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TELSTRA, OPPOSITION TO FULL SALE 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [10.31 am]:  I move - 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable - 

(1) the following motion to be moved forthwith - 

That this house opposes the full sale of Telstra. 

and 

 (2) that the debate be restricted to a total of two hours and no member may speak for 
longer than 10 minutes.   

I am able to speak only to the suspension motion and not to the substantive motion that will be moved following 
the carriage of this suspension motion.   

We look to this arrangement rather than the normal matter of public importance arrangement because, clearly, 
this is a significant issue.  It will allow more members to speak rather than allow just one or two members from 
either side to put their positions.  Members have party positions on this issue, but many of them have their own 
individual views because of their electorates.  There will be members who will want to speak who will not get an 
opportunity under this arrangement, but it is certainly an expansion on what would be possible if the MPI 
arrangement were used.  I hope members will talk with a view to being listened to by both sides so that a range 
of views can be put under this proposed arrangement.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [10.32 am]:  I am sure that members will agree to the suspension of standing 
orders.  While it may not be the ideal format, I can think of no matter more important to this state right now than 
telecommunications services as they are embodied in the issue of the privatisation of Telstra.  I very much hope 
that we suspend standing orders and have this debate. 

Question put and passed. 

Motion 

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [10.33 am]:  I move - 

 That this house opposes the full sale of Telstra.  

We put this motion to the Western Australian Parliament because we want to ensure that the public of Western 
Australia have a chance to see where their representatives stand on this most basic question related to the future 
of our country.  Also, we believe very strongly that we can put maximum pressure on the Senate in relation to 
the vote that will be held on the full sale of Telstra.  Obviously some members of the Senate are still considering 
their positions and a clear statement from this Parliament might help them when they go into the Parliament and 
cast their vote. 

There is no doubt that the people of Western Australia see privatisation of our basic infrastructure as a primary 
issue.  Under the previous coalition government we had the privatisation of Westrail freight and contracting out 
through Main Roads.  Clearly, those policies had a negative impact on regional communities throughout Western 
Australia.  It is my view that one of the reasons that my government was elected in 2001 was that it took such a 
strong stand in opposing the privatisation of basic infrastructure.  I am pleased to say that we have carried 
forward with that policy since being elected in 2001. 

Privatisation led to a reduction in services.  It also led to a reduction in employment in regional Western 
Australia.  The full privatisation of Telstra contains the same threats to the future of our state. 

Let me quickly note that the Howard government has now had nine years to get telecommunications services up 
to scratch.  All it has been interested in is privatisation.  Now, of course, it wants to complete the story and go to 
the full 100 per cent sale of Telstra.  It is doing that in the context of a system that is not up to scratch. 

A state study undertaken two years ago showed that Western Australians living outside Perth are not happy with 
their level of service.  It also showed that there are clearly demonstrated shortages in the system that mean not 
every Western Australian is guaranteed equal access to this most important infrastructure.  When it comes to the 
funding for Wireless North, the mobile coverage on the highway between Geraldton and Broome, we did not get 
any funds from the commonwealth government.  When it comes to the standard of service that should be met in 
relation to network reliability and maintenance presence in regional Western Australia, the Estens inquiry has 
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clearly shown that we are not up to scratch and more work needs to be done.  When it comes to the universal 
service obligations in respect of not only standard telephones but also pay phones and Internet access at a 
reliable speed, again we are not up to scratch.   

A big question that needs to be answered is how will we meet the needs of our communities into the future.  I 
can tell members one thing: if we privatise Telstra that will inevitably mean that the much-needed improvement 
in infrastructure rollout will either not happen or happen very slowly and be very patchy.  It will go to those 
areas that create a return for the privatised Telstra, not to those areas in which it is needed. 

Western Australians should be very suspicious when they look at the Telstra fund that has been spoken about.  
This so-call $3 billion fund is the pay off to the National Party to justify the selling off of one of our most basic 
institutions. 

There is no doubt that Western Australian senators will have a choice on this.  Are they going to support Western 
Australia or are they going to support privatisation?  If they try to argue that they will get a return for their state 
through this fund, I urge them to look at the federal government’s record.  Despite our contribution to the 
national economy, we receive just 6.7 per cent of the federal government’s allocation to state and territory 
governments through the AusLink program.  When it comes to our share of funding allocated to the rail network, 
the inequity is even greater.  The federal government will invest $1.8 billion in rail projects on the AusLink 
national network over the next five years, yet only $14 million, or less than one per cent of the funding allocation 
to rail, will come to Western Australia;. 

The fundamental principles underlying a commitment to privatise core infrastructure are simply flawed.  We 
believe that the best principle is to preserve a government telecommunications carrier that has a responsibility to 
everyone throughout Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Members on each side will have only limited opportunity to 
speak.  If continuous interruption occurs, members will not get the opportunity to make their points in this very 
important debate.  I will not allow constant interjections when there is limited time. 

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  If members opposite believe that the people of Western Australia will accept the argument 
that a $3 billion fund is enough by way of compensation for the full sale of Telstra, they are living in cloud-
cuckoo-land.  The people of Western Australia want their representatives to prevent this sale going ahead.  We 
have an opportunity in this Parliament to send a message to our senators in Canberra to vote against it.   

There is no doubt that the full privatisation of Telstra is a threat to Western Australia, but in particular it is a 
threat to regional Western Australia.  Services and jobs will be at risk if this measure goes through the federal 
Parliament.  Telecommunications is an area in which a government needs to have its hands on the levers as it 
delivers basic services to people.  Telecommunications is a basic service, as is the provision of schools, roads 
and a health system.  Selling off means selling out.  Every member of this Parliament now has a chance to make 
a stand on this most important issue.  The Parliament needs to send a message to Canberra.  The Parliament 
needs to make clear to the people of Western Australia where it stands on this most important issue.  We should 
make no mistake: the $3 billion fund is an unacceptable policy in light of the sale of what is a most basic and 
important element of the infrastructure that is delivered throughout Australia.   

DR G.G. JACOBS (Roe) [10.40 am]:  I will provide some background to this issue and perhaps a different 
perspective.  I do not share all the Premier’s sentiments.  It has been a longstanding policy of the federal 
government to fully privatise Telstra.  That is in the long-term interest of consumers, but is contrary to what the 
Premier has just alluded to.  The government wants to sell its remaining share in Telstra because of the inherent 
conflict between the government being the rule setter for and policeman of the entire telecommunications 
industry, and at the same time being the owner of the largest telephone company in Australia.   

What has been the past history of Labor governments on the issue of privatisation?  Of course, what the Labor 
Party says in opposition and what it does in government are often two different things - they are worlds apart.  
When it believes it to be politically expedient to do so, Labor opposes privatisation.  However, the last federal 
Labor government privatised everything that moved - Qantas, the Commonwealth Bank, CSL Ltd, Australian 
Airlines; the list goes on.  It did that despite having said repeatedly that it would not privatise.  As transport 
minister, Mr Beazley said that party policy was not to privatise the airlines, but in 1992 one-quarter of Qantas 
was sold to British Airways, and then in 1995, when Mr Beazley was in charge of finances, the airline was 
publicly floated.   

Dr G.I. Gallop interjected. 
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Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The issue, Premier, is that there is - 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.W. Andrews):  Order, members!   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  The issue is that Mr Beazley was happy to sell one of the two national airlines and one of 
the two major banks.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  The issue is that you are trying to avoid the argument.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  I will get to the argument very shortly.  There is an element of hypocrisy in the Labor Party 
now saying that Telstra should not be privatised when a previous federal Labor government privatised 
everything that moved.   

The federal government has consistently stated that the three conditions that must be met for the full sale of 
Telstra to go ahead are that Australians have access to adequate communication services; that there is value for 
taxpayers - there is no use selling it at a bottom price; and that it is regulated.  I will tackle the issue of regulation 
because it impacts on my electorate.  The government does not need to own Telstra to regulate it.  The issue for 
me is the regulations that will be in place to ensure that my constituents get a better deal in telecommunications.  
People cannot use mobile phones in Newdegate.  The Lake King storeowner had to wait one week to have the 
payphone outside his store fixed.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Will selling it off fix it?  You are selling out your constituents.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  It is not.  The government does not have to own Telstra to regulate it.  The most significant 
benefit from privatisation is that it would remove the tension inherent in the position of the government being 
both the owner and the regulator of Telstra.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Do you know what that tension does?  That tension ensures that there is always a political 
argument about where services are delivered, and that there is pressure to deliver them.  If you get rid of that 
tension, do you know what we will get in exchange?  Rural and regional people will lose out. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The member has four minutes and 19 seconds left in which to speak.  I want to 
make sure that every member who speaks, from either side, gets an opportunity to finish.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  The key point is to understand the roles of the government 
and the private sector.  The role of government is to not necessarily own Telstra, but to regulate the whole 
industry in order to deliver benefits to consumers.  Regulation is what guarantees people access to a phone 
service.  A customer service guarantee is what ensures that people like the storeowner at Lake King have their 
phones connected and repaired.  Regulation and price controls constrain Telstra’s price behaviour.  Price controls 
are set down in the consumer measures for regulation.  Telstra is to maintain a 22c cap on untimed local calls; 
ensure parity in local call prices offered to regional and metropolitan consumers; increase the charges for 
connecting phones in line with inflation; and ensure that, on average, a basket of Telstra line rentals and local, 
STD, international and fixed mobile calls will not increase in price.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Do you know by how much the prices have gone up since the partial privatisation of Telstra?  
Do you want me to tell you what they have gone up by?  Since the partial privatisation of Telstra, the cost of line 
rentals has gone from $11.65 to $30.   

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  If opposition members have a line thrown to them and they take the bait, they only 
interrupt their own speaker.  That is a bit of advice.  I really want the member for Roe to be able to make his 
point.   

Dr G.G. JACOBS:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  What the Premier said is completely untrue, as the less the 
government has owned of Telstra, the more services have been improved.  Ten years ago, the government owned 
all of Telstra.  Prices were higher, services were slower and the range of products was smaller.  Investment in 
telecommunications infrastructure and services will only continue the focus on the core business of regulating 
the whole industry, and Telstra can focus on delivering better services to customers.   

Competition means driving innovation.  It was interesting to listen to the member for Perth, who told us about 
the services in Thailand.  He was almost giving us the reason for privatisation in saying that that country is 
delivering better services, but he then went on to say that we should oppose the sale of Telstra.  He almost 
contradicted his own argument, having told us how much the competition in the telecommunications industry 
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had benefited consumers there.  He told us about how he could contact home more simply and more quickly 
from the banks of the Mekong River then he could from Perth.  Competition is the best means of driving 
innovation, lowering prices and improving services, including those in rural and regional Western Australia.  
The regulation is very important in delivering these services.  We must get perspective, and take away the dogma 
that selling off Telstra will deliver fewer services for the storeowner in Lake King or the people in Newdegate.  
A Labor government with this philosophy has privatised everything that moved in the past, and did the sky fall 
in?  No, it did not.  I oppose the opposition to the sale of Telstra.  

MR J.J.M. BOWLER (Murchison-Eyre - Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) 
[10.51 am]:  As the Premier said, this is not a sell-off, it is a sell-out.  As the minister responsible for regional 
development, it is my responsibility to make sure that areas outside of the metropolitan area are looked after.  As 
the member for Perth pointed out earlier, we even have problems in the central business district of Perth.  The 
fact of the matter is that Perth is a long way from Canberra.  Some parts of the regions of Western Australia are 
probably among the most isolated areas in the world.  People say that Perth is the most isolated city in the world.  
I remember that, during the America’s Cup, one of the American skippers said, “When I leave Perth, I am going 
home.  It does not matter which direction I travel in, I will be going back to New York, because drilling a hole 
through the core of the earth will get you back to Perth.”  Telecommunications overcomes distances.  Someone 
speaking on the telephone can be in the office next door or on the other side of the world.  The telephone knows 
no distance.  Telecommunications brings people together, and overcomes distances.  Yesterday I was at 
Narembeen in the electorate of the Leader of the National Party.  I concede that the member called the airline 
and said that he could not get there at the last minute, and I gave his apologies to the people.  As they drove me 
from the airport into town, the farmers of Narembeen pointed out a Telstra tower, and said there was another one 
on the horizon that could not be seen because I had brought the rain with me.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  It is true.  They had a drought three years ago.  On that occasion John Howard went 
there, and the rain came after he left.  I went there yesterday, and the rains came again.   

The fact of the matter is - the member for Merredin will attest to this - the farmers are very proud of the fact that 
they have these towers.  If a tractor breaks down, a two-hour drive into town and then a two-hour drive to 
Merredin is not necessary.  The farmer just telephones the supplier in Merredin and the part is on its way.  The 
trouble is that the town had to put $130 000 of its own shire money into one tower, $80 000 into another tower, 
and $10 000 into a booster.  This is a small rural shire.  Once Telstra is privatised, will Optus come out and put 
in a half-million-dollar telecommunications tower for the people of Narembeen?  Not on your nelly!  Optus will 
not give them anything.  I have not seen an Orange technician, a Hutchison Telecommunications technician or an 
Optus truck anywhere.  The only trucks I ever see are Telstra trucks, and once Telstra’s status is the same as that 
of all the other operators, it will undertake work only in the cities.  As we have heard today from the member for 
Perth, it probably will not even be in this city.  It will be concentrated in the golden triangle of Brisbane, Sydney, 
Canberra and Melbourne.  That is where the big money is.  The former federal member for Kalgoorlie, Graeme 
Campbell, is not in favour with the Labor Party now, but I remember him saying 15 years ago, when this issue 
was first raised, that once Telstra is privatised, the golden triangle will be the only part of Australia that will be 
really looked after.  That is the fact of the matter.   

If we do get this Liberal Party slush fund - that is all it will be - let us hope that the Western Australian Liberals 
follow their National Party counterparts in Queensland and start jumping up and down and making a bit of a 
noise, and standing up for Western Australia rather than playing party politics.  It will be a welcome change, and 
it is a pity that the National Party does not have a Western Australian senator to stand up for the state, because its 
former coalition counterparts certainly are not doing that.  

Dr G.I. Gallop:  There are no federal National Party members in Western Australia 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I know, but it is a pity that there are none; we might get some action otherwise. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  To be fair, the new Western Australian senator for the Liberal Party, Judith Adams, is 
the only Liberal who stood up on this issue.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Will she cross the floor? 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I do not know, but at least she took a stand. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I will say something about the slush fund, because that is all it is - a John Howard slush 
fund.  Two elections ago, he gave a slush fund away to pensioners.  At the last election he gave a slush fund 
away to mothers.  This one will be a $3 billion slush fund to be used for the re-election of the Howard 
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government.  It will have nothing to do with the telecommunications needs of Australia, mark my words.  The 
other worrying thing -  

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.  

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  If the member for Vasse stopped talking, he might learn something.  He will never learn 
in his life because he cannot stop talking.  However, if he does stop talking, he might learn what will happen 
once this money runs out.  What about the next wave of technology?  Do we think that the world will not 
progress any more?  If someone had said 25 years ago that we would need fibre optics, the response would have 
been “fibre what?”  It was not even known about then, but now we have fibre optics.  The next wave of 
technology has not even been invented yet, but it will be invented, and it will be vastly superior.  Inevitably, it 
will be costly, and who will pay for it?  Who will roll it out in regional Western Australia?  Will it be Optus, 
Orange or Hutchison?  They have done a good job, have they not?  We see their trucks rolling around in regional 
Western Australia.  They are running me over in the streets of Kalgoorlie-Boulder all the time!  There is a 
Hutchison van; there is a 3 van!  I never see them.  I am not even sure whether they are seen in Perth.  Where are 
they seen?  The golden triangle.  That is what will happen - they will look after the golden triangle.  Perth will 
miss out and, worse than that, the bush in Western Australia, and the south west - where many members opposite 
come from - will miss out.  Mark my words.  Members know it in their hearts, and they must admit it.  

Selling off Telstra is like a father telling a newly married son and daughter-in-law to sell the family home.  In the 
current market in Perth, that house that was bought for $200 000 is now worth $500 000.  A father may tell his 
son to sell the house and go on a great holiday around the world for six months, and when they come back they 
can have a good time, spend up big, stay at good hotels and travel around Western Australia.  However, at the 
end of that, what will they have left?  Absolutely nothing; the son will have lost his house.  No member would 
tell his or her children to sell the family house, and neither should Australia be selling its biggest asset - Telstra.  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  How much will the landlord charge when they want to rent the house back? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Exactly; when they come back from their overseas holiday, and they want to live 
somewhere in Western Australia, they will have to pay rent.   

The member for Vasse is a businessman.  I do not know how good he was.  Telstra is returning a profit.  Where 
is the profit going?  It is going to the shareholders of Australia - the Australian people.  It is going to the mums 
and dads in Australia.  Australian citizens are reaping handsome profits every year.  Where will that profit go 
when Telstra has been sold?  It will go overseas.  If that does not happen within five years, it will happen within 
15 years.  Overseas companies will own the bulk of Telstra, and each year the profits will go overseas.  By then 
$6 billion or $7 billion will be going out of Australia.  We will not see the type of investment into 
telecommunications in Western Australia that we are currently seeing. 
Mr T.R. Buswell:  Did you get out of primary school by raising these types of arguments?  They are infantile. 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  I have owned three businesses.  One thing I know is that if a business is making a good 
quid, it is not sold unless someone wants to be like the member for Vasse and go into politics and hide. 
Mr J.H.D. Day:  Is that what you have done? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  No. 

Mr G. Snook:  Who subsidised your business? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  None of the three businesses I have owned has been subsidised. 

Mr G. Snook:  Did they stand alone? 

Mr J.J.M. BOWLER:  Exactly.  The member for Roe raised the matter of the Labor Party privatising assets.  I 
can tell the member for Roe that we are in the state Parliament of Western Australia; we are not in Canberra.  We 
are debating this matter in the state Parliament of Western Australia.  In Western Australia, the Gallop 
government has not privatised anything during its four and a half years in government, and it will not do so in 
the next three and a half years.  That is our record.  That is what we have done, and that is the way it will remain. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [11.02 am]:  This is a very serious debate.  Much of what will happen over 
the next 50 years will be based on the activities of the federal government and the sale of Telstra.  However, the 
sale of Telstra is a subissue.  The real issue is: what will be the regime that runs telecommunications in Australia 
over the next 50 years?  It is very important that a regime be put in place before the sale takes place.  I was a 
party spokesperson for regional development, and I strongly believe that if the federal Labor Party were in 
power, Telstra would have been sold.  No-one can convince me that that is not the case. 
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However, the sale of Telstra is not the issue.  Barnaby Joyce is right - this is why he is now a national hero - 
when he says that the argument is about putting in place a regime for the next 50 years that will provide 
opportunities for all Australians in the future.  That is not limited to only regional Western Australians or 
regional Australians; it includes all Australians.  I agree with the argument put by the member for Perth that the 
telecommunications system of Perth is also inadequate.  The question is: what is the issue for this Parliament?  It 
is not about listening to speeches about the sale of Telstra and all the rest of the federal issues.  What are the 
issues for this Parliament?  What will Western Australia do about the system?  Let us be frank about this.  What 
has the state government done?  It has changed its contract from Telstra to Optus.  The Minister for Local 
Government and Regional Development himself has said that Optus does not operate outside of Perth.  The state 
government has made a deal with Optus that will assist Perth but will not assist the regions.  During the 20 years 
in which I have been a member of Parliament and during the four years when I was the leader of the National 
Party, I never once received a phone call from Optus asking me for my opinion about the regions - not one.  This 
government changed the contract to Optus.  Members of the Labor Party should ask themselves how that is an 
advantage to the state. 

Hendy Cowan put in place the Wireless West project.  That was a deal between the Western Australian 
government, Telstra and the federal government.  It was a good program, even though it has not covered all of 
Western Australia.  It was a good program that worked.  To the minister’s credit, he has been trying to push the 
Wireless North project.  When I was the Leader of the National Party, I wrote a letter supporting it, and I still do.  
All the highways of this state should be covered by telecommunications. 

The argument about the future to be had in this Parliament concerns telehealth.  This state government and the 
previous state government have totally ignored telehealth.  The future of the delivery of health services in the 
regions will be heavily dependent upon telecommunications.  Where is the Western Australian plan to partner 
with the federal government and a carrier such as Telstra to deliver health services outside Perth?  Where is the 
state government’s plan?  Where in the forward estimates is the money to do that?  It does not exist.  The 
minister should go through the budget and tell me where I can find the moneys that have been set aside for 
telehealth. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  It has already been put in place. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Telehealth does not exist in this state, and there is no plan for it.  Psychiatry has 
been delivered, and there are a few bits and pieces about blood sampling etc.  It is good where it occurs, but 
telehealth does not exist in this state. 

The second important matter is education.  Communications and education in the regions will be paramount.  We 
need a plan from this state government to partner Telstra and the federal government to deliver those programs 
for our children and their parents in the regions and in the city.  I do not argue against the city for one second.  
Where is that plan from the state government?  The government moved the motion.  Where is its plan?  It does 
not exist.  Go to the budget and show me where the plan exists.  It does not exist.  That will be the demand in the 
future.  The universal service obligation that is currently in place is pretty close to useless for all Western 
Australians - not only regional residents but also Perth residents.  It is less than a safety net and it is unacceptable 
to everyone.  I ask those members in the Liberal Party - not just Western Australian senators and federal 
members of Parliament - who refer to USO: who will defend the USO?  I argue that no-one will defend it.  It is a 
useless process.  We need to win those arguments. 

I do not agree with the Barnaby Joyce plan.  The $3 billion plan is wrong.  However, it is a plan and it will 
deliver for Queensland because Queensland has someone who is prepared to stand up for that state.  I give 
Queensland a tick.  I wish it were a Western Australian senator doing that, but it is not.  As I said in an 
interjection, the only Western Australian senator who is showing any gumption on this matter is the new Liberal 
Party senator, Judith Adams.  I give her full credit for what she has said. 

Mr G. Snook:  She is a good senator. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I agree.  She will do well for the state.  However, other similarly minded colleagues 
are absent.  The Wilson Tuckey argument that the market will prevail is absolute nonsense.  Where I live, people 
are saying that Barnaby Joyce is a hero and Wilson Tuckey is a dope.  That is the problem.  Barnaby Joyce is 
representing Western Australians far better than is Wilson Tuckey.  However, that is for Wilson Tuckey to sort 
out. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Is he a mate of yours, Max? 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Is he a mate of mine?  In my view, the next good thing he does for Western 
Australia will be his first.  I put forward a plan to not only this chamber but also the Liberal Party.  The 
American system imposes a tiny charge on all transactions and puts the revenue into a trust fund.  That is the 
best system.  That is a living process.  The American system collects a charge of 0.0 something on each 
transaction.  Billions of transactions are made in Australia.  The money raised should be put into a trust fund to 
which all Australians can make an application to fund a service.  It would not be Telstra’s obligation - as is the 
USO - and it would not be a finite amount of money of $2 billion or $3 billion.  That system has been operating 
in the United States for decades, and it works well.  That would be the A plan for me.  The real issue is that there 
is a plan and the plan has been represented and pushed by Senator Barnaby Joyce from Queensland.  All power 
to him.  He has become an Australian icon because he is representing his community.  Where is the 
representation coming from for this state?  We need to win the argument here.  It is one thing to win a political 
argument, which is mostly what this debate has been about.  We really have to win a structured argument.  The 
state has to have a plan.  Unfortunately for us, the ministers opposite need to come up with the plan.  They need 
to put on the table a plan that can be jointly funded by the federal government and the state government.  That 
plan should be on the table within two weeks.  It should be placed clearly before us so that Western Australians 
can support it.  We need our part of the $3 billion.  We really cannot complain if Queensland has been 
represented.  We need to find out who will represent us; that is the bottom line.  It lies in two hands: the hands of 
the state government and the federal representatives of the state.  They happen to be Labor or Liberal.  As I said, 
other than Judith Adams, all of them have been silent.   

It is important that there be a vision, and that vision must be about service.  It cannot be price driven.  If people 
think it should be price driven, why are mobile phones, which are far more expensive than landlines, dominating 
the market?  Mobile phones are doing that although landlines are cheaper.  Landlines are being used less and 
less.  The question is about how the crucial issue of services are to be supplied for Western Australia.  There is 
no vision and no plan. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [11.11 am]:  I am pleased that the Parliament is debating the issue of Telstra 
and the proposed float.  There is no more important issue for Western Australia right now than this.  If it is not 
done well, it could well end up as Telstra the fumbled float.  I want to concentrate on some of the important 
issues that, in my view, need to be considered as part of this. 

Previous speakers have made some very valid points.  The member for Roe argued that the federal government 
sees it as a conflict of interest to be both the owner and regulator of the business that is Telstra.  That is a valid 
argument but it is not the whole argument.  If it is to be privatised in full, Telstra needs to be in a proper state for 
privatisation.  However, the issues are complex.  There are many of them; all I can do is touch on some of them.  
This is an immensely important issue.  It is a huge float - another $30 billion to a total capitalised value of 
approximately $60 billion.  It will have a major impact on all Australians.  We have heard a lot about country 
people.  What about the city?  We heard from the member for Perth about that this morning.  In my electorate of 
Cottesloe, which is one of the most affluent parts of the state, many people complain that they do not have 
broadband coverage.  It is not just a country issue.  Indeed, if we want to be part of the new economy we can talk 
about science policy, but the new economy is about high-speed, broadband communications.  That is how we 
will achieve it.  That is how we will get businesses and services more evenly spread throughout the state. 

We can have a philosophical debate about whether we should privatise Telstra.  I suspect that is where the Labor 
Party is coming from; it has a philosophical objection to privatisation.  I happen to differ with Labor about that.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  My approach is that, if there is to be privatisation, it should be done well.  There will 
always be problems and issues.  Should it be privatised?  Firstly, what is being sold?  One of my major concerns 
right now is that no-one knows what is being privatised.  This is very much the eleventh hour.  I will come back 
to that.  If it is privatised, it should be fair to all players: the existing organisation, the share buyers - past and 
future - and competitors.  A fairness issue comes into this.  There are issues of private interest and public policy 
that have to be thought through and put right.  There will be unforeseen circumstances in the future, particularly 
in an area of such rapid scientific and technical advance.  We cannot foresee the future.  Also, what is to be done 
with the money?  It is an equally valid issue.  It has been decided on the run over the past week.  It seems as 
though Senator Barnaby Joyce is making that decision for all Australians.  He is doing a pretty good job for his 
constituents but what about the rest of us, including the people of this state?   

What has been sold?  People who bought T1 shares, the first third to be floated in October 1997, paid $3.30.  
Those who bought T2 shares in October 1999 paid $7.40.  They thought they were buying Telstra as it was then.  
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What is proposed now is something different.  That is why the share price is now $4.86.  People who bought 
shares in T2 will not be happy with what is being proposed at the moment.  They will be running a substantial 
loss.  We are having a debate about whether Telstra should be split.  The Australian Competition and Consumer 
Commission and the federal government argued passionately about breaking up state utilities - power, gas, water 
and so on.  Yet, when it comes to Telstra, which is a company many times the size of any state utility and clearly 
in a far stronger monopoly or market power position, the federal government says no, it will not split it.  Why?  
Because if it is split, it will lose value; that is a conflict of interest.  They are talking about operational splits.  
What in the hell is that?  They refer to an operational separation.  Decisions are being made on the run.  I do not 
think we know what has been sold.  I do not think that shareholders, current and future, know what they are 
buying.  They deserve to know that. 

The member for Bassendean interjected earlier.  Telstra has a natural monopoly.  The network - the copper lines, 
cables, exchanges and mobile network - has elements of a natural monopoly.  There will be government 
involvement whether it is as an owner or regulator.  That is why, historically, here and virtually all around the 
world, telecommunications have their origins in government ownership.  Yes, it is right to move to more private 
involvement but that does not remove the public policy issue.   

The new chief executive officer, Sol Trujillo, has the view that it should not be split.  Of course he is going to 
say that.  It will be hard to run a divided utility.  It is similar to the argument about Western Power.  If it is to be 
split, the total value, the value of the two halves, will be less than that of the combined utility.  It has been 
estimated that Telstra will be worth $2 billion less if it is split.  I suspect the reduction in value will be far greater 
than that.  That is my instinct. 

The competitors, Optus and others, now and in the future, will say split Telstra.  They will want equal access to 
the network and the natural monopoly as much as Telstra retail or any other operator.  If we talk about an 
operational separation, Optus and any other private player will never quite believe it is legitimate.  It is the same 
argument used for Western Power.  As the network is to be separated for Western Power, there is a strong 
argument for separating the network for telecommunications in this country.  Even if the operational separation 
is done as tightly as possible, what will be the consequences?  There is a choice.  The network is either split 
totally and cleanly or it is regulated so tightly that it is fair to everyone.  In a dynamic, rapidly growing industry, 
if we do not split the network, we will have incredibly bureaucratic regulation of Telstra and its competitors.  
That is the dilemma.  If anything in this country has been good at regulating over the years, it is the 
commonwealth government.  It will impose the most detailed, suppressive regulations.  The industry and its 
technology will move faster than the regulators.  There is a choice but the issue is not resolved publicly.  I 
probably favour splitting Telstra.  However, I am conscious of the problems in doing that.  At the moment, we 
are talking about operational separation.  It has not been thought through. 

What about services?  We have heard about country services.  The member for Perth made an excellent case this 
morning for services in the city.  They are way behind; Western Australia is way behind the other states and 
Perth is way behind other capital cities.  That is not only the fault of Telstra.  As the member for Avon said, it is 
in part the fault of federal members of Parliament from all parties who represent Western Australia.  It is also the 
fault of this government and maybe the previous government.  We have not been active enough as a state 
government and state Parliament on this issue.  We are certainly way behind New South Wales and Victoria in 
advocacy at the state and federal levels.  I am glad we are debating this but, boy, is it not a little bit late?  Is it not 
a little bit late to be talking about communications in our Parliament?  It is not just about broadband coverage.  
We have members from Mandurah to Cottesloe.  Why should people have to pay an STD phone call rate 
between Mandurah and Perth?  It does not cost anything more to the system to make a telephone call from 
Mandurah to Cottesloe compared with Cottesloe to West Perth.  There is no difference at all.  It is price 
discrimination; straight up and down price discrimination.  That has not even been talked about.  Why should 
outer suburban areas - I was not even aware it included Rockingham, and that is even worse - be discriminated 
against?  Those issues have not been touched on in this debate.   

What will happen to the proceeds of the sale - the $30 billion?  That is an important question.  That is a lot of 
money.  Barnaby Joyce and his mates have got their snout right in the trough for their constituents - and good on 
them!  They have stood up for their constituents.  I wish more people had stood up for Western Australia, myself 
included.   

The original proposal by the federal Treasurer was for a future fund.  That sounded beaut.  However, we then 
found out that the proposed future fund would be used to pay for the superannuation of commonwealth public 
servants!  How boring could that be!  Talk about a lack of vision for the future of Australia: sell Telstra and pay 
for the superannuation of commonwealth public servants!  I cannot get excited about that.  It is little wonder that 
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70 per cent of the people in this country do not like the idea of selling Telstra.  The superannuation of 
commonwealth public servants should be funded out of recurrent expenditure.   

The federal government now has a better proposal.  It is now proposing to spend $1 billion immediately to 
improve broadband and mobile services.  However, that will be for country areas.  It is also proposing to 
establish a $2 billion future fund, the interest from which will contribute to, again, country services.  I do not 
begrudge the fact that that expenditure will go into country areas.  However, what about the majority of the 
people in this country, and particularly in this state, who live in the cities?  Even the head of Telstra has said that 
$5 billion needs to be spent in country areas alone.  A capital fund of $2 billion will not last very long when the 
shortfall in services is worth $5 billion - and that does not even include the cities.  Seventy per cent of the people 
of this state live in Perth and the surrounding area.  They will not get one cent of that money.  I support the 
privatisation of Telstra.  However, the whole process has been rushed.  The policy issues, and other important 
issues, have not been thought through.  Until that is done properly, the sale of Telstra should be delayed. 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [11.22 am]:  It is always very difficult to follow a speech by the member for 
Cottesloe.  I congratulate the member on his very good speech.  I do not agree with everything the member said, 
but he made some valid points.  As a person who lives in the country, I believe telecommunications is the most 
important thing.   

Mr B.J. Grylls:  What about power? 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  Today we are debating the sale of Telstra.  If the member for Merredin wants to deal with 
power and get away from how the National Party has sold out the nation to the bush, he can talk about those 
sorts of things.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  If you want to have that debate, we will get right into it.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order, members! 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I listened in silence to what the member for Avon said, and I appreciate his comments.  
The member for Avon should sit back and relax and let me make my speech.   

The simple solution is if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.  If the federal government wants to sell Telstra, fair enough, 
sell it down the track, but fix it first.  This $3 billion will not last five minutes.  In my electorate of Albany, 
access to broadband Internet is limited to people who live within four kilometres of a suitable exchange.  
Woodrise Estate is the newest development in Albany.  The people who live in that estate cannot get a 
broadband Internet service, yet they live only four kilometres from the city centre.  The people who live in Little 
Grove, Goode Beach, Lower King and Emu Point cannot get a mobile phone service, yet they live only five 
kilometres from the city centre.  The Silver Chain workers in Albany have complained to me that when they are 
working in the electorate and looking after their people they cannot access the mobile service to communicate 
with their base.  This is when they are only five kilometres out of Albany.  The dial-up Internet service gets 
slower the further people are from the exchange and the more people there are on the line.  The head of Telstra 
said the other day that more and more people will start to use mobile phones rather than landline phones.  That 
will be a problem in regional areas, because many people live a long distance from hospitals and from their 
families.  There are a lot of seniors in our country areas.  If more and more people start to use mobile phones but 
they have difficulty in accessing the mobile service, they will be cut off from not only their family but also 
essential services.   

The nub of the problem is that Telstra will not provide the infrastructure to fix these problems if it will not get a 
commercial return.  Therefore, if Telstra is not given enough money in subsidies to encourage it to fix the 
problems, the problems will continue to exist.  There is no way that $3 billion will be enough to fix the 
problems.   

The National Farmers Federation opposes the sale of Telstra.  It is interesting that the federal National Party has 
now decided to vote in favour of the sale of Telstra.  The National Party is supposed to be the great 
representative of the people who live in country areas.  The Mayor of the City of Kalgoorlie-Boulder has said 
that he opposes the full sale of Telstra.  However, I notice the federal member for Kalgoorlie is all for it.  It will 
be interesting to see how he will pass that on to his electorate.   

We have heard about Barnaby Joyce.  He has become the hero of the National Party.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  The hero of Australia, not the National Party.   

Mr P.B. WATSON:  No, I think of the National Party, because 70 per cent of Australians do not want the sale 
of Telstra to go ahead.  He is probably the hero of 30 per cent of Australians.  He said he was not going to 
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support the sale of Telstra.  However, what happened?  He is the same as the other National Party members in 
Western Australia and Australia.  The federal government tossed him a few shekels, and he rolled on his back, 
got his tummy tickled and came back into the fold.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Just wait and see what Queensland gets! 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I know!  I agree with the member.  I would love to be in Barnaby Joyce’s electorate, 
because it will get the best of services.  I agree with the member for Avon.  Our federal senators have been an 
absolute disgrace. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  I cannot name one Western Australian Labor senator.  I do not know of any. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I do not know any federal senators for the National Party either, so there we go. 

Western Australia is the cash cow of the nation.  Western Australia is providing all the money for the rest of 
Australia.  Johnnie Howard gets up and says the nation is going well.  We are the ones who are providing the 
money.  Once this $3 billion has come in, we all know, as the Premier said earlier, that Western Australia will be 
at the arse end when it comes to what we will get.  We will not get much of that money out of the federal 
government.  The member for Roe spoke about a lot of things.  I think Wilson Tuckey actually wrote his speech, 
because I heard Wilson Tuckey make the same speech in Albany.  However, the member for Roe never said one 
thing about how the people of Esperance and the surrounding regions will be affected by the sale of Telstra.  I 
see the member reaching for his microphone.  Businesses always go where the profits are.  There is no profit in 
country areas.  Once Telstra is privatised, it will not worry about regional towns and cities like Albany, 
Esperance, Kalgoorlie and Geraldton.  It will go only where it can make money.  A person who owns a store in 
Lake Grace now has to wait a week to get his phone fixed.  When privatisation comes in, he will not have a 
phone; he will have to go back to the old pedal radio, because there is no money to be made out there.  

Mr G. Snook:  What a ridiculous statement! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I have typed out my notes.  I have noticed the member does not use his notes.  That is 
obvious from the way he talks.   

By 2020 Telstra’s cash flow revenues will have generated $15 billion.  That is far more than the proposed 
proceeds of the sale of Telstra.  Why sell Telstra when all this money will be coming through that will enable it 
to fix the problems with its services?  It is like what happened when the state government sold what is now 
known as Alinta.  All of a sudden the government lost an asset and all the money went overseas and we do not 
get anything.  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman):  Order!  When there is that level of interjection it is very 
difficult for Hansard to hear.  I too am finding it difficult to hear the member for Albany.  I ask members to cease 
their comments.  The member clearly is not accepting interjections, so it would be helpful if members would 
cease their comments.   

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I take interjections if they are sensible.  I have not heard one sensible one yet.   

Telstra’s national network services the world’s most geographically demanding market.  Although 80 per cent of 
Telstra’s 10 million customers live in or near the capital cities, 20 per cent, or some two million, of its customers 
are spread over an area larger than Europe, with 80 per cent of the continent having only 40 000 customers.  
These are the people who will not be serviced if the sale of Telstra goes ahead.  No member of this house can 
look me in the eye and say honestly that the money will go into these areas.  The federal government has said it 
will put $9 billion into a fund.  If it invests that money, it will get $100 million a year.  We only need to look at 
how much it will cost to fix the problems in regional areas.  At the moment, Western Australia is booming.  A 
mine that is being established at Wellstead, 80 kilometres from Albany, is having problems because there are no 
telecommunications in that area.  The member for Avon has said that the government must have a plan.  I agree.  
However, telecommunications are essentially a matter for the federal government.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected.   

Mr P.B. WATSON:  I agree with the member for Avon that we need a plan.  I will work on that in caucus.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  What is your plan?   
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Mr P.B. WATSON:  I have not heard the member for Vasse’s plan.  As usual, the member for Vasse opens his 
mouth and speaks and is then left wondering what he said.  Everyone else says the same thing.  He should work 
on that problem, especially given that he wants to become the Leader of the Opposition.  He sits behind the 
Leader of the Opposition.  If he wants to become Leader of the Opposition, he must work on that problem a bit.   

Mr T.R. Buswell:  You need to work harder than that.   

Mr P.B. WATSON:  So too will the member for Vasse.   

As the member for Perth said this morning, this issue involves not only country areas, but also the central 
business district.  I have a code division multiple access phone and I find that sometimes when I am in Perth I 
cannot get reception.  Sometimes people experience problems in local telephone boxes.  As the member for 
Avon said, we must have a plan.  However, selling Telstra for $3 billion is not the answer.  As the member for 
Cottesloe said, where will the money from the sale go?  The government is not selling Telstra for the 
community; rather, it is selling it for the money, and that is the big shame.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [11.33 am]:  There are very important issues in this debate about the 
provision of telecommunications services, particularly in Western Australia.  The areas of greatest need are not 
only in Queensland and rural areas.   

Ms M.M. Quirk:  I can’t hear you through the tulips.   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  They are not my tulips, but they are very pretty. 

This is a serious issue.  About two months ago, a large orchardist and fruit exporter in Carmel in my electorate of 
Darling Range had major problems with his landline telephone service.  Although his business has four 
telecommunication lines, only one was operating and it was difficult for his business to receive the calls that it 
should have been able to receive on its advertised number.  It took at least a week to get the problem fixed, not 
so much because of a lack of attention from Telstra, but because it was hard to identify where the problem was.  
When I visited the area I saw a couple of servicemen working on the problem.  I was told that the cable was old 
and needed to be replaced.  We are talking about copper wires in the outer-metropolitan area and about an 
important primary and horticultural production area in Western Australia that needs a substantial upgrade of its 
telephone service, not to mention the mobile telephone problems being experienced in the hills and the other 
major gaps that exist that could be a big problem in major bushfires.  I hope that that issue will be addressed 
soon.  In Gooseberry Hill, Kalamunda and many other parts of the hills, mobile telephone services are patchy at 
best.   

There is a large amount of hypocrisy being shown by the Labor Party in this debate.  Which government got the 
State Government Insurance Office ready for privatisation?  If I recall correctly, it was the previous Labor 
government.  Indeed, it also got the R&I Bank ready for sale before the 1993 election.  Indeed, the Premier, 
Deputy Premier, Attorney General and other members of the Labor government were members of the Labor 
cabinet that very much supported the privatisation process of those former Western Australian publicly-owned 
organisations.  At the federal level, there is also the example of the Commonwealth Bank, Qantas and the 
Commonwealth Serum Laboratories.  The Labor Party is being hypocritical and politically opportunistic in this 
debate.  It is not putting forward anything positive, and that is clearly demonstrated in the government’s motion, 
which seeks to oppose the sale of Telstra without making any constructive suggestions about how the issue of 
telecommunication services in Western Australia should be responded to by the federal government.  One would 
have thought that the Western Australian state government would be fighting for Western Australia in a specific 
sense to ensure that our needs are met.  As I have just outlined with an example from my electorate, there are 
major needs in Western Australia.  I know that there are many examples of problems across Western Australia, 
including those that exist in the Perth CBD.  I have heard it said on the radio in the past couple of days that 
businesses at Perth Airport cannot access broadband.  For technical reasons, other areas close to the CBD cannot 
access broadband.  That is a major concern and something that must be responded to by the federal government 
as much as any telecommunications need in rural Queensland.  That message must be heard by the federal 
government.  Rather than simply moving a negative motion that says nothing, I would have thought this state 
government would be trying to get that message through to the commonwealth government.   

Amendment to Motion 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  For all the reasons I have outlined, I move -  

To delete all words after “house” and substitute the following -  
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calls on the federal government to ensure that the telecommunications needs of all Western 
Australians, in particular those in inadequately serviced parts of rural, regional, outer-
metropolitan and metropolitan areas, are effectively responded to through the increased 
funding to be made available for telecommunications services.   

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin - Leader of the National Party) [11.38 am]:  It is quite refreshing to see 
members of the Labor Party so concerned about infrastructure needs in regional Western Australia.  I will 
quickly outline something that the government does have control of; namely, Western Power.  At the moment, it 
would cost one of my constituents in Wongan Hills $10 000 to hook-up to Western Power.  Last year in Eyre, 
which is the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development’s electorate, a farmer paid $75 000 to 
hook-up to the Western Power network.  Every constituent in my electorate can be delivered two-way satellite 
broadband for $69 a month.  The $3.1 billion fund will ensure that everybody in my electorate will be able to 
access two-way satellite broadband for $69, whether they live 100 or 500 kilometres from the nearest town.  
What they cannot access is electricity provided by Western Power.  The farmer who spent $75 000 to hook-up to 
the Western Power network is more concerned about power than he is about telecommunications, because 
telecommunication services can be delivered to his area.  That is the big difference about today’s argument.  The 
infrastructure of telecommunications is changing and no longer requires copper wire to link people together.  
The Labor government must consider that before it moves motions such as this, because that is what this issue 
highlights.  I could spend hours on this issue; however, I do not have hours today.   

At last a plan has been put forward for the regions.  I refer to the sale of the first tranche of Telstra and what that 
delivered for my region.  Before that first sale, Telstra services were not good.  Everybody knows that Telstra 
did not provide a good service when it operated under full government ownership.  The capital the government 
received from the sale of the first tranche of Telstra provided a $1 billion fund.  Money from that $1 billion fund 
helped to build every mobile tower in the regions of Western Australia.  The fact that people can use their mobile 
phones in the regions was made possible with that money.  The $3 billion on the table today can go a long way 
to filling those gaps.   

Let us look at the plan.  No-one has talked about it.  Everyone has talked about the philosophy, but not the nitty-
gritty of how we can actually deliver a better result to the people who need to use communications.  Under this 
plan, Connect Australia will receive funding of $1.1 billion; $878 million to Broadband Connect to provide all 
Australians with affordable broadband service; $113 million for Clever Networks to rollout new broadband 
networks for innovative applications; and $30 million for Mobile Connect to extend terrestrial mobile coverage 
to areas that can be commercially maintained and continue satellite handset subsidies.  We have talked about the 
Wireless North project.  This is where the money will come from to fund Wireless North, if the state government 
starts to talk about its plan to assist that project.  An amount of $90 million will be provided for backing 
indigenous ability.  For the benefit of the member for Perth, $50 million would be allocated to eliminating 
broadband black spots in the city.  That represents the allocation of money from the $1.1 billion plan that is now 
on the table.  

Under the government’s current regime of maintaining its ownership, where is its plan?  Where will the 
$1.1 billion come from?  The Labor Party certainly has not talked about compelling Telstra to spend $1.1 billion.  
That is not its policy.  The Liberal Party has not referred to that as its policy.  The $1.1 billion is not available 
under the current structure.  The only way to obtain $1.1 billion to spend on those projects is by moving forward 
with the sale of Telstra.  Members may not agree with my philosophy.  However, at the end of the day I am in 
this place as the Leader of the National Party to roll out new and innovative infrastructure services to my region.  
I do not see how that will happen under the current structure, short of someone from the Labor Party saying they 
will compel Telstra to spend that money.  With what that would do to the market and the share price, I think it 
would move away from that as fast as it possibly could!   

Members need to be aware that the $1.1 billion fund is over and above operational and maintenance expenditure.  
I was talking to Barnaby Joyce yesterday afternoon.  I have been talking to all the federal National Party 
senators, and they need to ensure that the $1.1 billion is over and above operational and maintenance 
expenditure.  If that is not the case, they should not support the sale.  That is what they are currently working on.  
They are not doing what this Premier has done; that is, move a ridiculous motion.  We should not have a debate 
that has no relevance to the issue.  They should be making sure we can deliver the outcomes that are needed.   

In addition, it is proposed that $2 billion will go into a future fund.  It is a future fund that will be very similar to 
the one we argued for with the break-up of Western Power and one which this minister and all the front bench 
opposite opposed.  We have no future fund to fill those areas where market failure occurs.  An example of 
market failure is the $75 000 charge to a farmer in Moorine Rock to hook onto Western Power.  Market failure is 
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in Western Australia right now - $75 000 for a farmer to hook onto the power network and the members opposite 
do nothing about it, but they come into this chamber and say we should not be looking at a future fund for 
Western Australians for telecommunications.  What absolute hypocrisy! 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  I know why you are angry.  You have sold out.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  An amount of $2 billion will be invested, and the proceeds of that investment will be spent 
in the future to ensure that where market failure occurs - as in the case of the farmer at Moorine Rock - the 
people concerned have access to funding for a particular service.   

We have an option: the federal senators can oppose the $3.1 billion plan or move down the track and say, “Now 
we have $3.1 billion set aside, the next step, probably the most important step, is the universal service obligation.  
As the member for Avon outlined, without that universal service obligation we will be confronted with 
challenges.  Currently under the USO, all we get is local, national and international calls, 24-hour access to an 
emergency call service number, operator-assisted services and itemised bills.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  How much of that money will come to the Western Australian government? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Every mobile tower that currently exists in Western Australia was built from the $1 billion 
that came from the first sale of Telstra.  Why were they built?  It was because Hendy Cowan championed that 
cause and put state money -  

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  None.   

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  What does the Leader of the House mean?  With the minister’s aptitude, it could well be 
none.  Perhaps he should get on with the job and get over there and win some of it.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  You made Barnaby sell us out and you know it.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  As I said previously, members have only 10 minutes each to 
speak.  If the Leader of the National Party wants to engage in banter, he will have to accept the consequences. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Before we can proceed with the senators voting on the privatisation, more work must be 
done on the universal service obligation.  It needs to refer to broadband.  All members would expect access to a 
broadband compatible service, and either two-way satellite or similar services should be part of the USO for all 
Australians, regional and metropolitan.  That should be included in the USO and that work is taking place now.   

It has already been mentioned that more work should be done on the regulatory framework on how the sale can 
go forward.  All this work needs to be done and we need to see the details before the senators can vote for 
privatisation.  We are taking the first step in the long road to the finalisation of this process, and that is the 
$3.1 billion funding.  It is a helluva lot better than anything the Labor Party has proposed.  However, more work 
needs to be done.  There has been plenty of reference to Barnaby Joyce in this debate.  Previous members 
alluded to this; it is refreshing when a member speaks from his heart and talks about the problems in his 
electorate. 

I make the point to ministers that I have never seen the Premier in my electorate in the five years he has been in 
government.  Probably only two ministers have spent time in my electorate - the Minister for Local Government 
and the Minister for Agriculture.  I find it disappointing that Barnaby Joyce has spent more time in my electorate 
talking about the telecommunications need of regional Western Australians than either the Premier or Deputy 
Premier of Western Australia, and that is an indictment on this government.   

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse) [11.47 am]:  I would like to share with the member for Merredin that, to the best 
of my knowledge, the only time the Premier and his wife visited my electorate as it stands now was when his 
wife opened an art exhibition.  Halfway through the opening, the power went off.  We thought it was apt.  

It is interesting to sit here as a relatively new member in this house and listen to the quality of the arguments that 
have been put - the hollow empty rhetoric of the government that has tried this tactic which has been exposed as 
nothing more than a political stunt.   

I watched with interest how members listened to the many good points made by the member for Cottesloe, 
member for Avon, member for Merredin and the member for Roe.  At least there has been an attempt to apply a 
degree of intellect to what is a complicated issue.  Mr Acting Speaker (Mr Andrews), in all fairness you stood up 
- 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  If, while I am in the chair, the member mentions my contribution to the debate he 
must refer to me as the member of Albany.   
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Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  Mr Acting Speaker, thank you for your guidance. 

The member for Albany said “if it ain’t broke, don’t fix it”.  It is quite clear to everyone in this chamber, as it is 
to everyone who lives in Western Australia, that the telecommunications service in Western Australia is broken 
and it does need to be fixed.  The government members who have spoken have acknowledged that they have no 
plan to fix what is broken.  They offer hollow rhetoric about the pros and cons of privatisation.  The arguments 
for the pros and cons of privatisation go back to the 1970s and the 1980s.  As a student of economics in the 
1980s, I recall an interesting period of transformation in the Australian economic environment as we worked 
through a lot of reforms.  Interestingly, these reforms were initially pushed by the Hawke-Keating government.  
We saw reforms in the finance, sector and industry policy, reductions in protectionism, and nationalised services, 
such as Qantas and the Commonwealth Bank, being privatised.  What was the result?  The result has been a 
sustained period of economic growth in this country, a lower rate of unemployment and lower inflation.  
Australia is again on a cusp and must move into another period of macroeconomic reform.  There will be 
macroeconomic reform in areas such as workplace relations and taxation, and there should be macroeconomic 
reform of the telecommunications sector.   

I cannot recall making many telephone calls when the Postmaster-General’s Department controlled the phone 
networks in Australia.  I can remember Telecom and the Overseas Telecommunications Commission, as it was 
then.  I can remember the days when it was too expensive in Australia to make an overseas telephone call.  What 
would people do?  They would tape record a message and mail it to their friends and family overseas.  That was 
what life used to be like in Australia with telecommunications.   

As the member for Merredin rightly pointed out, a significant period of change and improvement in the delivery 
of telecommunications in Australia followed the first partial privatisation of Telstra.  The privatisation of Telstra 
and the introduction of competition through Optus, when it purchased the Aussat satellite network, was the 
stimulus for the great leap forward in service delivery and price effectiveness that we have enjoyed in Australia 
in the telecommunications sector.  I am not saying that the privatisation of Telstra per se will solve the problems.  
There are many problems to be overcome.  The member for Avon made some exceptionally good points when he 
suggested that, as a collective body of people in this state, we have a responsibility to articulate our concerns to 
the federal government.  It is incumbent on our federal members of Parliament to do as much as they possibly 
can to secure for Western Australia a fair portion of the funds that the sale of Telstra will free up.  It is also 
incumbent on the state government - 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Definitely on their side as well.  They are the government of Western Australia.   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  That is a very good point.  It is absolutely incumbent on the state government to do this.  
I note that government members are very thin on the ground.  The Premier made a cheap political shot -   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  And ran. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  - and ran.  He is probably hiding in his office.  Now, when the detail needs to be fleshed 
out and he needs to be held accountable for his complete and absolute failure to deal with this issue, he is not in 
the chamber.  We should look at what the Labor governments have done in Victoria, New South Wales and 
Queensland to argue for better telecommunications.  I guarantee that compared with them, our Premier’s efforts 
and the efforts of the barren front bench - it is barren not just physically but also in terms of action - would be 
but dust in the balance.  They have done nothing.  They grizzle and whinge about the sale of Telstra for purely 
rhetorical, philosophical reasons, yet they offer no solution.  What is their solution?  They do not want Telstra to 
be sold.  They can offer no solution because they have none.  The Premier knows damned well that he has been 
exposed.  That has been to the credit of members on this side of the house who have spoken.  We have not just 
said that the federal government should privatise Telstra and be done with it; we have said that, at the moment, it 
is the best solution.  Of course, problems need to be addressed.  We are aware of that.  We will do everything we 
can within our circles of influence to make sure those problems are addressed.  What is the government doing?  
It is doing absolutely nothing.  What are federal Labor members doing?  They are doing absolutely nothing.  It is 
incredibly disappointing that that is the level at which the government and the Premier choose to operate.   

I was interested to hear the member for Avon’s reference to the government’s decision to use Optus.  I will add 
as an interesting aside that some time after the government gave the communications contract to Optus, the 
Minister for Tourism trotted down to Telstra and inquired about Telstra Rally Australia.  He said to Telstra, 
“We’re not going to use Telstra any more - we’re going to use Optus - but can you still fund the rally?”  I know 
that we are not debating Telstra Rally Australia today, but one reason that it will no longer be held in Western 
Australia is that the government does not use Telstra any more.  That is an interesting aside that was worth 
making.   
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The people of Western Australia need to understand that we have two choices.  It is an absolute given that 
telecommunications needs to be regulated and that service delivery expectations need to be set by the 
community.  All levels of government have an obligation to do everything they can to make sure that those 
service delivery expectations are met.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  From the member for Avon, of course! 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  If you really value Telstra, would you give your business to it?   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I am not sure whom my business is with. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  If you really value Telstra, would you give your business to it?   

Mr T.R. BUSWELL:  I give my business in a competitive environment to whoever I think will service me best.  
That is how we should all be allowed to operate - freely in a competitive environment.   

The point I want to make before I sit down is this: service outcomes can be controlled and delivered through 
regulation, which is what this model proposes, or, as the government would have us believe, it can be done 
through nationalisation.  The argument for nationalisation has been done and dusted for so long that I am 
surprised that the minds of members opposite occasionally slip back to it.  It is clearly the base level of 
argument.  It has no credibility.  We need to acknowledge that there are issues with the sale of Telstra, but at 
least the federal coalition government is offering a solution to improve the delivery of telecommunication 
services to Australia.   

MR G.A. WOODHAMS (Greenough) [11. 55 am]:  Some members of this house actually remember the era 
when the Postmaster-General’s Department controlled the telephony networks in Australia.   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  And the party lines? 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  Party lines, indeed.  The government might appreciate the expression “the penny has 
dropped”, because in the early days of PMG one would roll a penny into the public phone and, if one was lucky, 
one would get a connection.  However, the government has not made any connection at this point.  It does not 
have a plan.  It has come into this chamber with stony-faced ideology and not with a plan for or a commitment to 
Western Australia.  The Premier put this motion to us.  He said that he moved the motion to see whether the 
elected representatives of Western Australia were prepared to stand up for their electorates, to put a point of 
view, to put information on the table or had a plan.  Yes, we have a plan; the government has well and truly 
heard that.  However, a plan has not come back from the Premier or his frontbench members.  We have not heard 
anything from the government benches about a commitment to Western Australia to deliver better telephony 
services and better results in terms of Western Australians being able to connect with each other. 

I take members back to the great debate on one vote, one value and to the rumblings and propositions of some of 
us who might eventually represent enormous electorates.  It is good that the Minister for Local Government and 
Regional Development is in the chamber, because he is one of those people.  Members of such enormous 
electorates might be able to make better connections with the people in their electorates via electronic 
communications and teleconferencing.  If the government believes that this is the solution to the dilemma that it 
has created with its so-called one vote, one value legislation, it had better have a plan.  It should put its plan on 
the table and show us how it will work, because at the moment it will not work at all.   

I have listened to the distressed pleas of the billion-dollar bodgies on the other side of this house as they walk 
with their rippled soles across the void of techno-poor Perth.  I am here to represent -  

Mr A.D. McRae:  The desert.   

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  - the desert of techno-poor Perth!  They are desert boots.  I thank the member for 
Riverton.  He is a proud former bodgie.  Maybe he continues to be one; I am not sure.   

Mr A.D. McRae:  And a duffle coat. 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  And a duffle coat as well, so that he can hide in a public telephone booth, if he can 
find one.   

What we are hearing from the government is pure ideology.  It is not a solution.  It seized upon it.  Government 
members thought that this was a marvellous opportunity to expose the opposition.  However, they have done 
nothing; they do not have a plan, and they have not put anything up for us - not a word, not a peep, not a boo.  
The penny has not dropped on that side of the house yet.  The currency of their language is valueless.  I agree 
with the member for Avon that a trust fund would be a marvellous way of reinvigorating rural and regional 
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Australia and, indeed the techno-voids of our major capital cities, particularly this one here, dominated as it is by 
government members who, it would seem, stumble upon these ideas only when they are travelling in the Mekong 
delta trying to find out whether Geelong has defeated West Coast on Saturday.  

Mr G. Snook:  Never! 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  Thank you, member for Moore.  I suggest that the Minister for Local Government 
and Regional Development should not have been so surprised when the member for Perth put it to him that there 
were gaps in the network in the inner city.  The minister would have the same experience as I do in travelling 
regional Western Australia.  There are many gaps in the network.  As the member for Cottesloe has said, maybe 
the inaction of a succession of governments has led to the point at which there are gaps in the network.  
However, it is incumbent upon the present government to develop a plan and to put some pressure on, and make 
a dedicated attempt to change things.  Just saying “Don’t sell; don’t sell; don’t sell” is not a plan.  We want to 
hear something constructive; we do not want to hear outbursts of ideology, thank you very much. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Mr Speaker! 

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I will take an interjection!  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Your “thank you” was the sign-off of a weather forecaster.  I was having a flashback.  I thought 
you had sat down.  

Mr G.A. WOODHAMS:  I appreciate the connections that members on the other side are trying to make, but 
perhaps the line is a little fuzzy and they cannot make their way through.  If I may be permitted to continue, I 
have worked very closely with Telstra in the mid-west.  I have had many dialogues in the past couple of years 
with Telstra in the mid-west, in particular about mobile services but also to do with landline services.  As 
members will appreciate, with the growth in regional Western Australia there is obviously a requirement for a lot 
more telephony and landlines but, as previous speakers in this debate have pointed out, there is a strong 
movement towards mobile technology because of the reduced costs involved.  I appreciate the point of view of 
the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development on this, but new waves of technology are already 
being developed.  I do not live in fear that what we have at the moment will not be enhanced or improved.  I 
suggest that we need not particularly concern ourselves about what those new waves of technology might be.  As 
has been pointed out, the technology will proceed along the way where the current business is, and where the 
current legislation might lie.  The technology will drive the future; in fact, I believe it will overcome any 
deficiencies that members on the other side might see in this $3.1 billion proposal. 

I have listened with great interest to the words of the new Telstra Chief Executive Officer, Mr Sol Trujillo, and 
he points out some inadequacies that currently exist, particularly in regional Western Australia.  That is why I 
was pleased to take the challenge that the Premier offered earlier this morning for members to stand and 
represent their electorates.  I am proud to represent the electorate of Greenough in saying that if this $3.1 billion 
is not made available, and if we are not to travel down that path, I would like to hear from the government about 
a way of funding the new technologies, the techno-voids in the metropolitan area and the gaps in technology that 
will continue to exist in vast areas of Western Australia.  As evidenced by the member for Albany and the 
Minister for Local Government and Regional Development, we are indulging in the use of technology to 
enhance this debate in the time available to us.  I close my remarks by saying that I endorse the $3.1 billion sale.  
I believe it is the only plan we have, and it is the only way ahead.  

The SPEAKER:  Before I give the call to the member for Perth, I wish to raise with members the presence of 
some plants in the chamber.  I thought that maybe they would have disappeared by 12 o’clock.  This is not a 
florist, and it is not appropriate to have plants in the chamber.  I have too much of a problem with plants and 
trees outside the house to be worried about plants inside the chamber.  For those members who have brought 
them in, I would appreciate the plants not being here when we resume after lunch.  

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [12.06 pm]:  The motion before the house is valid whether members support the sell-
off of Telstra or not.  Members opposite must be held accountable on that issue.  The fact is that 51 per cent of 
Telstra is owned by the federal government now.  Everybody should be able to look into the sky and see that the 
only possible future for Western Australia’s needs is through satellite delivery.  Everybody else has seen that, 
and has acted, but the federal government has not.  Members must place on the record today whether they 
support the way forward.  Despite telecommunications being a federal responsibility, the Gallop government has 
already put in 50 per cent of the cost to ensure that remote Aboriginal communities in Western Australia, in 
partnership with Telstra, can meet their needs.  As I mentioned earlier today, Telstra could see it coming two 
years ago, and availed itself of the Thailand iPSTAR satellite to deliver services to remote Aboriginal 
communities here. 
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The Corruption and Crime Commission, being funded properly for the first time, is using a direct satellite uplink 
for videoconferencing.  I have been in the public gallery at the Corruption and Crime Commission and watched, 
in real time, a witness in London giving evidence in a case involving fraud.  It was actually a Supreme Court 
case.  The court’s facilities could not cope with the work being done.  Because the CCC has been wired and is 
looking to the future, the case was moved into the CCC building.  It resulted in enormous cost saving and, more 
importantly, a Supreme Court case was not abandoned because a witness was not available in real time.  Various 
arms of the state government know the way of the future.  Their money is being used to ensure that we have 
adequate telecommunications, but these are basic rights that should be available to everybody in Western 
Australia, and to every businessperson.   

A number of people in my electorate who are working for Woodside and other companies, and tendering for 
work in China and other parts of the world, must download massive documents - everything is done 
electronically today - including intrinsic drawings, designs and everything else.  The speed of the download 
directly impacts on the ability to get a tender in on time and to make money from it.  Local councils throughout 
Western Australia were holding fetes and selling raffle tickets to enable people to receive either SBS or Triple J.  
It is an absolute disgrace that cake sales and raffles were being held to raise funds to help people connect to those 
national stations that are supposed to be free-to-air.  If we had invested in three decent satellites 10 years ago, we 
would not be having this debate about telephony, broadband, mobile phone services and the provision of basic 
services such as television.   

The alternative to selling Telstra is to believe that competition will magically provide the answers.  The 
Clayton’s competition that operates currently is not working.  Members of the opposition must decide whether 
we are to have true competition or the same type of Clayton’s competition that currently exists.  Under the 
existing arrangement, $2 start-up companies are able to cherry pick a customer who will deliver the company a 
great profit, but it will not service the vast quarter-acre blocks of Perth.  Perth covers an area that is more 
residential than is London.  Cable television companies in London obviously can make money.  Television there 
is mostly delivered by satellite.  Because of the vast expanses and the lower density of living in WA, there might 
be only six customers per kilometre.  These issues that are peculiar to Western Australia must be addressed when 
considering the future of telecommunications service delivery in Australia. 

Under the Bright Communications project, Western Power attempted to provide broadband to some streets in 
South Perth and Victoria Park.  It was an utter disaster.  Future state and federal governments will have to be 
careful to not believe what they are told about providing broadband by installing ugly lines on the existing 
powerlines owned by the state electricity company because it is cheaper to install and will make the service 
provider more money.  It did not work.  It was an absolute disaster.  A government company or a private 
business that wants some leniency or a tax write-off for that type of operation will not be viable.  Eventually it 
will collapse and the government will have to bail it out.  Governments should refuse those types of requests 
from the start.  Whatever company asks this government, a future government or a federal government to string 
up lines between power poles - 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  That happened in the mid-1990s.  As the minister, I refused to allow that.  The 
commonwealth government threatened to intervene.  I told it to go for it.  I did not allow it to put in cables on 
our powerline system.  I refused it.  Victoria also followed the approach I took. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  Many of us now know with hindsight that that is not the way to go.  Luckily, Western Power 
realised it and had the fortitude to dump it.  If the commonwealth government wants Western Australians to 
access broadband anywhere in this state and have freedom of choice in pay television, we need a true open-skies 
policy so that any private company can access the best satellite and best service available.  That will encourage 
Optus, which is now owned by the Singapore company Sing Tel, and others to invest in more and better satellites 
so that we can keep ahead of the game. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  In the metropolitan area, wireless technology is as justifiable as satellite technology.  
However, satellite technology is not the only panacea. 

Mr J.N. HYDE:  A portal is needed for wireless technology to work.  Kalgoorlie or Broken Hill, for example, 
could be a portal for a satellite service that was 20-times faster than wireless.  The service would then operate 
quickly using, via wireless, a small satellite or a small landline.  Surely if it is good enough for our wheat 
farmers and textile producers in Western Australia to compete against foreign companies, so it should be for 
Telstra, Optus and the other 54 allegedly independent competitors.  People on low incomes want pay television.  
The disaster in Australia is that pay television satellite technology was precluded from Internet delivery.  
Australia is one of few places in the world where that has happened.  Housing commissions throughout Perth and 
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country areas have a Foxtel dish, but the kids do not have access to the Internet for school and other things.  It is 
an absolute disgrace that they were not bundled together.  That produced a poor social outcome.  Had they been 
bundled together, it also would have allowed Telstra or other companies to make a profit by investing.  It should 
all have been bundled together.   

Last year a committee inquired into disaster management ahead of new legislation.  The committee learnt that 
good satellite delivery enables two-way communication to be delivered during a tsunami or a terrorist attack.  
That is what is needed.  In an emergency, people need to do more than send a text message to alert someone that 
a plane has been hijacked or that the wharf in Derby has been hit by a tsunami.  Two-way communication is 
essential. 

Do members opposite support the sale of Telstra or do they not?  It is not a matter of generating $3 billion.  The 
federal government is saying that it will use $2 billion to buy Telstra shares to put into a body to provide 
$100 million a year to fix existing infrastructure.  It is as dodgy as anything.  Unless members opposite have a 
better plan, they must agree with the Gallop government, which is already putting money into 
telecommunications, and support this motion.  I thank Peter Fairclough and all the Telstra staff, because they 
support us on matters related to the concerns of individual constituents. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [12.16 pm]:  This motion is very hypocritical because the current 
government has been selling off community assets.  I refer to Duncraig House in my electorate - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  That is not privatisation. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It was the sale of a community asset.  I ask members to consider the timing of this 
motion.  Why has it been presented to us now?  Why was it not moved six months ago when people were talking 
about what was happening with Western Power?  The history behind this motion is that in 1993, Telecom 
changed its name to Telstra for overseas trading purposes.  The federal coalition won the election in March 1996.  
One of the coalition’s key promises at that election was the partial privatisation of the national 
telecommunications carrier.  A report on whether Telstra should be sold was tabled in the Senate in September 
1996 by the Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts Committee.  That report 
recommended that Telstra remain in full public ownership.  A year later in September 1997, Telstra’s annual 
report showed that the dividend it paid to the commonwealth was $4 billion.  Two years after the February 
election, the Telstra (Transition to Full Private Ownership) Bill was put on the table, and was defeated in July 
1998.   

The coalition government reaped $14 billion from the sale of the first tranche of Telstra in that same year.  The 
Telstra (Transition to Full Private Ownership) Bill was passed in June 1999.  How many years ago was that?  It 
was six years ago.  Now, at the last minute, when Telstra is about to be fully sold, we suddenly find this motion 
on the table. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  We have been going crook about it for six years. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  What was the government’s federal party doing at the last election?  It was not a big 
issue for it.  It has suddenly become a big issue because the government knows that the community does not 
want to see the final part of Telstra sold.  It is now jumping on the bandwagon.  People have been visiting me in 
my office for months asking why the sale is happening.  I have told them to contact their federal members.  At 
the last minute, when it cannot do anything, this state government says that it opposes the sale, and that the house 
opposes the full sale of Telstra.  I agree with that motion and I also agree with the amendment that was put on 
the table by the opposition, but there is now no choice - the sale will go ahead.  This is clearly point scoring by 
the government.  It is complete hypocrisy from the government.  The state government has been selling 
community assets, but when it does not suit the government and money is not going into government coffers, 
only into the federal coffers, it is unhappy.   

I support the opposition to the sale.  People who visit me in my office are very unhappy about it.  They are a 
mixture of Liberal voters, Labor voters and, quite fortunately, people who believe in Independents.  The 
amendment uses the word “delete”.  I would prefer that the motion read “That this house opposes the full sale of 
Telstra and calls on the federal government to ensure that the telecommunications needs of all Western 
Australians, in particular those in inadequately serviced parts of rural, regional, outer metropolitan and 
metropolitan areas, are effectively responded to through the increased funding to be made available for 
telecommunications services.”  I think the motion has to have both points.  We are five years too late getting into 
the debate.   
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I do not know what the federal Labor Party has been doing, but it can see that the community is not happy with 
the sale.  The majority of people in the community do not want to see Telstra sold.   

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  It is two weeks, possibly a month, before it happens.  Does the member not think that 
is a bit late?  Goodness me!  The timing is completely out.   

I have already told the member for Riverton that I will support the government’s motion.  However, the 
government’s motion should have been on the table a long time ago.  It should not have been left to the last 
minute. 

Mr P.B. Watson:  What have you said to the Liberal senators? 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have referred people to the federal members of the Liberal Party.  Has the member? 

Mr P.B. Watson  Yes.  Wilson Tuckey is just up the road. 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The community is very concerned, particularly about what will happen in regional 
areas.  This is almost like the Western Power debate once again.  People are worried that costs may escalate, 
although it may not be in the next year or two.  I appreciate that, when the state government does not have to 
negotiate with the commonwealth but has to negotiate with business, it may be in a better bargaining position.  
However, the sale is not supported by many people in the community.   

I will support the opposition to the sale.  I will also support the amendment moved by the opposition.  I hope that 
the state Labor Party has its federal colleagues batting for Western Australia just as much as I hope the Liberals 
and Nationals have their colleagues batting for Western Australia.  Otherwise, we could end up very much being 
the losers from the sale. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.24 pm]:  I know there is 
limited time left in this debate.  I will wind-up the debate from this side of the house.  I know that the Leader of 
the House wishes to speak so I will leave some time for him.  

I have listened intently to the debate.  It has been a very good debate.  However, the last few speakers have not 
spoken to the amendment.  I remind members that the amendment is worded to substitute the following - 

calls on the federal government to ensure that the telecommunications needs of all Western Australians, 
in particular those in inadequately serviced parts of rural, regional, outer metropolitan and metropolitan 
areas, are effectively responded to through the increased funding to be made available for 
telecommunications services. 

It is a sensible amendment and one that I urge all members to support.  As has been mentioned, today’s debate 
should have occurred months ago.  There has been much posturing on this issue.  Whether the debate was started 
by Barnaby Joyce or whoever, we must wonder what kind of shambles there would be if half a dozen other 
federal members had threatened to cross the floor.  It has been very clear that the sale of Telstra has been on the 
federal government’s agenda for quite some time.  I wonder what the people from Telstra, who were in the 
gallery, thought about the debate.  Although some interesting matters have been raised, the fact is that the federal 
government intends to sell Telstra.  This motion is almost certainly after the event.   

The legislation has already been introduced into the federal Parliament.  I noted three or four weeks ago that the 
federal minister, Hon Helen Coonan, issued instructions to Telstra to come up with a plan about what would 
happen with a sold-off Telstra.  I know for a fact that members of the federal Liberal party - the senators and 
members of the House of Representatives - have been working closely with the federal minister to try to get the 
best deal for this state.  They have not been out there like Barnaby Joyce but I know that Wilson Tuckey, in 
particular, has been active.  Although I have not always agreed with him, as a minister and a long-serving 
member of Parliament representing O’Connor, he has been a great champion of his electorate.  That is reflected 
in his vote; he receives an outstanding vote in every election he stands for.  I know for a fact that he has been 
talking to the federal government about the future sale of Telstra and what will happen. 

The member for Merredin mentioned the $3.2 billion package.  An amount of $1.1 billion will be targeted to 
identify gaps in current services.  It will be used for broadband, clever networks, the mobile network and for 
backing indigenous ability.  The $2 billion communications fund is the one we should be focusing on.  As we 
have 10 per cent of the national population, federal funds are usually distributed to the state at the level of 10 per 
cent.  That applies to any major program, whether it be the National Heritage Trust, the national action plan or, 
in this case, the Telstra fund.  We expect that Western Australia will receive approximately $200 million from 
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the fund.  Given the demographics and geography of Western Australia, we should be pitching for a greater 
percentage of the funds for rural and regional Western Australia and for the areas that have telecommunications 
gaps.  In my electorate of Warren-Blackwood there are more black holes than anywhere else in the state.  I have 
to travel only five minutes from Manjimup, which is a major regional service centre, before my mobile telephone 
drops out.   

We know there are 37 broadband service providers, and the number is increasing at a high rate.  I have assisted 
in opening broadband services in the member for Stirling’s electorate as well as my own.  However, there is 
certainly room for improvement.  Only a month ago my phone at home was out of order for more than four days.  
My mother is 80 years old.  Telstra went to her place, offered her an extra service and made sure she was catered 
for.  I pay tribute to Telstra.  However, there is no doubt that its wires and other fixed assets will deteriorate in 
value and maintenance issues will arise.  There are about five different telecommunications companies at the 
moment.  There is no doubt that the technology will improve at an ever increasing rate.  I urge members to 
support the amendment.   

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [12.30 pm]:  The government will not support the 
amendment.  That is not because we are not working very hard to try to get the federal government to meet its 
responsibilities in telecommunications in Western Australia.  We are doing that, and we will continue to do that.  
However, we reject the amendment, because the amendment strikes out the key part of the motion, which is to 
oppose the full sale of Telstra.  Therefore, if we were to carry the amendment, we would be supporting the full 
sale of Telstra.  We want to make it absolutely clear that we do not support the full sale of Telstra.  

This amendment, like the contribution made by a number of members opposite, is all about a smokescreen - or 
should I say a guilt screen - because members opposite know that they are not standing up for their constituents, 
particularly those in the bush.  We have seen the National Party go to water.  Barnaby Joyce has come over with 
a bit of his charm, and they are eating out of his hand, so this $1 billion that he has been able to get out of the 
federal government - the few shekels - will go to where the federal government can get a political return.  It will 
not go towards improving telecommunications.  We know the modus operandi of the Howard government.  The 
Howard government is about politics first, politics second and politics third.  It is not about improving 
infrastructure for the people of Australia.  That $1 billion will go to where it can gain political advantage from 
National Party seats on the east coast, or to where there are marginal seats.  It will not go into areas in Western 
Australia in which there are major deficiencies in telecommunications services.  When I asked the Leader of the 
National Party in his contribution how much of that $1 billion will go to Western Australia, he would not 
answer, because he is ashamed that we will not get our share.  We know that is the track record of the Howard 
government. 

On that basis, we will not be supporting the amendment.  We will continue to work to put pressure on the federal 
government.  The point of defeating the amendment is that we will then pass the motion.  The passing of the 
motion will mean that this house will send a clear message to all the federal members, particularly the federal 
senators from Western Australia, that the view of this house - we will see how many members opposite will join 
with the government in supporting the motion - is that we do not support the current move by the Howard 
government to conclude the full privatisation of Telstra.  We will then continue to put pressure on those senators 
to see whether we can stop the Howard government from proceeding.  The one thing about which we can be 
absolutely certain when it comes to the Senate vote is that the Labor senators in Western Australia will oppose 
the sale of Telstra.  They will stand up for Western Australia.  The question is: will the Liberal senators stand up 
for Western Australia and oppose the full sale of Telstra?  In rejecting the amendment and passing the motion, 
every member of this house will have the opportunity to put on the record whether they want the full sale of 
Telstra to proceed.   

As I have said, the Labor senators will certainly oppose that sale.  We now have the opportunity, as members of 
this chamber, to send a clear message to the Liberal senators from Western Australia that we want them to stand 
up for Western Australia.  We know they do not have a track record of standing up for Western Australia.  They 
have not been speaking up for Western Australia over the past eight to 10 years.  It is about time they did that.  
We have the opportunity to send a clear message that we oppose the sale of Telstra, and we call on all the 
senators from Western Australia to put the interests of Western Australia before their own party political 
interests when this vote comes on in the Senate in the coming months.   

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result -  
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Ayes (20) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Dr S.C. Thomas Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

Noes (24) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

     

Pairs 

 Mr M.J. Cowper Ms A.J.G MacTiernan 
 Mr T.K. Waldron Mr M. McGowan 
 Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.G. Stephens 
 Mr D.T. Redman Mrs D.J. Guise 
 Mr R.F. Johnson Mr J.R. Quigley 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Motion Resumed 

Question put and a division taken with the following result -  
Ayes (25) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.N. Hyde Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mr A.P. O’Gorman Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts  

Noes (19) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Dr E. Constable Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Dr S.C. Thomas  

       

Pairs 

 Mr M. McGowan Mr T.K. Waldron 
 Ms A.J.G MacTiernan Mr M.J. Cowper 
 Mr T.G. Stephens Mr J.E. McGrath 
 Mrs D.J. Guise Mr D.T. Redman 
 Mr J.R. Quigley Mr R.F. Johnson 

Question thus passed.   
 


