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ENERGY SAFETY LEVY BILL 2005 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 October. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to the third reading. 

Third Reading 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection) [10.28 pm]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [10.28 pm]:  I am a little disappointed that we did not get a chance to divide on 
the Energy Safety Bill.  I do not know how the timing was out; I thought I was pretty close to the mark. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You have to be quick. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN:  Very quick.  Hopefully this time we will be ready.  For the same reasons, I highlight that 
the National Party supports the principle of the last bill and the government’s intent to raise some extra funds to 
support the Energy Safety Division.  For four reasons we oppose this bill and the imposition of a levy on 
industry users and producers for the purpose of raising funds.  This will be a funding impost on the people of 
Western Australia.  As the member for Bunbury said, this is an extra tax, because people will have to pay more 
in some way.  It should instead come out of consolidated revenue.  It is also an administrative burden.  The 
minister could simply increase the consolidated revenue allocation to the division and thereby resolve the 
funding issue.  Consumer safety is the core business of government.  We believe it should be sourced from 
consolidated revenue.  In the scheme of things, $4.4 million is a pittance.  To go through the process of setting 
up a bill and an act of Parliament to raise these funds is almost superfluous.  The most appropriate way to go 
would be to increase the allocation from consolidated revenue to the Energy Safety Division.  We will not be 
supporting the bill.   

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Serpentine-Jarrahdale) [10.30 pm]:  The Liberal Party will not support the Energy 
Safety Levy Bill.  The levy is a tax.  That is something we cannot agree with.  The Gallop government made an 
election promise in 2000 that there would be no new taxes.  This is a new tax.  With the economy being so 
strong - it is a V8 economy, as the Treasurer has said - the government should have enough money to fund the 
Energy Safety Division.  The Energy Safety Division is an independent body and should be funded from 
government coffers.  This levy is a new tax and something that we on this side of the house cannot support.   

MR G.A. WOODHAMS (Greenough) [10.31 pm]:  I also oppose the Energy Safety Levy Bill.  I would accept 
an interjection from the minister to explain a component of the bill.  How will the amount of the levy be 
determined for an energy producer that produces five or eight megawatts compared with one that produces 
10 000 megawatts?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  It is proposed in the discussion paper that it be roughly pro rata, so someone who was 
producing 50 megawatts would pay five times the amount that would be paid by someone who was producing 10 
megawatts.   

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  So regardless of whether it was six, eight, 14 or 23 megawatts, or whatever it might 
be, it will simply be pro rata?  That will be the formula that will be applied?  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is the suggestion.  In that way Western Power will pay the largest component of the 
levy.   

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [10.33 pm]:  It is probably no surprise that the Liberal Party will not be supporting the 
Energy Safety Levy Bill.  Like the members who have spoken before me, it is not the case that I have not been 
exposed to some of the issues concerning electricity failures and electricity safety.  I have been.  I have been 
involved in following the incident reports by EnergySafety into many of the incidents that have occurred due to 
network transmission failures in the non-interconnected grid in the south east of the state.  It seems to me that, as 
other members have said, the important issue is not safety but who will pay for it.  We all recognise that it needs 
to be paid for.  It is worth paying for.  It is something we need to have.  I commend the Energy Safety Division 
for what it has done in my area in trying to do its best to investigate the incidents that have occurred and that 
produced so many wildfires in my area in December 2004.   
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The other reason that this levy is unfair is that it is a double whammy for consumers.  It is a double whammy 
because, as consumers of electricity or gas, we all pay taxes and now we are being asked to pay another tax in 
the form of a levy.  We will pay because, although there are only major generators of electricity in the electricity 
industry - in the vicinity of 37, 40 or maybe 50 - there will be a levy on their capacity to generate.  The reality of 
the commercial world is that someone pays, and that cost will be passed onto the consumer in some way.  We 
might say that electricity prices have been capped under this new arrangement of disaggregation of Western 
Power.  Although the electricity prices will be fixed, as sure as night follows day, eventually the consumer will 
pay. 

I would also like to talk about a double whammy that will occur for a power generator who generates power for 
the non-interconnected grid on the south coast; that is, Burns and Roe Worley Pty Ltd, a private company that 
has gas turbines in Esperance that generate electricity.  Needless to say, the gas, which originally comes from the 
North West Shelf, is piped from the Kalgoorlie region to Esperance and is the power source for the generators.  
Those gas turbines generate electricity.  A wind farm is also interfaced with the gas generators to produce, on a 
good day, when the wind blows, and that is often in Esperance - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You are not saying you Esperance people are a windy lot, are you?  

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  My wife might like to say something about that but I will not make any comment.  On a 
good day, the wind farm generates 22 per cent of the town’s needs.  There is also a wind farm in Bremer Bay 
that is interfaced with a diesel generator.  It is quite possible that BRW is faced not only with an electricity levy 
but also a levy for the gas it uses to power its gas turbines.  I would like the minister to check that for me because 
there is a potential for BRW to receive a double whammy. 

While I am on the impost of levies, I certainly hope that if there is a wind farm in Western Australia that delivers 
more than five megawatts, it does not get hit with the levy as well, because I believe that would be an impost on 
the incentive to use renewable sources of energy in this state.  I have said most of what I want to say on this 
issue, but it will not necessarily change the position of the other side of the house.  I believe that this levy is an 
impost on development, it is an impost on industry and it will be a cost to consumers in the short, medium or 
long term.  I will oppose the levy.  I have talked about trying to raise a relatively small amount of money to 
enable EnergySafety to do its work in the safety areas.  That is not just in the obvious transmission network 
areas.   

In closing, I want to comment in passing on the fairness of, for instance, Burns and Roe Worley Pty Ltd, the 
electricity generator, paying a levy for the safety issues and the safety concerns that are brought about in the 
majority of cases by breakdowns in network transmission.  Why should the generator pay for the major problems 
that are symptomatic of the transmission component of the industry?  For that reason, I believe that there is a 
lack of fairness in the concept of a levy.  I know that the minister has talked about user pays and that that sounds 
very fair and is great.  However, there is another principle, as the member for Stirling said, of what state 
governments are about and what core business is about.  State governments are about health, education, roads 
and, I suggest, many other things.  However, what about safety in the energy industry?  I believe that there are 
better ways of doing this to achieve what we want to achieve, which is safety in both the electricity and gas 
industries for the benefit of all Western Australians. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [10.42 pm]:  I believe the members for Serpentine-Jarrahdale, 
Bunbury and Roe summed up quite succinctly why the Liberal Party has spearheaded the opposition to this levy.  
They have put the reasons that the energy safety initiatives should have been funded through consolidated 
revenue.  I will finally put on record a couple of points that probably stemmed as much as anything from some 
comments the Treasurer made earlier tonight on a different bill.  Firstly, I will reiterate once again that this 
government does not seem to understand that, at the end of the day, consumers in Western Australia will pay the 
cost of this levy.  The private sector has already told us, and put it in writing, that it will pass this cost on to the 
consumers.  It is all very well for the minister to say that Western Power is the major generator and it will not 
pass it on, or words to that effect.  However, the reality is that what we are trying to do with Western Power is 
reduce electricity costs.  This means that if Western Power becomes more efficient, and if all the reforms on 
which the Liberal Party worked cooperatively with the government come to pass, electricity costs will not be 
able to go down as much as they would have otherwise.  It must be borne in mind, of course, that Western Power 
is the principal supplier to a non-contestable market.  By that I mean householders and small business.  At the 
end of the day, those consumers will end up paying more for their power supplies as a result of this levy. 

If the government had come into this place and said that the levy would cost $4.5 million and that it would take 
that $4.5 million off the community in some other respect, and it could identify how, it might have had a point.  
However, it did not.  This simply frees up $4.5 million in revenue elsewhere at a time when we know that the 
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government is heading for a surplus well in excess of $1 billion.  The Treasurer gave the game away tonight 
when he talked about the Stamp Amendment Bill 2005.  He said in effect - this is my translation - that his tax 
strategy is to have more pain; in other words, to increase the amount of tax that Western Australians have to pay, 
but to spread it out so that people do not notice it as much.  Unfortunately, it will backfire in this case. 

An important point that may not have been stressed is that if the energy safety initiatives that are set out in the 
Energy Safety Bill were funded through consolidated revenue, as they are currently, it would be a relatively 
simple task for the government of the day to increase resources, improve safety and provide money for whatever 
programs are necessary throughout the energy sector.  However, because the funds are to be raised from a levy, I 
can envisage a situation in which a minister might be hesitant about increasing the levy.  Nobody wants to 
increase a levy.  On the other hand, if the Treasurer could be persuaded to tighten his belt in some other area, he 
might transfer funding from one area of the consolidated revenue to this area to provide improvements to energy 
safety.  For those various reasons, the Liberal Party does not support this bill.  I am indebted to my colleagues 
for putting the arguments so forcefully. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [10.45 pm]:  I will respond briefly.  It is interesting that 
the opposition has run away from the principle of user pays.  Although some very good contributions were made 
to the debate, the opposition made no attempt to justify why the user-pays principle should not apply in these 
circumstances.  I gave some indication in my contribution yesterday that a user-pays system is not always 
appropriate but that I think it is appropriate in this area.  We have a very dynamic, important and growing 
industry.  It is appropriate, therefore, to put in place a system that ensures the users’ contribution can be varied in 
proportion to their success or expansion in the industry. 

Two key points prove the advantage of this system and highlight energy safety.  Firstly, when EnergySafety is 
just another agency within government, it must fight for funds like all the other agencies.  When it is funded by 
industry, industry will take a closer interest in how it works and will make sure that crucial services are delivered 
very efficiently through EnergySafety.  The commitment of the funds from industry will lift the profile of 
EnergySafety and ensure that the industry itself is very much cognisant of the role of EnergySafety, not only 
because it must work with EnergySafety and meet the regulatory requirements, but also because the industry is 
funding it.  Secondly, EnergySafety must line up against a range of other vital and worthwhile services and 
compete with them for government funds.  In good times it is easy to provide that money, but when times are not 
so good, it will be difficult to ensure that EnergySafety receives the resources it requires.  It makes good sense to 
have a user-pays system levy of the sort we have proposed. 

Members have not dwelt on the fact that EnergySafety is already funded by an amount equivalent to 50 per cent 
in addition to the amount that will be raised.  Electricians, contractors and other people who use electrical 
services currently pay on a user-pays basis to fund a substantial part of EnergySafety.  However, the key 
providers of energy and the distributors do not pay.  To have a level playing field, all the key participants must 
contribute to it. 

In conclusion, if the opposition wants to get ready for government, it must set priorities and make hard decisions.  
It is always good to be on the side of the angels and say no to something that some people do not like.  However, 
that is not part of being in government.  The government must set its priorities.  Members opposite should keep 
in mind that they have a financial legacy to overcome.  During the eight years of the Court government, during 
which some years were very good for the economy - although not as good as they are now - that government ran 
five deficits out of eight budgets.  Financial credibility must be established.  If the opposition says yes to 
everyone who wants money and no to everyone who does not want to pay a bit extra, it cannot put together a 
financial plan that is workable. 

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  We are talking about safety.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The issue is that safety has to be funded.  A lot of other worthwhile programs need 
funding as well, and a priority must be set.  A decision must be made on how to allocate the money.   

It was very clear at the last election that the opposition had not turned its mind to prioritising issues in relation to 
its budget.  It did not decide where to pull back expenditure, where extra money would be expended and what its 
priorities were.  We see an example of that this evening: members opposite are saying there is pain in this and 
industry does not like it, so they will say no.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  You are actually lifting the tax impost on Western Australians.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The alternative is for the member to tell us which other service we should cut to find the 
$4.4 million. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 16 November 2005] 

 p7455b-7459a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr Terry Redman; Mr Tony Simpson; Mr Grant Woodhams; Dr Graham Jacobs; Mr Dan 

Barron-Sullivan 

 [4] 

Mr D.T. Redman:  With a surplus of over $4 million?   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  That is the point: everyone says there is a big surplus, but our debt is going up each year 
because we are building hospitals and schools.  Most of that is done through borrowings; therefore, we have to 
run a surplus to cover a fair bit of the borrowings.   

Mr D.T. Redman:  Surely the safety of consumers has to be the core business of government.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  So is a range of other areas - the safety of children and the safety of people on roads.  We 
have committed $50 million for seatbelts on school buses.  The reality is that there are more worthy and 
worthwhile causes than any government ever has money to fund.  Governments have to prioritise to decide 
where to spend the money.   

Members opposite can clearly play the political game of promising everything to everyone, and saying it will 
object to funding anything that will put a burden on someone, but, at the end of the day, there is no financial 
plan.   

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan:  You are double-dipping.   

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  No, I do not accept that.  We are willing, for a range of good reasons, to put in place a 
user-pays system to establish an ongoing stable level of funding.  Industry will know it is contributing and will 
take a real interest in the area.  It was a recommendation made by the Functional Review Committee task force 
some time ago, and we are now delivering on it.  We appreciate there will be pain.  We understand that the 
opposition will seek to take political advantage of it.  That is life.  At the end of the day, we are willing to set the 
priorities and make the hard decisions so that we can balance the books and make sure that economic growth will 
continue in this state and that the quality services we need will continue to be provided.  That is our track record.  
Members opposite have a credibility gap, and their performance on this bill tonight illustrates why they have that 
credibility gap.  I commend the bill to the house.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (19) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr F.M. Logan Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs J. Hughes Mr M. McGowan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Ms M.M. Quirk  

Noes (11) 

Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Dr K.D. Hames Mr D.T. Redman Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr A.J. Simpson Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr J.E. McGrath Mr G. Snook  
 

Pairs 

 Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr B.J. Grylls 
 Mrs M.H. Roberts Dr S.C. Thomas 
 Mr P.W. Andrews Mr R.F. Johnson 
 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr M.J. Birney 
 Mr M.P. Whitely Mr T.R. Sprigg 
 Mr R.C. Kucera Ms S.E. Walker 
 Ms S.M. McHale Mr T.R. Buswell 
 Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Mr J.B. D'Orazio Mr M.W. Trenorden 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr C.J. Barnett 
 Dr J.M. Edwards Mr P.D. Omodei 

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

House adjourned at 10.55 pm 

__________ 
 


