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ELECTRICITY CORPORATIONS BILL 2003 
Consideration in Detail - Referral to Economics and Industry Standing Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

Mr N.R. MARLBOROUGH:  This legislation has now been before the Parliament for more than 20 hours of 
debate.  It is fairly obvious, considering the importance of this legislation to the State - to business and its needs 
for the future and the opportunities in the long term for household consumers - that we need to move this 
legislation forward as quickly as possible.  I cannot believe that this Opposition thinks it can build its future as a 
Government when it stands today on this Bill continually opposed to an outcome that will benefit industry in this 
State and, as a result of that industrial opportunity, will see thousands of jobs generated.  Any Bill that aims to 
drive down the price of power ought to be supported.  One of the reasons the resource industry loses many 
business opportunities in Western Australia is that this State’s infrastructure traditionally costs so much more 
than that in the eastern States.  Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria and South Australia have been able to 
join their power supplies across boundaries.  Over many years those industries have benefited from that by 
rationalising and dropping out inefficient power stations and supply mechanisms.  All those benefits have been 
of direct advantage to business in the eastern States.  However, they have also worked against business 
opportunities in this State.   

I want to finish with a story that occurred some years ago in my electorate.  The story is about an ex-Hamersley 
Iron engineer by the name of Bob Wilde - some members may be aware of him - who was the founder, when he 
was in his early 40s, of Tiwest.  He was able to put that business together in a four-year period because he was 
able to pre-sell to Boeing in America the titanium that he was extracting at Cataby.  The reason he was able to 
pre-sell it is that in those days the Americans were building 90 per cent of their fighter planes out of titanium.  
They also wanted the product for passenger planes, but because of a world shortage of titanium, they were able 
to make only about 30 per cent of the components of passenger planes out of titanium.  Bob Wilde came to see 
me in the mid 1980s as a young fellow who was creating what is now a fantastic business.  The problem he was 
up against at that time was that because the cost of power in this State was so great, it paid him to convert the 
titanium into a powder form, put it on a ship at Kwinana, and take the ship around the coast to Gladstone in 
Queensland to further process the titanium into sheet form.  He found that because most of the cost of the 
downstream processing was in power generation, it paid him to do that downstream processing in Queensland, 
because the cost of power was so much less.   

I have a history of missed business opportunities in my electorate due to the high cost of power.  We cannot 
afford in this new millennium to have that continue.  The Liberal Party will be condemned for its opposition and 
silliness in wanting to deal with this legislation by sending it to a committee.  The Liberal Party has had a long 
time to review this legislation.  The reason the Liberal Party wants to send this legislation to a committee is not 
for the good of the State.  It is to solve the Liberal Party’s own political problem in its party room. Liberal 
members are still counting the numbers for Matt Birney and for Dan.  By next week they may have got the 
numbers together and the committee process will be of no relevance to them.  It will be of no relevance to the 
State either.  They should get on with this legislation and put it into action.  They should be supporting it instead 
of counting the numbers in their party room. 

Labor members:  Hear, hear! 

MR J.H.D. DAY:  I am fascinated that the member for Peel is such a latter-day convert to the principles of 
competition and the free market.  Perhaps the member for Peel would like an application to join the Liberal 
Party.  He would not be the first Labor Party member to want to play a role in the Liberal Party.  If the member 
for Peel would like a membership form, or a Liberal branch to join, somewhere in the Darling Range area, I am 
sure it could be arranged. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You have probably got a stack of membership forms in your electorate office at the moment!   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I am not sure that I do, but I know that plenty of membership forms have been given out in my 
electorate, or in areas adjacent to my electorate or on behalf of people with a purported interest in my electorate.  
As I have said, the member for Peel would not be the first Labor Party member to want to play a role in the 
Liberal Party.   

In response to the comments of the member for Peel and the minister, this is a serious proposal by the 
Opposition.  It has absolutely nothing to do with internal Liberal Party politics, or whatever.  I have no doubt that 
there are similar internal Labor Party politics.  I have no doubt also that there is some division of views in the 
Labor Party on this legislation.  I will not explore that any further, but I have no doubt that is the case and that 
there has been some robust discussion within Labor Party forums.  The important point is that the Parliament has 
the ability to scrutinise this legislation appropriately.  That ability has not been able to be exercised within the 
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amount of time available.  A good amount of time has been available, particularly for the second reading 
debates.  However, we are talking about three Bills.  One of those Bills deals largely with consequential 
amendments.   However, the other Bills are major and significant.  More importantly, we need to ensure that 
there is a process whereby representatives of industry, the community, electricity consumers, advocates for 
change, unions and significant stakeholder groups can put their views before the Parliament.  Those views can be 
recorded in Hansard through the process that operates when standing committees take evidence.  If it is 
essential, evidence can be taken confidentially, but, generally, it should be on the public record.  We would be 
able to directly question those who are advocating change and those who are resisting change and test some of 
their views.  I have been involved in the committee process during my nearly 11 years in Parliament, particularly 
in my first four-year term and the past three years of this term.  The committee process can be very valuable in 
identifying real issues, weighing up arguments for and against change, and making a recommendation.  The 
proposal for referral is a serious one.  It is regrettable that the Government is not taking it up.  One must wonder 
why the Government is afraid of the degree of scrutiny that may be better applied through a committee process.  
We are not aiming to hold up the legislation unduly.  As I said earlier, we would undertake to report back by the 
beginning of March, on the first day of sitting after Christmas. 

I was informed during the dinner break - this has yet to be confirmed - that apparently the South Australian 
upper House has today agreed to put in place an inquiry into the electricity industry in South Australia.  One of 
the main issues that will be examined is the costs of disaggregation that have been experienced in South 
Australia.  I emphasise that this has yet to be confirmed, but I am told that the South Australian Labor 
Government, albeit somewhat reluctantly, has agreed to such an inquiry.  It may be that it felt a little easier about 
agreeing to that because the disaggregation was put in place during the days of the previous Liberal Government 
in South Australia, but the process was the same as that being put in place by the current Labor Government in 
Western Australia.  I agree it is not privatisation, but privatisation is not the whole story.  Disaggregation, with 
the additional costs that will be imposed as a result of it, is a very important matter that really does need to be 
considered.  For all of those reasons, I urge the House to support the motion. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (17) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.G. Pendal Mr A.D. Marshall (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Birney Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr R.N. Sweetman  
Mr M.F. Board Mr M.G. House Mr M.W. Trenorden  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.K. Waldron  

Noes (22) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 
Mr S.R. Hill Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts  

            

Pairs 

 Mr W.J. McNee Mr J.B. D'Orazio 
 Ms S.E. Walker Mr J.C. Kobelke 
 Mr R.A. Ainsworth Ms J.A. Radisich 
 Mr B.K. Masters Ms A.J. MacTiernan 

Question thus negatived. 

Consideration in Detail Resumed 

Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed. 

Clause 3:  Terms used in this Act - 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Clause 3 contains the definitions of a large number of different terms that are used within the 
Bill.  I move - 

Page 2, line 26 - To insert after “Generation” the words “and Retail”.   
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The purpose of this amendment is to put in place what the Opposition thinks would be a more appropriate 
structure for Western Power.  It is probably difficult to amend this Bill entirely to make it as functional a piece of 
legislation as it was perhaps drafted to be.  Nevertheless, the Opposition believes that moving this and other 
related amendments will improve the Bill and, in particular, will ensure that generation and retail will not be 
required to be separated.  It would allow them - to use the minister’s terminology - to remain stapled together.  In 
my contributions to the second reading debates on the two Bills, I have made the point on several occasions that 
in a number of other markets around the world reaggregation of electricity utilities is being allowed, and for very 
good reason.  I passed on to members the comments by the head of Integral Energy in New South Wales, who 
said it was absolute folly to require generation and retail to be separated.   

By way of example of the types of views and concerns that have been expressed about the Government’s 
intentions, I refer to a discussion paper that was prepared by Dr Thomas of GT Power Consultants Ltd.  He 
commented on the role of markets and, in particular, on the role of operators within the markets.  His discussion 
paper states -  

Traders and brokers that are essentially “middlemen” always advocating half-hourly price bidding 
because the important parameter for them is volatility in price to grow trade volume.  Their profits 
depend most on the traded volume.  End producers and consumers only require a single trade per year 
and the important parameter is the price.  Therefore beware the logic that a spot market is required and 
when it becomes liquid the market prices will reflect costs.  This is sales talk from traders and new 
entrant generators that want to make supernormal profits in the 5 to 10 years that it takes the market to 
become liquid, if at all.  There are no such examples in electricity yet, though Nordpool dominated by 
hydro is approaching this stage.   

That is an example of some of the concerns about the Government’s very strong desire to require generation and 
retail to be separated.  In particular, it is an example of the concerns about the type of market that the 
Government wants to establish.  The Opposition has supported the Electricity Industry Bill because it supports 
the establishment of a framework for the further development of the market in this State.  However, it must be 
recognised that Western Australia is a relatively small market, which is not interconnected with the eastern 
States.  There are major concerns about price for coal contracts and a range of other issues, which members of 
the Opposition in particular have raised during earlier debate.  For that reason, we have moved this amendment.   

If more time were available, we would move a range of other amendments.  I understand that an agreement has 
been reached whereby the debate will continue until about 7.45 tonight.  The Opposition does not want to draw 
out this issue for more time than is reasonable.  We could debate it for another two or three days, but we have an 
agreement with the Government and we intend to stick to that.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Naturally, the Government opposes this amendment.  It is good that the Opposition has 
engaged the Government in debate on the key difference between us, which is the separation of retail and 
generation.  In earlier speeches to the House I have given my reasons for strongly supporting the separation of 
retail and generation.  Briefly, I want the market to work in practice, not just in theory.  I do not believe the 
market will work in practice if there is an entity in that market that would have the market power and the 
potential to misuse the power that a stapled retail and generation entity would have.  This is a matter of 
pragmatism rather than strict theory.  I refer the member to clauses 41 and 51.  He will see that it is contemplated 
that in due course the Generation Corporation will sell electricity to consumers.  In other words, it will be 
possible for it to have a retail function.  In due course, the Retail Corporation will be able to own some 
generation.   

The important point is that, in due course, a seven-year period of restriction will apply to prevent them from 
engaging in the other field of activity.  That period can be extended to 10 years.  The minister must review the 
restriction before a five-year period is up and take public advice from the Economic Regulation Authority on the 
state of the market before allowing the restriction to continue past the seven-year period.  The logic of all of this 
is that we want the market to operate in a practical sense.  These restrictions are necessary for that to happen 
while new competitors enter the market.  As the market develops and grows, it will be possible for retail to own 
some generation and generation to have some retail functions.  In a maturing market it would be a reasonable 
thing for the Retail Corporation to own some peaking generation plant.  It would also be reasonable for the 
Generation Corporation to have a modest retail operation, particularly for larger customers.  However, if retail 
and generation are lumped together in the early years of the market, that stage might not eventuate.  

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (15) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.D. Omodei Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.G. Pendal Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr R.N. Sweetman Mr A.D. Marshall (Teller) 
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.W. Trenorden 

Noes (23) 

Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper  

            

Pairs 

 Mr W.J. McNee Mr J.B. D’Orazio 
 Mr J.L. Bradshaw Dr G.I. Gallop 
 Ms S.E. Walker Mr A.D. McRae 
 Mr B.K. Masters Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mr C.M. Brown 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 
Amendment thus negatived. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4:  Corporations established - 
Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I move - 

Page 5, line 6 - To insert after “Generation” the words “and Retail”. 

I move this amendment for exactly the same reasons I outlined in the previous interaction between the minister 
and me. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Madam Deputy Speaker, I deliver speech No 5 in rebuttal of the amendment. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (14) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr P.D. Omodei Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.G. Pendal Mr A.D. Marshall (Teller) 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr R.N. Sweetman  
Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.K. Waldron  

Noes (24) 

Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Dean Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mr W.J. McNee Mr J.B. D’Orazio 
 Mr J.L. Bradshaw Dr G.I. Gallop 
 Ms S.E. Walker Mr A.D. McRae 
 Mr B.K. Masters Mr P.W. Andrews 
 Mr R.A. Ainsworth Mr C.M. Brown 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Amendment thus negatived. 

Clause put and passed.   

Clauses 5 to 34 put and passed.  

Clause 35:  Principal functions -   

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  I move - 

Page 19, line 6 - To insert after “Generation” the words “and Retail”.  

I outlined earlier the reasons for this amendment.  The Leader of the Opposition will make some brief comments 
on this matter. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  This amendment encapsulates the major point of difference between the Government and 
the Liberal Party.  Words like “stapling” are used in a very casual way.  The Liberal Party believes that the retail 
and generation arms should stay together for two reasons.  First, the overwhelming argument for allowing equal, 
non-discriminatory third party access to the energy system relates to the network system.  Separating the 
networks is complex.  In government, we ring-fenced this area.  We accepted that it needed strong independent 
regulation.  The Liberal Party is prepared to meet the Labor Party halfway and take the whole step and separate it 
as a corporation.  It may be premature, but the Liberal Opposition is prepared to meet the Government halfway 
on that point.  However, why retain the link in one entity between retail and generation?  Is it to upset the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry or the Chamber of Minerals and Energy?  I do not think so.  The reason for 
that, at least in the medium term, is to retain a continuity between power generation and supply to the people of 
this State.  I am not prepared to compromise on that aspect.  I am not inflexible.  I am not intransigent.  I 
recognise that in a State with the geographic features of Western Australia, the prime responsibility is to retain 
power supplies for people.  I refer to country people, low-income people and others.  If the cut is made in the 
nexus or the Gordian knot, whatever term is used, between retail and generation, that supply cannot be 
guaranteed.  You, Madam Deputy Speaker, could not guarantee supply in the electorate of Wanneroo for 
someone in a semi-rural location who relies on a quarter of a kilometre extension of the system.   

As members of Parliament, we should not go helter-skelter down a line of theoretic market economics when we 
do not have a market.  I can probably claim to be the best qualified economist in this place.  It is a long time 
since I worked as an economist, but I claim that.  Looking around the Chamber, there are people, with respect, 
who do not have qualifications in economics who are working on the basis of economics 10 texts.  The world is 
not like that.  Economics is about a point of measurement.  Measuring people’s height using the old imperial 
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measurement indicates that most males range between five foot five and about six foot three.  A decision could 
be made to cut out, say, those under five foot five and measure people from that minimal height, but they would 
not be measured accurately.  Economics is saying that at one extreme is perfect competition and at the other 
extreme is monopoly.  They are the ends of the measuring tape.  They are not reality; neither is ever reality.  
People assume that perfect competition can be created.  The reason economists talk about perfect competition is 
not that it ever existed or ever will exist, but that it is the end of the measuring tape.  To measure people’s height 
we must start from zero, not from five foot five just because everyone happens to be at least five foot five.  The 
reason economists talk about perfect competition is that that is the utopia.  That is the zero point.  Monopoly is 
measured as the degree of divergence from competition.  That is what first-year economics is about.  It is rarely 
understood by people who study it or teach it.   

Here we have an approach that says that we can legislate for utopia.  We cannot; we will always be somewhere 
in the middle.  Therefore, we need to take the energy industry away from what is clearly, at the other end of the 
extreme, a monopolised industry and move it down that transition towards a more competitive market.  
However, in reality, it must be moved step by step.  We cannot assume that we can go to the end through 
legislation.  That is the fallacy of this issue.  I find incredible the absolute naivety of this Government and the 
bureaucrats within the public sector, including Treasury, in that they believe that this economics 10 theory can be 
created.  It cannot be done.  It has not been done anywhere in the world.  If it could not be done in California, the 
fifth biggest economy in the world with 35 million people, do we think we will be able to do it in the south west 
grid of Western Australia?  Get real!  The minister should do the sensible reform and make the logical, 
achievable step - that is, separate out transmission and leave retail and generation together, at least for the 
foreseeable future - and he will go down in history as someone who achieved something for the energy industry.  
It would be a sensible, logical reform.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I oppose the amendment.  The Leader of the Opposition began by talking about guaranteeing 
supply.  I point out that part 4 of the Electricity Industry Bill, which is part of this package, imposes an 
obligation on the Electricity Networks Corporation and the Regional Power Corporation to develop and submit 
to the Coordinator of Energy for approval an extension and expansion policy.  Further, that part provides that as 
a condition of every licence held by each corporation, the corporation will implement the arrangements set out in 
an approved policy that applies to a system operated by the corporation.  The policy will have to set out 
arrangements for the connection of customers to that transmission or distribution system.  In other words, there 
will be an obligation to connect and supply customers as part of the licensing arrangements for the Electricity 
Networks Corporation and the Regional Power Corporation.   

The major part of the Leader of the Opposition’s argument was about theory versus practicality, or theory versus 
the real world.  I am sure that the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and perhaps the Chamber of Minerals 
and Energy, would have favoured a more radical model than that put forward.  At one stage many people in the 
business community were talking about the horizontal disaggregation of generation as well as the vertical 
disaggregation of Western Power.  My view is that the horizontal disaggregation of the generation part of 
Western Power would have been many steps too far, given the small size of our system and the complementary 
nature of the way in which our power plants have been planned for, rather than the similarity that would give rise 
to the possibility of competition.   

It was interesting that the Parer review of energy policy in Australia also supported the horizontal disaggregation 
of the generation portion of Western Power.  Parer and some of his colleagues said to me in private 
conversations that they did not think we had gone far enough in our reform plans.  I am also certain that people 
in the business community would have been happy to support the privatisation of various aspects of Western 
Power as part of the reform.  The Government has not yielded to the pressure by elements within the business 
community and the senior people advising the Howard Government for a more radical reform.  We have arrived 
at a practical trade-off between all the different policy objectives that must be applied to an electricity system.  
Great care has been taken to deal with questions of reliability, supply, equity, environmental issues, regional 
issues and development issues.  All those objectives had to be considered alongside the objective of lower prices 
through competition.  I hope the Leader of the Opposition will give us more credit than he has been giving us for 
the intensive work that has been done to reach a practical accommodation of all the different policy objectives.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I did.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think the Leader of the Opposition shares the Government’s policy objectives for the 
electricity supply industry.  I think he would have arrived at a trade-off between the policy objectives different 
from that reached by the Government.  However, this model is not mickey mouse, utopian, rushed, unplanned or 
any of those things that might be part of the Leader of the Opposition’s preconceived notion of the way in which 
the Gallop Government would go about this matter.  We take the electricity system and its future very seriously.  
We know we are dealing with an industry that has very special characteristics.  The Leader of the Opposition 
should give us the credit for approaching this reform in a highly professional and systematic manner.  We might 
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not have reached the conclusions he would have reached had he been in charge of the operation; however, they 
are practical, defensible, reasonable, pragmatic and moderate conclusions that are in the interests of the State of 
Western Australia.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not doubt that there has been a great deal of intellectual input to this proposal.  A 
number of very highly competent people have worked on the various reports.  However, very few of those 
people have had responsibility for running an electricity system.  There is a huge void between the financial 
modelling and the practicalities of running an electricity system.  I am simply being practical and conservative 
and playing it safe.  The Government cannot get away from the argument or the reality that this is a very small 
utility in a very small market.  The sort of theoretical modelling that is occurring may apply in North America 
and Europe.  Yet, California has experienced enormous problems.  Only a month or so ago there were major 
technical failings in the north eastern United States and in Italy and the southern part of Europe.  They are not 
unrelated.  Those power blackouts were not caused by weather conditions or power station collapses.  The reality 
is that the theoretical model for administering the system failed.  If there are many separate decision-making 
entities in electricity generation, there will be another source of uncertainty when something goes wrong.  That is 
happening around the world.  This legislation will create new uncertainty because instead of there being one 
utility with responsibility for power, generation, distribution and sales, there will be at least three.  That is a 
source of market failure in itself, and there is example after example of that around the world.  That is the 
absolute reality.  It does not matter how much financial modelling is done.  The people who do financial 
modelling in the electricity industry are legendary for getting it wrong.  There is no better example of that than 
the case of Epic Energy, which got the price of the pipeline wrong by $600 million.  It had an army of 
economists, lawyers and financial advisers.  How could it have been wrong by $600 million?  The same type of 
people are providing advice now.  How could the American utilities that invested in Victoria and elsewhere in 
Australia have got it so wrong?  They had exactly the same sort of analysis based on a perfect competition 
model.  The same sorts of assumptions were made, the same sorts of elegant conclusions were reached and the 
same sorts of massive market failure resulted.  All I am saying, as an economist, is that we should put some faith 
in the engineers.  Let them manage the physical process of taking gas and coal and of producing, transporting 
and marketing electricity.  We should recognise that a deregulatory process can be overlaid on top of the 
engineering task to introduce competition.  I know the minister will probably run around getting good media 
coverage from this.  However, I will tell the minister the bleeding obvious.  He vacillates between horizontal and 
vertical integration and market dominance.   

Let us forget the integration arguments for the moment.  I agree with the minister that Western Power is market 
dominant in the south west grid.  It has 80 per cent of the generation and, as I said a number of times, the other 
20 per cent is essentially in-house generation by mining companies, so it is not even contestable.  How can we 
introduce competition?  We have to reduce Western Power’s role or the amount of state generation over time.  
Over time state generation might grow at a moderate rate - perhaps three or four per cent a year - and the energy 
industry might grow at 10 per cent a year - realistic targets that will change the nature of the market structure.  
But how will we introduce competition to generation in the short term - by that I mean anything less than the 
time it takes to build a power station, less than two to six years - unless we change Western Power’s generation?  
What are the theoretical options?  It can be privatised or it can be made redundant; they are the only choices we 
have.  There is no third choice because when Western Power has 80 per cent of the existing generation, the 
independent sector can be grown and the market structure can be changed over time.  The Liberal Party’s policy 
was to change that so by 2010, Western Power’s generation on the grid would be 50 per cent or less.  That would 
mean Western Power would perhaps stand still.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I would like to hear the Leader of the Opposition finish his comments on this clause.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I am not being political; this is important.  The Liberal Party’s policy at the 2001 election 
was to reduce the market dominance of Western Power on the south west grid.  It had virtually 100 per cent of 
contestable generation.  Therefore, we said that Western Power would stay much the same or grow only slightly.  
The growth in the grid would occur in private generation by allowing more contestability, as the minister said, 
and by Western Power increasingly buying electricity from not only its own generators, but also independent 
generators.  If, for example, an independent generator built a 300-megawatt plant, the best way of getting real 
competition is not to have a theoretical economic model but to allow a private generator, such as Wesfarmers, 
Griffin or AlintaGas, to build a 300-megawatt power station and the Government, through Western Power, to 
contract for 200 megawatts and the remaining 100 megawatts to be sold in competition in the market.  
Immediately there would be an independent player who had a base customer or a cornerstone customer in 
Western Power.  It would build the power plant because it would be economic to do so, and it would be able to 
sell electricity in competition.  That is what should happen.  The other option is to take Western Power’s existing 
structure and to sell a power station.  The quickest way of getting an independent power producer is to privatise a 
power station.  I know members opposite will run to the media and say that I have a strategy to privatise; 
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however, let us be realistic.  If we want competition and the capacity is in place and it is all owned by Western 
Power, the quickest way of getting competition is to privatise a power station.  On the other hand, if we were 
really smart - this would be a good thing to do - instead of selling coal or gas into the system to a fuel supplier, 
we could start selling electricity.  If we took a power station and a gas contract and turned it into an electricity 
supply contract, then there would be real competition.   

The point I am making is that the Government cannot legislate for a competitive market.  It can let it evolve, or it 
can pro-actively create it.  This legislation will not do that.  So long as the minister has a policy of back-to-back 
contracts from coal supply and gas supply to power generation, and back to retail, there will be no competition.  
The minister is proposing to break up Western Power and recreate it by back-to-back contracts.  It is not genuine 
economic reform.  It is a farce, and some of the people in the Chamber of Commerce and Industry actually know 
it.  The key reform that the Government can make, which will stand alone and discretely, is to separate out the 
transmission and distribution systems.  That will then allow a degree - only a degree - of independent generation 
and trading.  If the Government really wants to push the agenda and reduce the state generation corporation’s 
market power, it will either have to privatise a power station, joint venture a power station and turn it from fuel 
supply into generation, or close down a power station.  There is no other way of doing it.  Those are the three 
choices.   

If the Government really wants genuine competition in generation, it will have to exit Western Power out of part 
of the market.  However, the Government does not want to do that, because philosophically the Labor Party does 
not agree with that.  However, that is the cold, hard reality.  All of the reports - I had a box of them in here - are 
not worth even toilet paper until the Government actually attacks the fundamentals of the industry.  The 
Government paid $3 million in consultants’ fees.  It got boxes and boxes of reports.  However, unless it can 
overcome that philosophical restraint, it will not get genuine competition.  I understand that politically the Labor 
Party cannot do that, so I am not being nasty when I say that.  However, the minister should do what he can do 
philosophically as a Labor Party member.  He should do the safe and achievable thing and separate out the 
network system.  The minister will get agreement in this Parliament the moment he stands alone.  The minister 
may have a go at me and say I am a loner and I am getting bailed up by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry.  
I could not give a rat’s about that.  What I am about is security of supply and growing the economy of this State.   

The minister has not convinced the Parliament that we need this legislation.  The minister has had three days to 
do that.  The minister has not convinced me at all.  In fact, if anything, attitudes on this side of the House against 
what the Government is doing have hardened as the debate has gone on.  The minister has not convinced the 
National Party.  The minister has not convinced the Greens.  The minister has not convinced the Independents.  
The minister has not convinced One Nation.  The minister is heading down a cul-de-sac to a dead end.  The 
minister should step away from the debate and perhaps adjourn it so that he can reconsider it and do what is 
achievable and sensible in the short to medium term.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  There will be growth in the electricity market of about 100 megawatts a year, and that can be 
available for the private sector.  Western Power has also indicated that it intends to retire some plant.  That may 
well create an additional need for capacity to be filled.  Finally, this is a plan to create a market gradually.  We 
are not rushing into this.  That is why we have plans for vesting contracts.  The vesting contracts will gradually 
expose the electricity supply to the franchise customers to competition, and they can be used to manage the 
growth to deal with the different policy objectives that have given cause to the Opposition’s concerns.  We could 
have a lot more debate on this issue.  However, we have reached an understanding with the Opposition that we 
will finish the debate at this stage.  I know that means that some issues that the Opposition might have wanted to 
canvass at greater length will not be canvassed at that greater length.  Nevertheless, we have had more than 20 
hours of debate on this legislation.  I must say that I appreciate the way in which the Opposition has been able to 
reach agreement with the Government on the handling of this debate, even if not on some of the policy issues on 
which the Leader of the Opposition and I still disagree.   

Amendment put and negatived.   

Clause put and passed.  

The ACTING SPEAKER:  The question is that clauses 36 to 141 be agreed to. 

Clauses put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (24) 

Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (14) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr B.K. Masters Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.D. Omodei Mr A.D. Marshall (Teller) 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr P.G. Pendal  
Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr M.G. House Mr R.N. Sweetman  
 

Pairs 

 Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr W.J. McNee 
 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.L. Bradshaw 
 Mr A.D. McRae Ms S.E. Walker 
 Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr C.M. Brown Mr R.A. Ainsworth 
 Ms J.A. Radisich Mr R.F. Johnson 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Clauses thus passed. 

Schedules 1 to 5 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Third Reading 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Minister for Energy) [8.09 pm]:  I move -  

That the Bill be now read a third time. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [8.09 pm]:  I will not delay the House because I 
have said what I needed to say.  I will simply reiterate that the Government has failed to convince this House and 
this Parliament of the merits of what it is doing.  There is much that is worthwhile in this legislation.  I 
appreciate and respect a lot of the work that has been done on the market structure and some of the issues 
relating to the various components of generation networks, retail and, indeed, regional and remote power 
supplies.  However, the job of a Government is to govern for all, not just the Western Australian Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry or the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western Australia.  Those member 
companies will be beneficiaries; there is no doubt about that.  I recognised that 10 years ago.  They have been the 
biggest beneficiaries of gas deregulation and electricity generation to this point.   

Nothing has been said in this debate that has given me or my colleagues any comfort that this policy will 
guarantee a reliable and quality power supply to people in this State, particularly to people on low incomes and 
in country and regional areas.  This Government has been consumed by a theoretical, academic argument, which 
is of merit.  It might represent the Holy Grail, but it is not the practical reality of running a power system in 
Western Australia.  How ironic it is that as a Labor Government in Western Australia goes down this path, a 
Labor Government in South Australia grapples with how to provide a subsidy of $50 to pensioners and health 
card holders as they face a further five per cent price rise following a 25 per cent price rise.  Members opposite 
say that that is due to privatisation.  Yes, perhaps privatisation played a part, but the major factor in South 
Australia, as in Western Australia, is that the market is small.  If one entity is broken into four, as this 
Government has proposed, it will do nothing but add to cost.  The minister has spoken about downward pressure 
on prices. As I said this afternoon, more competition will exert downward pressure on prices, but it is not a zero 
sum gain.  There is an upward pressure on cost.  I assure members that the bills that must be paid are more 
pervasive and stronger in the marketplace, which provides the upward pressure on cost.  The upward pressure on 
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cost is a result of duplication and the loss of economy of scale, which occur when one fairly small energy utility 
is turned into four tiny ones with high fuel contracts, ageing plant, a limited market, cross-subsidies of 
$150 million into the wheatbelt and cross-subsidies of $50 million into remote areas.  They are the real 
problems.  Had any member from the other side come into this Parliament and talked about the real issues - the 
cost of coal, the cost of gas, the problem of ageing plant, the problem of cross-subsidies into the wheatbelt, the 
problem of ageing infrastructure in distribution and the problem of high cost power generation in remote areas - 
we may have had a sensible debate.  All we got were platitudes and small-level thinking.   

Why is there a problem with the supply of power in Broome?  Broome is a major regional centre.  The cost of 
generating power in that area is 27c a unit.  If it is then sold to households for 12c, there is a bit of a financial 
problem.  The wheatbelt has some of the longest lateral extensions of powerlines in the world.  If a town such as 
Gnowangerup is at the end of such an extension, with respect to my good friend the member for Stirling, there 
are not a lot of customers.  The power must be sent a long way.  Thirty per cent of the power is lost through 
resistance.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  But they are good quality customers when it gets there.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  They are good customers, but they are limited in number and their bills are small.  By the 
time the power goes 200 or 300 kilometres down the line, the volatility of voltage and the quality of the power 
fall away.  That is not an economic phenomenon, but a physics and engineering phenomenon.  The technology 
has not advanced greatly over the past 50 years to deal with that.  That is the reality.   

This is a theoretical Bill - it was very nicely drafted - that will somehow revolutionise the energy market in this 
State.  I simply tell members that it will not.  To a degree, the energy market in this State, including the gas 
sector, has gone through a revolution.  That was brought about because of new power generation, new pipelines 
and substantially lower prices.  As I said on day one in this debate, electricity is a lot more difficult to market 
because it is more complex, it cannot be stored, it has an isolated grid, a smaller market, long lead lines, 
enormous cross-subsidies in the system and ageing plant etc.  Unless those difficult issues are tackled, the 
Government will not go anywhere.  It is absolute bull to say that Western Australia will have a competitive 
industry along the lines of the North American or European energy systems, which will place downward 
pressure on prices.  It is nonsense.  It is naivety of the highest extreme.  It is what is expected of a first-year 
economics course at university.  If the minister had done an honours or masters degree, he might understand the 
intricacies of the market.  They are primarily engineering issues -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am just a Labor politician.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister is just a Labor politician.  However, during question time today the member 
for Darling Range asked the minister a simple question.  The minister was asked whether he could guarantee that 
the price of electricity would not increase for pensioners and health card holders.  The minister could not give 
that guarantee.  That was the bottom line for me.  As just a Labor politician, he could not give that guarantee.  He 
talked about the downward pressure on prices, the market and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You did not listen to me then.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  When the minister was asked a straightforward question about whether he could guarantee 
that pensioners and low-income earners in this State - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Here is what I said -  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not want to hear it.  The minister can respond later.  When the minister was asked a 
straightforward question, he could not answer it.  That was the moment when the minister lost his constituency.  
He could give them that guarantee if he implemented moderate, sensible reforms in a staged process.  It is 
beyond me why the minister is pursuing this path.  The Bill will pass through this Parliament - fantastic, the 
Government has a majority in this place - but what will happen to it in the upper House?  I suppose that the Bill 
will be sent to a committee.  Will it ever come out of the committee?  I do not know.  Does it deserve to come 
out?  Frankly, no.  The minister has not been able to convince the community, let alone this Parliament, that he 
knows what he is doing.  He might have a model that makes sense over a 10-year period - 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  It works in Tasmania.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Tasmania.  Does that not say it all?  It works in Tasmania.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Exactly.  Tasmania is a smaller State that is probably not on the national grid.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Has the member been to Tasmania?   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Yes.   
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Does the member realise that Tasmania has hydro power, which is the cheapest form of 
power in Australia?  Does he realise that Tasmania has been interconnected to Victoria?  

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Not yet.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Not yet, but it is happening.  Does the member know why the Tasman link is happening?  
Even in Tasmania, with its abundant hydro resources, it cannot maintain economic electricity prices.  The only 
way it can have a reliability of supply is to interconnect its system to Victoria by the Tasman connection.  What 
a bad example that was.  It makes the point.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  They are doing double the wind power than you lot.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Wind power.  How brilliant!  The member should study the history of renewable energy.  
The previous Government constructed the $50 million, 30-megawatt Albany wind farm.  At that stage it was 
Australia’s largest wind farm project.  It is terrific.  Does the member think that is economic?  Does he think 
wind power is competitively priced with coal or gas?  It is nowhere near it.  It probably costs about 8.5c for 
wind-powered energy compared with about 4c or 6c for coal and 6c or 7c for gas.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Disaggregation has made it work.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The member for Perth is in his own little world.  Wind power is probably the only 
renewable resource that is getting close to being competitive.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Correct.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  However, it is not competitive.  Does the member seriously believe that in the next five 
years wind power will dominate Western Australia’s power generation, which has a resources-based economy?  
If the power could be turned on and off according to where the wind blows, we might get somewhere.  Western 
Australia does not have a domestic economy; essentially, Western Australia’s power supply is a resource-based 
economy.  Hard, reliable power is needed.  The only way to get the appropriate amount of power with current 
technology and knowledge is from hydrocarbons, whether it be coal or gas.  That is the reality.  Wind power is 
great.  Western Power, as a large utility, is the only organisation in this State - it may change - that has the 
capacity to sponsor large-scale renewable projects.  
Mr J.N. Hyde:  Hydro Tasmania is doing it.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Where are the mountain ranges, the glaciers and the snowfields in Western Australia to 
enable us to develop hydro electricity?  Hydro power operates in one place in Western Australia.  Some years 
ago, as the Minister for Energy, and while subject to criticism from the Labor Party, I approved the construction 
of the Pacific hydro plant on the Argyle Dam at Kununurra at a cost of $80 million to produce 30 megawatts of 
power.  That is a small output compared with 4 000 megawatts on the south west grid.  The Argyle Dam is the 
only place in Western Australia where a feasible hydro power station could be built.  Where can we develop 
renewable energy?  It can be developed in isolated locations such as Aboriginal communities, some remote 
tourist locations and the like.  That is important.  Some wind power and some wave power will be developed 
along the way.  How much will that add up to?  Five per cent.  If five per cent renewable energy is developed 
under this Government in the next 10 years, that will be fantastic.  That is the best it will get.  Is the capacity of 
the wind farm in Albany about 30 megawatts? 

Mr M.G. House:  It is about 22 megawatts.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Okay, about 22 megawatts of renewable energy is being produced at the Albany wind 
farm.  The Ord River hydro scheme produces 30 megawatts and a couple of megawatts are produced at Shark 
Bay. 

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Denmark will be totally reliant on wind power.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Given the amounts of 22 megawatts, 30 megawatts and half a dozen megawatts here or 
there, at a stretch, renewable energy could produce up to 60 or 70 megawatts compared with 4 000 megawatts of 
resource energy.  The amount of 60 or 70 megawatts is the total amount of renewable energy produced now, in a 
system that grows at a rate of 120 megawatts a year; therefore, that source will probably fall behind.  I do not 
think that should be allowed to happen.  However, members opposite should not expect to live in a utopia 
dominated by a renewable energy resource.  It will not happen.  For the next 30 years our major energy source 
will come from hydrocarbons, primarily gas.  I support the development of renewable energy, as I did when I 
was Minister for Energy, but we must keep our feet on the ground.  Renewable energy will struggle to be more 
than five per cent of generation in the next 20 or 30 years.  Members opposite should not go off with their 
greenie mates and suggest that this will bring about a utopia of renewable energy.  A small wind farm might be 
developed on the port in my electorate, which I hope will happen, and some more might be developed in 
Geraldton, but half a dozen or 20 megawatts here or there is the best we will get.  Will it be competitive with 
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base-load coal or combined-cycle gas?  No.  It gets a ride because a large utility like Western Power can adopt a 
green credential and support it through cross-subsidisation.  I hope that in time renewable energy becomes 
competitive with hydrocarbons.  However, it is not at that stage now.   
A few years ago I visited a place in California called Davis.  About 15 years ago a large-scale solar plant, which 
contained probably a square kilometre of solar panels, was built in Davis.  This was to be the world breakthrough 
in commercially scaled solar energy.  When I got there about six years later, the only thing it was doing was 
accommodating spider webs.  It failed.  The technology worked, but the economics were dreadful.  Renewable 
energy has a way to go; it might take 20 years before it is economical.  However, that is a side issue.  
I genuinely think the Government is missing a great opportunity.  There is not that much difference between the 
minister’s view and my view on this issue.  We both probably share the same view of the end objective but 
disagree about how it should be achieved and the pace at which it should be achieved.  I err on the side of 
caution, as someone who had something of a bull-at-a-gate attitude towards the break up of AlintaGas.  I took 
that path because I considered that the risks were relatively minimal.  However, the risks involved in the break 
up of Western Power are enormous.  It will cost $150 million and Western Power will lose $500 million in 
value.  I could go on and on.  The cost of this break up and the risks to the State are enormous.  We need only 
look across the boarder to South Australia for the proof of such a risk.  Electricity provision in South Australia is 
essentially a basket case.  What industry will go to South Australia when householders pay 20c a unit compared 
with 12c a unit here, and when industries face massive increases and there is huge uncertainty about future 
prices, let alone supply?   
The minister has talked about the price of electricity.  He is taking a narrow view.  He has compared the price of 
electricity in Western Australia with that in Tasmania, which appears to be his point of reference.  That is not 
what the game is about.  We are in an international world.  What we are about is having abundant energy at 
affordable prices with reliability of long-term supply.  That is the main game.  Why does the Government think 
we are exporting liquefied natural gas to Asia and potentially to North America?  It is not because of price.  Does 
the Government think the North Americans care about price?  The price of natural gas in North America has 
gone from $3.50 to $6 in the past two years.  Does the Government think they give a rat’s about a couple of cents 
a kilowatt hour?  No; it is about security and reliability of supply.  That is what this Government should be doing 
for this State - providing security and reliability of supply.  This legislation jeopardises that and that is why we 
oppose it. 

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie) [8.25 pm]:  I outlined many of my reasons for supporting this Bill during my 
contribution to the second reading debate and I do not intend to outline them again.  However, I will outline to 
the House the situation in which I find myself today and in which I found myself yesterday, inasmuch as I hold a 
different view on this Bill from that of my friends and colleagues in the Liberal Party.  It is now a foregone 
conclusion that I will be crossing the floor and voting in favour of the Bill against my friends and colleagues in 
the Liberal Party.  However, to cross the floor and vote against the political party that I support and of which I 
am a member in this place is a very difficult thing to do.  Although I consider some members opposite to be 
friends, such as the member for Eyre and others, some I do not have much time for.  Regardless of all of that, it 
is not a comfortable position for me to be in and it is certainly not easy to have to walk across the Chamber and 
sit with people from the opposite political party. 

Nevertheless, we are all elected to this place by our constituents to represent them and their views.  They expect 
it, they demand it and they deserve it.  My position on the Bill is supported by the mining industry, by the people 
of Kalgoorlie-Boulder and by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and others.  
However, most importantly, it is a position that is supported by the people who put me in this place some two 
and a half years ago.  When I analyse the people who comprise the Parliamentary Liberal Party, I am one of the 
very few, if not the only, Liberal member of Parliament who is charged with representing an electorate that is 
based pretty much wholly and solely on the industry of mining.  When one considers that, it is not all that 
surprising that I would support a Bill that is wholeheartedly supported by the mining industry.  Equally, it is not 
all that surprising that not many of my Liberal Party colleagues have seen fit to support it, given that very few of 
them, if any, represent electorates that sit basically right on the doorstep of the mining industry. 

My colleagues have raised a number of concerns in this debate.  I have listened very carefully to those concerns 
and I share some of them.  Those concerns arise from a very genuine fear for those people in Western Australia 
who might be disadvantaged by the legislation, most of whom choose to live in regional Western Australia.  
Having said that, I am prepared to accept the position of the Government and the number of so-called safety 
catches that it has built into the legislation, safe in the knowledge that I believe the Bill will be good for the 
mining industry.  I am prepared to accept those assurances from the Government.  However, I can understand 
why some of my colleagues hold a degree of hesitation on those concerns.  I am sure that in the coming months 
we will be watching very closely to see exactly what eventuates with the Bill. 
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The Bill has highlighted one of the great divides between the Labor Party and the Liberal Party.  Labor Party 
members are led around by the nose ring and told when they must vote for something, how they must vote and 
what they must say.  That is not the case in the Liberal Party.  If something affects the conscience and/or 
electorate of Liberal Party members, they can vote according to their conscience or according to the best 
interests of their electorate.  That is what I did yesterday, that is what I have done today, and that is what I will 
do at the conclusion of this debate.  I have been spoken to over the past few months by people in the mining 
industry and by people in my electorate who are firmly convinced that this Bill is in their best interests.  Who 
could forget the one vote, one value debate.  Regardless of the views of members on one vote, one value, nobody 
in this Chamber could argue that one vote, one value would have been good for those people who choose to live 
and work in country Western Australia.  How many Labor Party politicians in this place voted against one vote, 
one value?  Not one.  How many of them jumped to their feet during the debate and spoke against the party line 
in favour of the people who put them in this place?  Not one.  Every single one of those country Labor members 
of Parliament is a failure.  They have failed themselves, their own principles and their electorates.  I will not fail 
my electorate; I will not fail the people who have put me into this place. 

I am the first Liberal member in history to represent a seat that has been dominated by the Labor Party for the 
best part of 100 years.  I was never likely to win by a country mile; I won by a very slim majority, and if I win 
again it will probably be by a very slim majority.  However, when I go to the next election and I stand before the 
television screens on election night, I will do so safe in the knowledge that I have done everything in my power 
to represent the people who put me in this place.  If they decide they do not want me again, so be it.  I will slip 
back into business or find a new vocation.  I will do so holding my head high in the knowledge that I have 
always represented the best interests of my electorate. 

Not only am I the member for Kalgoorlie, but I am also a long-term Kalgoorlie resident.  I have lived in 
Kalgoorlie for 34 years, by choice.  I have family and friends who live there.  I have invested there.  I have a 
genuine love of Kalgoorlie-Boulder and the goldfields region.  It is my humble opinion that this Bill will 
ultimately be good for the mining industry.  If it were not for the mining industry, Kalgoorlie-Boulder would not 
be what it is today.  I am very pleased to stand before the House today and say that, even though this Bill has 
been introduced to Parliament by my political opponents - and they will always remain my political opponents 
on a philosophical level - I am pleased to say that, on behalf of my electorate, in this instance, I am prepared to 
support this Bill.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Minister for Energy) [8.33 pm]:  I thank the Leader of the Opposition and the 
member for Kalgoorlie for their speeches, contrasting as they were.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (24) 

Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.N. Hyde Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.B. Watson 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Ms M.M. Quirk (Teller) 

Noes (15) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.P.D. Edwards Mr R.F. Johnson Mr R.N. Sweetman 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr B.J. Grylls Mr B.K. Masters Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr M.F. Board Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr P.D. Omodei Mr A.D. Marshall (Teller) 
Mrs C.L. Edwardes Mr M.G. House Mr P.G. Pendal  

            

Pairs 

 Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr W.J. McNee 
 Dr G.I. Gallop Mr J.L. Bradshaw 
 Mr A.D. McRae Ms S.E. Walker 
 Mr P.W. Andrews Mr J.H.D. Day 
 Mr C.M. Brown Mr R.A. Ainsworth 

Independent Pair 

Dr E. Constable 

Question thus passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

 

 
 


