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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Order of Business 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [5.30 pm]:  I speak in support of the motion that the house move to 
consideration of the amendments to the Electricity Corporations Bill.  I appreciate that we are asking the house, 
and in particular the opposition, to deal with something quickly and without the usual warning.  Consequently, I 
have had some discussions with the opposition and with my colleague the Minister for Energy about what the 
government is proposing.  The situation is that this afternoon I received verbal advice from the Department of 
Treasury and Finance that the National Competition Council will finalise its recommendations on Western 
Australia’s competition policy payments and present its report to the federal Treasurer, Peter Costello, on 4 
October.  The National Competition Council has made it very clear to us that passage of the legislation through 
the Parliament to disaggregate Western Power is a very important threshold for Western Australia’s competition 
policy payments.  We have already suffered a suspension of our competition policy payments of more than 
$11 million for 2003-04, and we would be facing a further suspension or deduction of competition policy 
payments of more than $11 million for this financial year.   

If we go past the decision on the competition policy payments this year, we lose any chance of getting back the 
suspension that was imposed last year and we would most likely lose the more than $11 million at stake this 
year.  In short, I have been advised by the Department of Treasury and Finance verbally and, subsequent to my 
request, in writing, that if we fail to put this bill through Parliament before 4 October we face a serious risk of 
losing $23 million in competition policy payments.  That is a matter of great concern to me.  Peter Costello, the 
federal Treasurer, has always adopted the position that he will simply stand by National Competition Council 
recommendations on competition policy payments.  In other words, even though the legislation could 
conceivably go through after the recommendations are put to Peter Costello and before he has made his decision, 
if he stands by his previous practice, which is always to endorse the recommendations of the National 
Competition Council, then we will lose that $23 million. 

I was advised of this by the Department Treasury and Finance only this afternoon.  Had I known of this position 
earlier in the week, I would not have been a supporter of the use to which we have put the parliamentary time 
available this week.  The government would have adopted different priorities for parliamentary business had I 
been aware that $23 million was at stake and that this legislation absolutely had to go through both houses of 
Parliament this week.  In particular, we would not have used parliamentary time to suspend standing orders to 
deal with the comments of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition about the Royal Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals.  We certainly would have put the electricity legislation well ahead of that matter, because 
this is a serious issue involving $23 million of resources that might or might not be available to the taxpayers of 
Western Australia for services and infrastructure.  I confirm that, had I known of the $23 million issue, the 
government would not have used parliamentary time in the way that it has this week, in particular the matter of 
the suspension of standing orders to deal with the RSPCA issue.  That would have been put well behind the 
Electricity Corporations Bill as a matter to be dealt with this week.  

I realise that I am asking the opposition to do something unusual.  I appreciate that the opposition has been 
prepared to engage in discussions behind the chair about these matters, and I am grateful for what I hope is an 
arrangement that has been reached that will enable us to deal with this longstanding but very important issue.  

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [5.36 pm]:  The opposition will reluctantly agree 
to the minister’s request to have this legislation dealt with by about six o’clock, but I want to take two or three 
minutes to make a couple of points.  The Treasurer has said that, had he known that this $23 million of 
competition policy payments might be at risk, he would not have moved to suspend standing orders in order to 
attack the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for the comments he purportedly made about the RSPCA.  The real 
question is not that had he known he would not have done it; rather, it is that if this government was undertaking 
the business of this house in a fashion that the public would expect, we would not have had this problem.  We 
would not have spent five and a half hours of government business time attacking the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition.  Instead, we would have dealt with the amendments to the Electricity Corporations Bill.  They would 
have passed through this house and they would have been sent to the other place, and everything would have 
been rosy.  I said to the Treasurer that we were very keen to have him acknowledge that the use of that 
parliamentary time to attack the Deputy Leader of the Opposition was a mistake.  It was obviously a mistake.  
Notwithstanding that, given that the Treasurer has now acknowledged that the government would not have used 
that parliamentary time to attack the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, and as he has given the assurance I sought 
from him, I now give him the assurance that we will allow this bill to pass through the house by six o’clock. 
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In closing, I reiterate that if the Leader of the House, the member for Balcatta, was undertaking his duties in a 
professional manner, he would not have moved that silly motion against the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
that took five and a half hours of parliamentary time.  Instead, he would have used that time for government 
business, and more than likely he would have used it for debate on the electricity legislation.  The Leader of the 
House is looking pretty damned stupid today.  In attacking the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, he has put at 
risk $23 million worth of competition policy payments, and it is only due to the good grace of the opposition, 
and because the Treasurer has agreed to make that admission in the house, that we are prepared to allow this bill 
to pass through with nowhere near as much scrutiny as we would normally like to have given it.  This is a very 
serious piece of legislation and one that we would, under normal circumstances, take some considerable time to 
scrutinise.  The government should be very disappointed with the actions of the Leader of the House in spending 
five and a half hours attacking the Deputy Leader of the Opposition when it could have put this bill through. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [5.39 pm]:  There is some concern about the 
timeliness of having this legislation passed by both houses of Parliament.  The simple way for the government to 
achieve that is to accept all the amendments.  It needs to be made very clear to the government that the National 
Party, the Liberal Party and the Greens (WA) have moved the 50-50 amendment, as I will call it.  If the Minister 
for Energy accepts that amendment now, the bill does not need to go back to the upper house and this whole 
problem can be solved very quickly.  

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.40 pm]:  The deal was done between the leadership group.  That is fine, 
and I accept that.  I had a word with the minister, who has given me some assurance, and I am happy to accept 
that; however, I am very concerned about the transmission provisions of this bill.  I see significant problems with 
the new corporation and its effect on the people I represent.   

The SPEAKER:  I know the debate has been a bit convoluted, but the question before the house is that 
government business order of the day 3 be next taken.  That is the debate; we are not debating the bill. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am aware of that.  I think you will find, Mr Speaker, that that will be an automatic 
process.  I was just assuming that would be the case and that this would be my only opportunity to speak.  I do 
not want to canvass your ruling. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  By way of interjection, I think you do have an opportunity to speak in the debate, but we 
would like to get it done quickly. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is what I am trying to do, and that would be at the end of the process.  I was 
very close to that then.  The point I was making is that I have a raft of concerns.  The minister has assured me 
that I can bring those to him at a later date, and I will.  They are genuine concerns about how the act will 
function.  I need to know about the composition of the board and a raft of other issues before 1 April 2006.  
Those are my concerns.  I am trying to play the game with everyone else.  I think it is a very poor game.  On 
Tuesday, stupid events took place in this chamber, and I said so on the day.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [5.42 pm]:  I will deal with the procedural motion.  I 
moved to deal with order of the day 3.  I gave an undertaking earlier that I would withdraw it, but since then 
views have changed.  Therefore, I will not withdraw it and the question will be put.  If it is carried, we will move 
to deal with the message from the Council on the Electricity Corporations Bill 2005.   

Question put and passed. 
 


