership with the federal government and industry to create more jobs and provide training 
opportunities for Western Australians who want a career change or are looking to get into the workforce. There 
are numerous initiatives in the TAFE and training sectors. If we look at the differences between this government 
and the previous government, it is clear which government Western Australians would prefer. I wish to remind this 
house that the people of Western Australia resoundingly voted for the McGowan Labor government in March 2021 
because of its ability to manage the pandemic, the health response to the pandemic and, of course, the finances. 
That is a testament to this government’s track record, as can be seen in the committee’s eighty-fifth report. I bring 
to members’ attention paragraph 3.16 on higher operating surpluses, which states — 

In the 2020–21 Government Mid-year Financial Projections Statement, the Government set aside 
$1.8 billion from higher than expected operating surpluses for a new Women’s and Babies’ Hospital. 
These funds will be held in the Women and Newborn Health Service Relocation Account (a special 
purpose account). 

The next paragraph states — 
In this Budget, the Government set aside $2.4 billion from higher than expected operating surpluses in 
2020–21 for the following broad policy initiatives: 
• $750 million for a Climate Action Fund to support climate-related projects/measures 
• $750 million for a Social Housing Investment Fund to build new dwellings and increase social 

housing 
• $500 million for a Digital Capability Fund to upgrade information and communication technology 

systems to ‘improve service delivery, enhance cyber security and mitigate operational risks’ 
• $400 million to support land acquisitions for the Westport project (a land-backed port within the 

Kwinana Industrial Area). 
The government of Western Australia has worked tirelessly over the past six years to put in place policies and 
measures so that it could achieve these fantastic outcomes. Whether it is a personal, a state or a national budget, 
there will be more earnings than expenses and a need to borrow responsibly. I do not think anyone would suggest 
to a young person that they need to save the whole amount for a house before they can buy one. We have a lending 
system whereby people mostly buy houses with mortgages. Governments borrow money to make sure that services 
and projects are delivered, but they have to manage their budget. When a government borrows money, it has to 
make sure it can pay down and fund the debt to retain its AAA credit rating. If a government cannot do that, its 
interest rate will be higher. If it were a personal budget, they would not be able to borrow more. 
The results are a great achievement of this government, and I certainly look forward to the 2023 state budget that 
will be announced tomorrow. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Sandra Carr): Hon Steve Martin. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Sorry; it is Hon Dr Steve Thomas. My apologies. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: All the Steves look alike, deputy chair, and it is very hard to tell us apart. It is an august 
and honourable group. Being referred to as any of the other Steves is a compliment. We share the compliment 
amongst all four of us; it is all good. 
I thank the deputy chair for the opportunity to say a few words on the eighty-fifth report of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations titled Consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates process. Bear in mind 
that the 2021–22 budget estimates process was a fair while ago now and a lot of water has passed under the bridge 
and in the meantime we have had another budget process and set of budget estimates hearings. It would be interesting 
to look at the discussion of the budget estimates from two years’ ago and the budget estimates that followed and think 
about where we think the government will go in the budget that will be announced tomorrow. 

I will reflect on the Government mid-year financial projections statement that came out in December and the 
Quarterly financial results report, which reflects the first six months, that came out in February, and make the usual 
comments at the start of the process. But following on from what Hon Pierre Yang said, I have to make a couple 
of points, given that he raised them.  

He is right of course that good financial management is important, but it would be useful if the government 
exhibited some, rather than falling over itself and landing in a pile of gold representing the iron ore industry, the 
GST fix and its own state revenues. We need to remember that the first two years of the McGowan government 
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saw debt increase by nearly $10 billion on the debt that it started with when it came to power. For members who 
need a bit of a reminder, the 2017–18 and 2018–19 budgets had debt rising by another $10 billion or so. If the 
government was a good financial manager, I am sure that would have been reversed immediately. It would have 
stepped in and said, “Our good financial management means that we do not have to borrow any more money.” But 
the reality is that that debt was going up and the target projections were exactly the same; they did not change. The 
government has paid down a smidgen a debt. I will give it a little bit of credit. Debt has gone down by $3.5 billion. 
Well done, that is not too bad. 

Government members may have forgotten the promise they made when Labor came to power in 2017. The promise 
was that the Labor Party in government would prevent the misuse of any future boom revenues from iron ore by 
setting up a debt reduction account that would receive, according to the press release, 50 per cent of iron ore 
royalties in any one year. Anyone want to guess how much iron ore royalties have rolled through and rained into 
the government’s money bin in the meantime? The promise was that it would be 50 per cent. That was when the 
GST revenue deal went above 65¢ in the dollar, so when GST rose, and iron ore was above $US85 a tonne. It has 
been $US90 a tonne since February 2019, apart from a little hiccup in one month. I suspect that the Labor government 
at the time did not expect to get out of the former coalition federal government a GST floor deal that put it at 70¢. 
That meant that by 2019 when the boom came along, if this government could be taken at its word, 50 per cent of 
iron ore royalties would have gone into that pot. Over this government’s tenure, iron ore royalties have been in the 
order of $46 billion to $48 billion. If the government had lived up to its word, state debt would have dropped by 
$23 billion or so. But that did not happen, did it? I think the government got a surprise. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: What did we deal with in the meantime? Didn’t we deal with COVID? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The government put a little bit of money into fighting COVID; that is fine. It put 
a lot of money into special purpose accounts. I will come back to special purpose accounts. It is not the case that this 
government, by some grace of good management, changed the budget significantly. The boom changed the course 
of the budget. Unless the Premier put a hole in a dam wall in Brazil or was somehow responsible for developing 
COVID, unless he is going to take responsibility for the things that drove up the iron ore price, he is not responsible 
for the change in budget circumstances in which this government finds itself. He is not responsible. However, we 
have digressed a little from the report itself. 

I come back to the estimates process and make a note about the use of special purpose accounts, which have expanded 
significantly under this government. There used to be $3 billion to $3.5 billion in special purpose accounts—up 
a bit, down a bit. When Fiona Stanley Hospital was built, a special purpose account was set up. I saw former Treasurer 
Hon Eric Ripper at a function last week or the week before—I have lost track. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: How was he? 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It was very nice. I saw two former Labor Treasurers there and I had a very 
pleasant conversation with both of them. He put the first billion dollars into the Fiona Stanley Hospital special 
purpose account and then the subsequent conservative government put almost a billion dollars in there to get 
Fiona Stanley Hospital built. They have been used, but they have shifted from that $3 billion to $3.5 billion level 
to $8.5 billion at the moment because the government is storing it. That is part of the money bin. If you are going 
to play Scrooge McDuck, you have got to have the money bin to play in, and part of that money bin is special 
purpose accounts. 

I make this point about special purpose accounts because in the budget estimate process of 2021–22, which we are 
debating at the moment, I asked some questions about special purpose accounts. I am pleased the Minister for 
Emergency Services is here today because, as is his joy, he is the minister in the upper house who gets to deal with 
economic debates. He was representing Treasury in 2021–22 in the estimates hearings. Page 8 of the transcript of 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations on 21 October 2021—the budget estimates process 
for that financial year—is referenced in the document today.  
In reference to special purpose accounts, the Minister for Emergency Services said — 

The other point you alluded to earlier on was the softwood plantation fund. I think you touched on that. 
I am not sure whether you heard: while the intention is to spend the majority of the money in the other 
special purpose accounts, for this one, as the Under Treasurer previously indicated—that $350 million—
the intention is to spend that over 10 years. 

The Under Treasurer came out and said that the government was going to spend all the money in the special 
purpose accounts, basically over the forward estimates. Therefore, it is not a money bin that is accumulating cash, 
because we are actually spending it; it is going out the door. I will give the government a little slack here because 
I am a kindly soul at heart. I am feeling generous today; tomorrow may be different. It is difficult to get social housing 
funding out the door at the rate the government might otherwise like to, because there are constraints in the 
construction market. Some of those are because of the government’s asset investment plan, when it has overheated 
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the construction market and tries to reinvest in it and compete with people trying to build a house. Part of the reason 
they are taking two to two and a half years to build a house when it used to take a year is because they are in 
competition with the Premier; Treasurer. 
In this set of budget estimates the government suggested that it wanted to get the rest of those special purpose accounts 
out the door. I had a look, just to check. I am interested to see the budget papers tomorrow. The most recent figures 
I have indicate that at the end of this financial year the digital capability fund is expected to have $567 million in it. 
The social housing fund has $331 million, but the government added $450 million to it in a pre-budget announcement, 
and that will take some time to roll out. According to the government’s midyear review papers, at the end of this 
financial year the climate action fund was supposed to have $431 million in it, so it is not getting the money out 
the door. The government will struggle to spend it in that period. It was a statement made with perhaps some good 
intent, but probably with a great deal of fancy that is very difficult to trust. That was the 2021–22 budget. From 
tomorrow, that is effectively two budgets ago. Halfway through the process there are hundreds of millions of dollars 
that the government said it would have out the door in 18 months that it will not get to. It will not work. The 
government cannot be trusted. 
Hon DAN CADDY: It gives me great pleasure to get to my feet today, particularly after Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
and respond to some of the things he said. Before I get into that, I want to say that I have a newfound appreciation 
for the work that goes into these reports and the work of the members of the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations, given that most recently the elevation to cabinet of my colleague and very good friend 
Hon Jackie Jarvis has seen me take a spot on that committee. It is a hardworking committee and I assure all members 
that a great volume of work is taken on by that committee. 
I want to get to my feet because as has happened before in this chamber, we have all listened to the Leader of the 
Opposition, Hon Dr Steve Thomas, give his view, or attempt to rewrite the history of the GST. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: It was written! 
Hon DAN CADDY: He has given it a good crack. That is about the seventh time I have heard that speech from 
the honourable member, in all different forums. It has come up in second reading debates and Committee of the 
Whole debates, and it has now come up in consideration of committee reports. I know it is one of the member’s 
favourites, especially on a Thursday morning. I want to pick up on that and on some of the things that my colleague 
and good friend Hon Pierre Yang said in his contribution a short time ago. He pointed out the dire economic 
circumstances that this state faced and the state of the budget and of the Western Australian economy, and the 
absolutely crippling deficit that we inherited from Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s party after eight years of government, 
and the $40 billion of debt on the government ledgers when we took over.  
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: And it stayed there for two more years under your management. 
Hon DAN CADDY: As I said by interjection when the honourable member was speaking—I am not sure whether 
Hansard picked it up—the giant ship, the “SS Liberal Debt” took a couple of years to turn around. It was massive. 
That was the biggest debt this state had ever seen. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: It didn’t turn around until the boom started. 
Hon DAN CADDY: We absolutely turned it around through good financial management. It does not all happen 
on day one. You do not just walk in and everything changes. A lot of work went into this by a lot of people. A lot 
of work went into it by the Premier and his cabinet, and by the very capable staff. 
We inherited what was the mother of all fiscal black holes when we came to government. The Leader of the 
Opposition stood up with a straight face—although I did notice that he was trying hard not to smile when he talked 
about the record of the previous government—and had a shot at this government for financial mismanagement 
when the McGowan government clearly has been the best financial manager in the history of the state. Given what 
we were left with, we certainly need to be. 
It is not just the debt and deficit that we were left—look at what we did in the jobs market! I remember saying this 
before when I stood up in this place two years ago for my inaugural speech and talked about the number of jobs 
that the McGowan government had created. I think at that time that number was around 70 000 jobs. The next time 
I stood up to talk about it—because as I said, this is a common discussion we have, honourable member—I think 
it was about 160 000 new jobs, despite COVID. I am happy to be corrected on those numbers. If the member goes 
back to the Hansard when I was talking last time, I know I had the numbers a bit more front of mind. To listen to 
the rewriting of history that happens every — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: It is written on the page. 
Hon DAN CADDY: It is, honourable member! 
Every time we talk about this in the chamber—whether the member manages to weave it into a second reading 
debate contribution, whether it is whilst talking about the eighty-fifth report of the Standing Committee on Estimates 
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and Financial Operations or whether it is through some ill-conceived motion that the member has put through on 
a Thursday morning—the member and his party have no credibility at all in this argument. None whatsoever. 
Historians will look at what happened in the past decade that the opposition was in power and say that. As we progress 
further away from that time, historians will look back and talk about lost opportunities. 
One of the things I find really fascinating is when the member stands and lectures us on the fact that it was only 
when there was this boom that everything turned around. I remind the member that during the two terms of the Barnett 
government the state also saw record iron ore prices. This state was in a boom, and at the end of it what did we 
have? Absolutely nothing! 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: A correction. 
Hon DAN CADDY: A correction? Is that the members word for a $40 billion state debt? That is a significant 
correction. Not only is it a significant correction, it is the biggest correction in the history of the state! 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: How did the iron ore royalty income levels compare with the Barnett government and the 
current one? 
Hon DAN CADDY: They were at record levels. For Hon Dr Steve Thomas as a member of that government to sit 
here and say “It wasn’t our fault, there was nothing we could do.” is completely false! They were absolutely at 
record levels. It is farcical that the member came in here and criticised this government for its financial management 
when that is what his government left us. It is farcical when the member stands up and talks about the GST fix as 
he does, often taking credit for it, knowing full well that it was this Premier that made that happen. Members opposite 
had eight years to fix that and they did not even try to fix it. It was this Premier that went to the federal government, 
did the hard work and made it happen. That is an absolute fact! Straight-faced! 
Hon Martin Aldridge: When will you do the same for live exports? 
Hon DAN CADDY: I am not sure, honourable member. It is a reasonable question, but I am not sure how that 
relates to the eighty-fifth report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. 
I note that Hon Dr Steve Thomas took a lot of liberty in what he talked about when talking to this report. I am 
doing much the same. We absolutely delivered on the GST — 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: By helpful interjection, you are as unreliable a historian as Hon Pierre Yang. Frankly, I worry 
for the future of this state if you are writing its history because it is very unreliable as a memoir. 
Hon DAN CADDY: This is an incredible rewriting of history and countenance from Hon Tjorn Sibma—he only 
needs to look at how it was reported in the media during that time. This government went hard, played hard and 
made sure that for the first time since the introduction of the GST, we got our fair share. It is all there, but the member, 
or someone in his office, just needs to do the research. It boggles me that the member, of all people, would come 
into this chamber and say that is not the case. It is so obviously the case, as has been widely reported. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Sally Talbot): Members, let us just take a moment to remind ourselves of the 
basic rule of debate in this place, and that is that you address your remarks to the chair, as I am sure the next 
member will. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I rise to make a short contribution on the eighty-fifth report of the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations. I have not checked with Hon Stephen Pratt whether I am dealing with the 
right report. I assume I am; I will charge ahead. I was uncertain about how strictly I should deal with what is in 
the report, but after hearing some of the contributions this morning, I obviously do not need to be close at all. I can 
say whatever I like about whatever topic I like, and I will take that opportunity gladly. 
I might actually refer to some of the detail in the report. As we have heard from other speakers this morning, this 
report is a consideration of the 2021–22 budget estimates. Some time has elapsed and we are now facing another 
budget process right in front of us. We will be hearing some of the same phrases, words and projects getting another 
run. The summary of agency hearings on page 17 of the report states — 

• The building of two Common Ground facilities (East Perth and Mandurah)—permanent, supportive 
housing for people who have been chronically homeless or sleeping rough and people on low incomes. 
Wrap-around services will be offered. 

Not yet! I asked a question in this place yesterday about how that key plank of the state’s homelessness strategy 
was progressing. According to the estimates hearing in October 2022, it was nearly there; it was about to be built. 
Apparently a tender was accepted in February. We are now in May. There is a process just for East Perth—nobody 
has heard about Mandurah, I do not know what is happening there and the Minister for Housing; Homelessness 
certainly does not either. That tender has not been accepted. They are working on a tendering strategy. As we get 
to the estimates process later this year and possibly in next year’s budget, we may see some movement on the 
Common Ground facility. There is no good news there. 
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Page 18 discusses the public housing waitlist. It states — 
• The public housing waitlist and the factors contributing to the waitlist. At 30 June 2021, the total 

waitlist was 17 194, the total waitlist average wait-time was 102 weeks … 
We know what has happened since; there are now approximately 19 000 applicants with almost 34 000 Western 
Australians on that waitlist. Despite hundreds of millions of dollars being invested—as we heard from my college 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas—only some of that has been spent. Most of it has not and it has been topped up with more 
unspent funds in the budget tomorrow, apparently. The waitlist continues to grow and has blown out since these 
figures were reported. Again, there is not much good news there. We have seen private rental rates hit record lows 
right across Western Australia. The private market is very tough and the state government has not been able to 
make any dent to that at all; in fact, it has done much the reverse. The waitlist continues to grow and people are 
on it for longer. It is not getting any better. 
There is more good news on page 18 — 

• The METRONET Social and Affordable Housing and Jobs Package. This package will now have 
a greater proportion of social housing. 

Apparently, just not at the moment—not yet! Some money was rolled out from the Water Corporation, I believe, 
on headworks charges around the 8 000 hectares of Metronet housing land, but not much has been built. It will be 
a couple of budgets down the track. We will probably see some more money go into another fund tomorrow, but 
it will not hit the ground.  
There is plenty of good stuff in here. I will move on to the Forest Products Commission. It did not appear at this 
particular estimates but at the following one and apparently we can talk about whatever we like this morning. In 
its estimates appearance last year, they turned up—with a straight face, Hon Dan Caddy—and sat there with budget 
figures that did not take into account the fact that the Labor government had shut down the hardwood sector. We 
sat there and, after a little bit of back and forth we asked, “Did you think it would be a good idea to change the 
budget figures in the out years because you shut down the hardwood sector?” A representative of the Forest Products 
Commission, through I believe at the time the representative minister, Hon Alannah MacTiernan, said, “Possibly, but 
we didn’t get around to it.” I hope when the Forest Products Commission appears before estimates this year and 
their minister is in this place, they get around to reflecting in its budget numbers for the out years that the government 
has shut down the hardwood sector. Obviously, those numbers will change, but we will see. Also from the 
Forest Products Commission, from 19 October 2021, there is the $50 million Just Transition plan. That is just 
about my favourite terminology in all of the nasty acronyms and euphemisms that governments use. I quote — 

• The $50 million Just Transition plan will be developed to assist those who require redeployment as 
a result of the ceasing of native logging activities at the expiry of the current Forest Management Plan. 

“Redeployment” means being sacked and thrown out of a job and having your business shut down, by the way. 
We have seen that again in just the last few days. To the government’s credit, the Just Transition plan is now slightly 
larger, but a $12 million investment in a timber mill just out of Albany will be lost because it is about to shut its 
doors. It could not get enough logs in the lead-up to this winter. That investment is gone. The staff will be out of 
work. They will receive some money from the government but it will go nowhere near covering the $12 million 
investment that that business made over the last decade. We know why they may have been investing recently. I have 
given this an enormous run and it is still worth a run from Hon Dave Kelly. As recently as 2019, Hon Dave Kelly 
was promoting the hardwood logging sector in this state and saying it had a bright future and that he welcomed 
investment from a Queensland company and others. Businesses read the signals being sent by government and 
invested, as did the proprietors of Redmond Mill. Just a few short years later, despite the development of the 
Just Transition plan, they are gone. Generations of family investment is gone. It is just one of the dozens of businesses 
across the south west and great southern that have been impacted by this. However, we have also had some good 
news from the government in recent days about how it intends to address that. It intends to employ more government 
workers. A $36 million package will be announced tomorrow for 50 government jobs, apparently to look after the 
health of the forest. Private jobs, private businesses and private investment is out the door—the government shut it 
down. The government says that is okay because it will invest taxpayers’ money in 50 jobs to keep the forest healthy.  
The $350 million softwood plantation expansion fund, which gets a good run, is also in the 2021–22 estimates. It 
talks about sharefarm arrangements, which I think have suddenly gone from favour—the government competing 
with farmers to buy land to plant pines on. That is appropriate, according to the government. To step back a little bit, 
one of the reasons the government had to shut down the hardwood sector was that the Forest Products Commission 
was apparently making a loss propping it up. The $350 million, on the other hand, is an investment. It is not a taxpayer 
loss; it is an investment! A small loss on the hardwood sector has turned into a $350 million investment in the 
softwood plantation expansion fund. At the time, the government said it would buy 33 000 hectares. We will see 
how that is travelling. We will get a good crack about it at estimates to see whether the government is on track to 
get anywhere near that, but I guess it will not.  
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I would like to congratulate the hardworking estimates committee for its good work in this report. It is obviously 
useful to know that when these reports come along, we can talk about absolutely anything, which has been very 
enjoyable this morning! 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: I, too, would like to make a contribution today. I feel we have steered a bit away from 
what is actually in the eighty-fifth report — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: That’s Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s fault. 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: It is Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s fault; I agree with Minister Dawson there. The honourable 
member said he was feeling very generous. However, I think he was feeling very generous in his very distorted 
view of history. However, I will bring it back to the eighty-fifth report. I welcome the opportunity to speak on this 
report of the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, which is titled Consideration of the 
2021–22 Budget Estimates. It was tabled in November 2021 by Hon Peter Collier. The eighty-fifth report is 
a consideration of the estimates of spending contained in the 2021 appropriation bills and 2021–22 budget papers. 
Through the inquiry, the committee, as noted in the report, made three findings, which were then accompanied by 
two recommendations. I want to point out to Hon Nick Goiran, who spoke earlier about appendix A of this report, 
that recommendations 1 and 2 have been supported by the government.  
I would like to take this opportunity to briefly speak on agencies. The agency level information to support estimates 
is provided in chapter 3 of the budget statements in budget paper No 2. For the majority of agencies, the budget 
statements provide the following: how the agency fits into the government’s wider goals, what services the agency 
intends to deliver, the effectiveness and efficiency at which the agency has performed or at which it intends to perform 
and the financial information. For any agencies that do not fit into the majority, the statements show only the asset 
investment program. In this budget, the number of agencies that adhere to this practice went from 32 in the 2020–21 
budget statements to 16 in the 2021–22 budget statements. Budgets are built around specific government goals and it 
is in within the capacity of the agencies to contribute to more than just one goal. When contributing to these goals, 
agencies will align desired outcomes and key performance indicators to these specific goals. The 2021–22 budget 
was primarily built around the government’s four main goals, which I will quote from page 3 of the report. They are —  

• Strong and sustainable finances: Responsible, achievable, affordable service delivery.  
• WA Jobs Plan: Local manufacturing and production, creating WA jobs and training for the jobs of 

the future. 
• Safe, strong and fair communities: Developing healthy and resilient communities. 
• Growing our communities: Protecting our environment with thriving suburbs and regions.  

Through the course of this report, the committee examined a total of 14 agencies, I believe, that contributed to the 
state budget. Amongst the various agencies that made contributions are government trading enterprises and it was 
observed in the 2021–22 Budget Statements that government trading enterprises, with examples including both 
Transperth and Western Power, now disclose a similar level of information to what is provided by other agencies. 
With this new access to information on government trading enterprises, finding 1 reports that the committee’s 
ability to scrutinise agencies has improved. Relating to the agencies that were examined in depth by the committee, 
it was noted that changes to the performance reporting framework are in fact very evident. This includes the 
Department of Justice having a new desired outcome, service, key effectiveness indicator and key efficiency 
indicator. The Department of Justice had one fewer key effectiveness indicator and efficiency indicator due to the 
State Solicitor’s Office becoming a sub-department, with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet having one 
new desired outcome and service. The agencies examined in depth collectively revised 56 key effectiveness 
indicator targets for the 2021–22 budget.  
I will speak on further observations that were made by the committee relating to the budget papers, particularly in relation 
to recommendation 1. The committee noted that there was a bit of confusion due to the term “forward estimates” 
not being used consistently. Forward estimates refer to the financial estimates made for future years as part of our 
budget processes. These estimates are made based on the assumption that government policies will not undergo 
any significant changes that would affect the financial situation for years to come. By providing this longer term 
perspective to the budget process, which typically focuses on the short-term financial situation of the government, 
policymakers can then make better plans for the future and make informed decisions about how to allocate budget 
resources. The eighty-fifth report observes that the inconsistency is with forward estimates sometimes being referred 
to as the last three years of estimates, that being the 2022–23 to 2024–25 period, and that sometimes includes the 
budget year, that being 2021–22. The examples provided, Telethon donation, the National Agreement on Closing 
the Gap, stabilising Western Australia’s revenue collection system and the Aboriginal tourism fund, treat 
“forward estimates” as a four-year period from 2021–22 to 2024–25, whereas tables tend to refer to the last three 
years of estimates—2022–23 to 2024–25—as forward estimates. Because the use of forward estimates is inconsistent, 
the committee has considered it to have had an impact on the readability of the budget. With this, committee 
recommendation 1 states — 
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The Department of Treasury ensure that the term “forward estimates” is consistently applied in the 
budget papers —  

I once again refer to attachment A of the eighty-fifth report and the government’s response to recommendation 1, 
noting that this recommendation is supported and this term will be consistently used.  
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Sally Talbot): Members, as you will know, the time for consideration of committee 
reports has expired.  
Consideration of report postponed, pursuant to standing orders. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders.  
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