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ENERGY SAFETY BILL 2005 
ENERGY SAFETY LEVY BILL 2005 

Cognate Debate - Motion 
By leave, on motion by Hon Kim Chance (Leader of the House), resolved - 

That the Energy Safety Bill 2005 and the Energy Safety Levy Bill 2005 be debated cognately. 

Second Reading - Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 22 March and 14 March. 
HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [12.45 pm]:  The opposition supports the Energy Safety Bill; however, 
it opposes the Energy Safety Levy Bill.  This government is awash with money.  The imposition of a levy is 
merely another tax on the suppliers of electricity and gas in this state, which will be passed on directly to 
consumers as an extra charge on their accounts.  That means consumers will pay twice; first, in the taxes they 
contribute towards the $2 billion surplus, and then, indirectly, as a charge added to their accounts.  The energy 
safety division of the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection raises approximately 40 per cent of 
its $5 million annual budget from the imposition of fees on electricians and contractors that use its services.  This 
bill aims to shift the funding of the remaining 60 per cent of the energy safety division’s budget from 
consolidated revenue to a new user-pays levy.  It is ironic that the state Labor government is introducing a new 
tax at the very time that it is finally removing three outdated nuisance taxes that it had long ago promised to 
remove as part of the goods and services tax package.   
The government has endeavoured to sanitise the impact of this tax by calling it a levy.  However, I contend that a 
rose by any other name would smell as sweet.  The government is not only bestowing upon us a new tax that, 
presumably, it believes we need for our own good; it is doing so when it is running the mother of all budget 
surpluses.  That begs the question: do Labor governments believe there is ever a good time to exercise 
expenditure restraints?   
Industry and business groups have stated that the new levy must be passed on to consumers through additional 
charges.  If that is so, it raises questions about the economic efficiency of cost churning.  Consumers who are 
beneficiaries of the energy safety division’s work, pay for the service by contributions to consolidated revenue.  
However, the government’s momentous reform will see those consumers paying for the same service by an 
additional levy on their energy bill.  Is such a reform really worthy of the time of the government or of this 
house?  This bill also gives the minister the power to review the levy every year and vary it as he wishes.  That 
proposed power to vary the levy and the break-up of receipts will not be subject to the scrutiny that the energy 
safety division would face if its funding came from consolidated revenue.  Furthermore, in future the energy 
safety division will receive no funding from consolidated revenue.  If its funding is constrained, it will risk being 
unable to quickly address an emergency.  Given that the head of that division has stated that, in real terms, it is 
presently operating on the equivalent of its 1995 budget, the possibility of being unable to fund emergency 
works is more than just an academic notion.  This Labor government is awash with surplus dollars - $2 billion in 
this financial year, and the forecast is for much of the same in the coming three years.  The state’s economy has 
not been this robust for four decades.  Indeed, the government has finally been embarrassed by its good fortune 
to the point that it is currently in the process of abolishing three state taxes to placate the public and in 
compliance with the conditions agreed with the commonwealth to prevent having to suffer penalties to its goods 
and services tax payments.  The recently announced cuts do not go very far in providing real tax relief to the 
public, because this government is addicted to money.  Whose money is it?  It is the everyday citizen’s money.  
The Treasurer has become divorced from the financial struggle that is the grinding reality of the average 
consumer’s life.  Unlike John and Jenny Citizen, for the Labor government this is not simply another cost to 
balance or, indeed, juggle if balancing is not possible.  This Labor government, the self-proclaimed champion of 
the working class, the poor and the underclass, does not care.  If it is spending too much money, as it is, it can 
always increase taxes and raise more revenue through taxes and charges.  That is what Labor governments do.  
They spend too much, then they raise taxes and charges and then they sell public assets to reduce government 
liabilities.  This formula will not create a sustainable economy.  It has been proved otherwise on countless 
occasions, but it is a formula that all Labor governments have used in the past and that this Labor government is 
determined to stick with.  Who needs innovation and the smarter delivery of services when taxes and charges can 
be introduced and increased on a whim?  With each passing day, the Treasurer resembles more and more the 
Disney character Scrooge McDuck.  It does not stretch the imagination to envisage the Treasurer doing his daily 
exercise by diving into the money bin at Treasury.  However, there is one area in which Mr Ripper differs from 
Uncle Scrooge McDuck; that is, his spending habits.   
The energy safety levy will be passed directly on to consumers.  This cost will not be borne by business and 
industry, their shareholders or business trading enterprises.  The imposition of this levy will not result in acts of 
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philanthropy by Alinta, Synergy, Horizon Power or whomever.  This levy will be passed on as a direct charge to 
consumers - user-pays cost recovery.  Members can choose their own term, but it all means the same thing: the 
public pays.  The cost of running the office of EnergySafety will be charged directly to the consumer.  
Effectively, this is a new tax, a tax by subterfuge and a tax by charge.  This Labor government has completely 
removed from executive government any notion of public service.  There was a time when taxes were imposed 
to provide, among other things, public services.  That is no longer the case.  The government still collects taxes - 
many and more of them - but the public must pay again for its services by way of charges.  The public pays 
twice.  Public utilities have become government trading enterprises.  Essential services, particularly electricity 
and gas, have become commercial activities for government trading enterprises, and members of the general 
public have become the clients and customers of government trading enterprises.  Traditionally, a customer is 
perceived as someone who pays for a product or service.  To that end at least, this Labor government has 
remained traditional.  Public service, for which we also pay taxes, has become quaint and antiquated, and 
appears to have outlived its purpose; that is, its usefulness.   
The opposition supports the requirement for the office of EnergySafety to be located within the Department of 
Consumer and Employment Protection.  However, we believe that the existing funding structure should be 
retained - that is, its funding should come from consolidated revenue - as it has worked for many years.  This 
government is not short of a few bob as to be unable to fund it.  It is not a great amount.  The imposition of the 
levy will be an inefficient administrative cost that merely adds another tax to those that were intended to be 
removed when the state agreed to share GST revenue with the commonwealth. 
HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [12.54 pm]:  The Greens (WA) support the bill because it is 
essential that there be adequate safety guidelines in the electricity and energy sectors generally.  The 
EnergySafety office needs to be funded in some way and it is not inappropriate for it to be funded through a 
levy.  The Greens wondered why it could not have been funded entirely through licences.  In effect, the bill will 
impose a levy on people who use a system that is provided at public expense.  In fact, it will impose a levy that 
will ensure that the Western Australian community is protected and energy consumption is safe and fully 
regulated.  The bill seeks to ensure that there is adequate long-term funding for the energy industry and for the 
activities of the Director of Energy Safety.  To this end, it will allow an annual levy to be levied on energy 
industry participants sufficient to fund the implementation of the annual business plan.  The bill sets out the 
provisions that must be covered in the business plan of the Director of Energy Safety, and the plan is to be 
approved by the minister.   

The Greens have only one concern with the bill, and it harks back to the debates we had in this chamber on the 
Electricity Corporations Bill.  We said that energy utilities tend to behave with the benefit of hindsight but with 
very little foresight.  We contend that if, for example, there is a long-term change in the way in which energy is 
generated, distributed and used in the community, there will need to be a similar change in the way in which 
energy safety matters are regulated.  I will give an example of how that will happen.  The Energy Safety Bill 
basically deals with the infrastructure as it exists today.  However, we know that renewable energy technologies 
have emerged, such as the small-scale power generators located in regional areas and the 20-megawatt wind 
power station at Albany.  The electrical interfaces are quite different and present quite different safety issues.  
Although the safety parameters do not change, the appliances have changed significantly.  It is likely that a wide 
range of new appliances will connect to the grid.  The energy safety regulator needs to play a bigger role in 
ensuring not just that those appliances are safely connected, but also that the ongoing management of the system 
is stable and that the quality and reliability of supply is not impacted upon.  I will give an example.  The energy 
safety regulator deals with not only safety matters, such as people having the right amount of insulation for their 
appliances and those types of issues, but also energy efficiency and the quality and reliability of supply.  In that 
regard, the Energy Safety Bill is slightly inadequate in that it does not explicitly give the Director of Energy 
Safety any additional power to ensure that energy efficiency is promoted and enhanced in the state.  I will have a 
little more to say about that later.   
The problem that the Greens have with the bill is that it is founded on the electrical infrastructure and scenarios 
that exist today.  The international trend is that the electrical infrastructure is changing; the way in which it is 
regulated and the way that consumers interface with it are changing.  For example, more households will become 
stand-alone power generators and there will be more sophisticated metering technologies between the consumer 
and the network.  As a consequence, we will need a different set of obligations, powers and responsibilities for 
regulation.   

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Prior to the break, I was saying that the Greens (WA) were committed to 
promoting the modernisation of the electricity industry and the energy sector in general, which will transform the 
nature of the electricity industry.  I will give members examples of households that are off the grid because they 
have their own electricity generation facility or solar panels and batteries.  The Director of Energy Safety would 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Thursday, 6 April 2006] 

 p1270d-1276a 
Hon Kim Chance; Hon Anthony Fels; Hon Paul Llewellyn; Hon Norman Moore 

 [3] 

still be responsible for managing the safety of all the appliances in those households.  There will be more 
instances of households, and to some extent small businesses, going off the grid because they can produce their 
own electricity.  Long, thin powerlines currently service remote farm houses.  More of those facilities in the rural 
areas will be cut off the grid with standalone power systems; for example, they might have their own battery 
control and regulation systems.  Although the current energy safety arrangements provide for that, they also need 
to be modernised and resourced so that the office can carry out additional functions to regulate and manage those 
systems.  There will be more such systems as it becomes more expensive and less economically viable to 
transmit power to very remote places by long, thin wires.  The Greens also see the modernisation of the electrical 
system as entailing more sophisticated control systems at the periphery of the grid, with different kinds of 
impacts on volt-amperage regulation and frequency control.  There is, therefore, all the more reason to have a 
well-organised, well-informed, modernised and updated energy regulation authority, and also to have a well-
resourced authority. 
The explanatory memorandum to the Energy Safety Bill notes that one of the regulatory functions of the Director 
of Energy Safety is to ensure that the performance and labelling of common household appliances and certain 
kinds of equipment satisfy energy efficiency standards.  Energy efficiency is one of the most important areas of 
the modernisation of the state’s electrical energy system - in fact, the energy system in general.  In this case it 
means the energy efficiency standards relating to appliances such as washing machines, vacuum cleaners and 
refrigerators.  Energy efficiency can make a massive contribution to the overall modernisation of the electrical 
system.  The Greens note that when people design an electrical system, particularly one using renewable energy, 
the most important thing to do is reduce the energy intensity of the system.  In this case it would be reduced by 
the use of energy-efficient appliances.  The Greens see that in the long term there will be more energy-efficient 
appliances and a greater range of such appliances.  Therefore, there will be a more complex role for the energy 
safety regulator because, as time goes by, efficiency will be the low-hanging fruit of carbon reduction and 
reduction of the energy intensity of the economy. 

From the Greens’ reading of the bill, the Director of Energy Safety has no capacity to spend money on 
promoting energy efficiency.  The Greens will seek to amend the bill slightly so that it acknowledges the 
important role that energy efficiency will play in the future of electrical systems.  This also, although to a lesser 
extent, applies to gas appliances.  The carbon emission savings that result from the energy efficiency of electrical 
systems are greater than those resulting from the energy efficiency of gas appliances.  I raised this issue with 
various government officers who are dealing with this bill and they indicated that they would draft an 
amendment.  The Greens have seen the amendment and are happy with it.  We will therefore support the bill.  
During the committee stage, we will move our amendment to give the safety regulator the capacity to use funds 
for the promotion of energy efficiency. 

I note that it is not unusual for regulatory authorities to raise funds by levy; in fact, it is a fair way of doing it.  If 
we limit the fundraising capacity of an energy safety authority to bidding for funds from consolidated revenue, 
we could leave the authority stranded without funds, particularly if other pressing bids for consolidated revenue 
overrode energy safety functions.  That would mean the energy regulator could be left without adequate 
resourcing.  We believe this shifts the cost to some of the operators.  They are the users of the system, and that is 
the right place to put a regulator.  It is fair to say that a certain proportion of the funds will be raised through 
licensing charges.  It is also right and proper that those funds be raised through a separate levy that changes from 
time to time to meet the changing needs of the regulator.  

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [2.10 pm]:  I thank honourable members for their 
contributions to the debate, particularly Hon Paul Llewellyn, who indicated that he will support the bill, but also 
Hon Anthony Fels for his spirited contribution.  Hon Anthony Fels drew lines of comparison between a levy and 
a tax.  I do not think this is the right place in which to go into the fine point of differentiation that exists between 
the two.  In fact, this is an area in which the chamber misses the services of a previous Minister for Finance in 
this house, Hon Max Evans, who probably knew more than anyone else about the differentiation between a tax 
and a levy.  Even though I did not always agree with him, his advice on this would have been very useful.  
Hon Anthony Fels made the point that the government is awash with money.  I think we have heard that once 
before today. 

Hon Norman Moore:  You’ll probably hear about it again in the future. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I am sure we will hear about it again in the future.  I thank the Leader of the Opposition.  
From my point of view, suffice to say - I am not an expert in this field - that in this case a levy is not a tax; a levy 
is a fee for service.  A tax is quite different in that regard.  Hon Anthony Fels made the point that he believed the 
effect of these two bills, because we are dealing with these two bills cognately, is to shift a revenue source from 
the consolidated fund to a user-pays principle, and he indicated that he would oppose the bills on those grounds.  
The opposition is not arguing that energy safety should not be funded.  That certainly is not the opposition’s 
argument.  The logic of the argument that it should be CF-funded rather than levy-funded is that the users of the 
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service and the direct beneficiaries of the service should be cross-subsidised by the taxpayer.  When it is argued 
that user pays should not apply, that is fine.  I have been known to argue that myself from time to time.  

Hon Norman Moore:  I think I have heard you on the odd occasion. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  If I had not said that, the Leader of the Opposition would no doubt have reminded the 
house that I might have argued in that way from time to time.  However, if the user of a service does not pay, 
who does?  In this case, Hon Anthony Fels clearly identified who pays, because he identified the consolidated 
fund as the appropriate source.  Then who pays?  The taxpayer pays, whether or not that taxpayer is a beneficiary 
of the service.  That is the logic of user-pays.  I believe there are arguments for the taxpayer generally providing 
the funds for a service, rather than the consumer of the service.  However, I am also the first to admit that we 
must be very careful about how far we apply that logic.  Nevertheless, there is one very important point 
historically about the way in which this bill proposes to do this.  It is true that at the moment the consolidated 
fund provides the funds for energy safety.  That has not always been the case.  In fact, it is over only a relatively 
brief period that the consolidated fund has been the provider of the funds for energy safety.  Indeed, one need 
only go back to the time - I will not put a year on it - when electrical and gas energy was provided by the State 
Energy Commission of Western Australia.  We had a user-pays source of funding for energy safety then.  It is 
only since corporatisation that, for want of another place to find the funds for energy safety, the cost has fallen 
on the consolidated fund.  Therefore, what we are doing, in effect, with this bill is returning the funding source 
to, we argue, the proper place, but factually the historical place of its derivation, and that is the user of the 
service.  Who pays?  As proposed in the bills, the distributors will be the people who pay, in the same way as the 
State Energy Commission of Western Australia paid when it was the distributor.  The funds are not derived from 
householders directly.  I argue that the householder is also insulated from paying that levy indirectly.  Let me 
make it quite clear.  Who will pay the levy?  The people who will pay the levy are the distributors of energy in 
either electrical or gas form; that is, Synergy, Horizon Power, Boral, Kleenheat and Alinta.  The people who 
actually distribute the energy will pay the levy.  The reason I said that the householder, and indeed small 
business also, will be protected from that levy and its effect being passed on is that the government has already 
given a guarantee that those prices will be capped for the term of government. 

Hon Anthony Fels also commented on the success that the state government has had as an economic manager.  
He noted that we have done that without asset sales, unlike coalition governments that managed to deliver both 
deficit budgets and asset sales.  He also offered some gratuitous comments on the Treasurer’s character and a 
brief synopsis of a Walt Disney character.   

Hon Paul Llewellyn made some very good points.  He pointed out that the bill provides adequate safety 
guidelines and an adequate process for funding those guidelines.  Certainly, we are grateful for his support in a 
field in which he is an acknowledged expert.  He spent some time going through the issue of energy efficiency.  
Although that is not a core outcome of the bills, it touches on the bills.  I believe that amendments have been 
drafted between Hon Paul Llewellyn and the government to deal with those issues.  He made the point that the 
levy is an appropriate mechanism for funding the safety requirements. 

Hon Anthony Fels asserted that the levy lacks transparency.  I want to go through that a little, because it is not 
actually the case.  However, I can see how people may have missed it.  The business plan, which includes the 
quantum of the levy proposal and which is considered by the minister, must be tabled in Parliament.  After 
discussions with the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, the government has specifically provided amendments - 
these are already in the bill; they were moved in the Legislative Assembly - that provide for disallowance by 
either house of the gazetted deliberation.  That is a very important part of transparency.  This provision had to be 
made within the bill because a determination of this kind by the minister does not fall within the scope of section 
46 of the Interpretation Act.  Without that specific provision in the bill, although the business plan and levy 
details would still have to be gazetted and tabled in Parliament, they would not be disallowable as they would 
not be the kind of instrument that could normally be disallowed by the Parliament.  I thank honourable members 
for their contributions and I commend the bill to the house. 

Question (Energy Safety Bill 2005) put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (12) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Kate Doust Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sheila Mills Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Graham Giffard Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

Noes (10) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Anthony Fels Hon Helen Morton Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien  
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Norman Moore Hon Barbara Scott  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Jon Ford Hon George Cash 
 Hon Ken Travers Hon Ray Halligan 
 Hon Shelley Archer Hon Barry House 
 Hon Adele Farina Hon Murray Criddle 
 Hon Giz Watson Hon Margaret Rowe 
 
Question thus passed. 
Bill read a second time.   
Question (Energy Safety Levy Bill 2005) put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (12) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Kate Doust Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sheila Mills Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Kim Chance Hon Graham Giffard Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

Noes (11) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Anthony Fels Hon Helen Morton Hon Barbara Scott 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Bruce Donaldson (Teller) 
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Norman Moore Hon Margaret Rowe  

            

Pairs 

 Hon Jon Ford  Hon George Cash 
 Hon Ken Travers  Hon Murray Criddle 
 Hon Shelley Archer  Hon Ray Halligan 
 Hon Adele Farina  Hon Barry House 
 Hon Giz Watson  Hon Robyn McSweeney 
 
Question thus passed. 
Bill read a second time.   

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations - Motion 

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [2.29 pm] - without notice: I move - 

That order of the day 199, the Energy Safety Bill 2005, and order of the day 197, the Energy Safety 
Levy Bill 2005, be discharged and referred to the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations.   

I still have a number of concerns following the second reading debate on the Energy Safety Bill 2005 and the 
Energy Safety Levy Bill 2005.  Similar issues were raised by Hon Paul Llewellyn.  The imposition of a levy to 
fund EnergySafety, which is effectively a tax on the community, requires further investigation.  The Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations is the best committee to do this.  It has the capacity to 
investigate the funding requirements of EnergySafety.  It also has the capacity to investigate the organisation 
formerly known as Western Power and its contributions to this scheme and its capacity to contribute to this 
scheme.  The committee has the opportunity to determine the effectiveness of the functions of EnergySafety.  
These two bills propose to fund that office.  It is presently funded by consolidated revenue through the 
Department of Consumer and Employment Protection.  

The department might not be satisfied with its present levels of funding.  The Estimates and Financial Operations 
Committee can determine whether the department’s present funding is adequate or whether it may require 
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additional funding.  Members raised the issue of avoiding a repeat of the tragedy of the Tenterden fire that 
occurred a few years ago due to the inability of EnergySafety to prevent accidents of that type from occurring.  
The Estimates and Financial operations Committee comprises two government members, one opposition 
member and a Greens (WA) member.  Therefore, it has the ability to pursue the government’s agenda and 
endorse the bill.  However, other amendments might be required to make the legislation more workable and fair.  
I would like to prevent consumers from being slugged with costs on top of the taxes they are already paying. 

HON NORMAN MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [2.32 pm]:  I support the 
motion moved by Hon Anthony Fels.  He has raised an interesting issue.  The Leader of the House referred to 
these issues when he responded in the second reading debate.  The question of what is a levy and what is a tax 
has been around for a long time.  They are the types of things that the Estimates and Financial Operations 
Committee should have a good, hard look at so that we know exactly what will be the effect of these sorts of 
imposts.  When is a levy a levy and when is taxation taxation?  A more important issue is whether a user-pays 
system or revenue from the consolidated fund should be the source of funding for particular government 
functions.  That is a very interesting debate.  There are many arguments about whether revenue from the 
consolidated fund should be used for the things it is used for or whether a user-pays system should apply.  For 
example, should the education system be funded from the consolidated fund revenue or by a user-pays system?  I 
left the school system some years ago and have no children in the system, yet I am paying for a service that I do 
not use.  It is a fundamental philosophical issue.  It is a hard decision for a government to make on whether a 
service should be funded from the consolidated fund or by a user-pays system.  The Leader of the House told us 
that, historically, this is a user-pays system.  I am not aware of that but I accept his explanation.  Currently the 
funding is derived from the consolidated fund.  The Leader of the House also told us that when it becomes a 
user-pays system, it does not mean that the consumers will pay any extra, because the government has given a 
commitment that the price of electricity will not increase for the next three or four years.  However, that will not 
be the case after that time, because the price will increase.  There is no question in my mind that the levy will be 
passed on to consumers.  The government’s commitment will just delay the inevitable and it is hard to believe 
that the costs will not be passed on.  They will be passed on in due course, bearing in mind that this legislation 
will survive beyond the government’s commitment it gave on the price of electricity.  This issue will affect the 
general community and it will affect consumers of electricity in due course when the levy is passed on to them.  
Therefore, it is important that the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee consider it and ask the public 
what it thinks about funding this part of the energy business or whether it should be paid for by taxpayers 
collectively.  Enough significant issues exist to warrant sending this bill to the committee for its quick 
consideration and response.  As a result of its deliberations, we will be far better informed to make a decision 
during the committee stage and the third reading stage of the bill. 

Amendment to Motion 

HON KIM CHANCE (Agricultural - Leader of the House) [2.35 pm]:  I move -  

To insert after “Operations” the following - 

 and that the committee report no later than 10 May 2006 

In line with the government’s intention to keep government business moving, the government will support this 
motion to refer the bills to the Estimates and Financial Operations Committee.  I say that principally because I 
am aware that the government has today introduced amendments to the bills and it is only reasonable to allow 
time for the committee to consider them.  Although they are quite simple amendments, the government probably 
should not introduce amendments to a bill at the last minute.  I am grateful for the Leader of the Opposition’s 
indication that the committee should report quickly on the matter.  From what I have heard members say, I 
believe that that will be the case.  All bills referred to a committee should have a reporting date.  If a committee 
cannot report by that date, it can seek an extension of its reporting time from Parliament.   

HON ANTHONY FELS (Agricultural) [2.37 pm]:  I thank Hon Kim Chance for agreeing to support this 
motion, as amended.  I would have liked slightly more time to consider it.  However, as long as the Estimates 
and Financial Operations Committee is able to meet in that time, it should be okay.  A reason I wished to send 
these bills to a committee is because I believe Hon Giz Watson was quite interested in speaking on this issue but 
has been unable to be here to speak on the bills.  She will have an opportunity to do that as chairman of the 
committee.  I am grateful to the government for allowing these bills to be sent to the committee. 
Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and passed. 
 


