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MINISTER FOR ENERGY — CONFIDENCE OF THE HOUSE 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.08 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as to allow the following motion to be moved — 

That this house has no confidence in the Minister for Energy and calls upon the Premier to 
remove him from the energy portfolio. 

This is a motion of no-confidence. Under the conventions of the Westminster system, if this motion is passed, 
the member for Cockburn, the Minister for Energy, would be forced to resign from his portfolio as Minister for 
Energy. It is the most serious motion that can be passed in a Parliament, and it is for that reason that pairs will 
not apply in any part of this debate. I would expect the Minister for Energy to explain his actions to the house, 
and I would expect both the Premier and the Treasurer either to support him or to do what should happen; that is, 
remove him from his portfolio. Whether the government decides to leave him in cabinet is a matter for the 
government to decide.  

This is a most serious issue. We are talking about a situation in which perhaps more than a million electricity 
consumers in this state are facing massive increases in energy prices. We are talking of a situation in which there 
has been a loss to Treasury—to the people of Western Australia—of a minimum of $780 million. That is a loss 
equivalent to half the total losses of the disastrous Labor government of the 1980s under WA Inc. That situation 
warranted a royal commission that went on for more than two years. For that reason alone, this Parliament 
should at least suspend standing orders to examine this situation. Today this loss was described as a community 
service obligation. It is no different from the bailout of Rothwells, the share market deals or the Petrochemical 
Industries Co Ltd bailout when Labor governments were pouring money into a black hole. The Minister for 
Energy has lost $780 million. The government cannot find one asset or service that will be provided to the 
people of Western Australia in return for that $780 million. For that reason alone—for the loss of $780 million—
this Parliament should agree to suspend standing orders. We are talking about a financial loss almost equivalent 
to the cost of building the proposed sports stadium. That is the scale of it. The Premier shrugs, moans and carries 
on. When we suspend standing orders, he will have the opportunity to explain to the people of Western Australia 
what they are getting for $780 million. They are not getting cheaper electricity, new power stations or anything 
else.  

I call upon the government to agree to suspend standing orders. The government says that it will debate the issue 
if we agree to do it as a matter of public interest. Sorry; this is a motion calling for the resignation or sacking of a 
minister. 
Mr E.S. Ripper: Sorry; you don’t have the numbers. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Maybe the people of Western Australia will have the numbers when they realise that the 
government has lost $780 million. Maybe the people of Western Australia will have something to say about that, 
because I certainly do. If I am forced to do so, for the next 56 minutes I will put my case to suspend standing 
orders. I place the government on notice: if it does not agree to suspend standing orders, we will move to 
suspend standing orders again later this week and again and again until this minister, the Premier and the 
Treasurer are accountable. If the Parliament has to sit next week, we will do that too because we are talking 
about $780 million.  
If members opposite do not support the suspension of standing orders, they are saying to their constituents, “We 
don’t care if you get a 40 per cent or 50 per cent increase in electricity prices and we don’t care if we’ve lost 
$780 million. We are exactly the same as the Brian Burke, David Parker, Peter Dowding and Carmen Lawrence 
government, the government that lost $1.5 billion.” Is there any accountability in this government at all? This 
issue is important. This motion calls for a minister to be removed. That is why I have moved to suspend standing 
orders. That is why I reject the notion of a very limited MPI-style debate. The opposition does not intend for this 
debate to go on for long. We will probably have three speakers, and we will move through it as quickly as we 
can. Government members will have ample opportunity to speak. If anyone seriously believes that the Western 
Australian Parliament cannot afford an hour and a half to ask a government to be accountable for $780 million 
and electricity price rises of 50 per cent or more, this Parliament has become irrelevant to the people of this state.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: Arrogant.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The government has shown its arrogance by refusing to allow a proper debate on the fact 
that over $780 million has been squandered. Mr Speaker, I cannot believe that you have been put in the position 
of presiding over a Parliament where a government so blatantly refuses to be accountable and honest. 
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In the time available to me, I will make the case point by point as to why we should suspend standing orders. We 
will make the case tomorrow, on Thursday and as often as we have to until this government is made accountable. 
If the government thinks we are bluffing, I remind members that it took two years and a royal commission to 
flush out the scandals of WA Inc. This issue is not as complicated as that but it is nearly as important. In terms of 
any one single loss, nothing during the 1980s came close to $780 million. We should remember what Brian 
Burke and Peter Dowding said about Rothwells. They said, “It’s a bank. We need to keep it viable. It’s not a 
subsidy; it’s not a loss; it’s all secure.” We have heard it all before. We have heard exactly the same from 
another Labor government. We are now hearing it again. The government says that the $780 million is a 
community service obligation, a subsidy to consumers. If it is a subsidy to consumers, the government should 
send the cheque directly to them. It is not a subsidy to consumers at all. The government is insulting the 
intelligence of the people of Western Australia if it will not acknowledge that it has lost $780 million. It does not 
have a thing to show for it.  

I will go through the reasons that we should suspend standing orders. It is a serious motion; it is a motion of no 
confidence in a minister. Westminster convention requires that it be dealt with properly. It is not a debate with a 
limit on time. This is about the future of a member of Parliament, a minister, who deserves the right to properly 
explain himself if he is able. We are in a serious situation. This minister has presided over a catastrophe, a 
dramatic loss of profitability and income to Verve in particular. He is presiding over a scenario affecting 
Western Australian families. I probably represent an affluent electorate, but there are plenty of poor people in 
Cottesloe — 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I know it is customary to allow members to enter a little into the issues that will be 
debated if standing orders are suspended, but the member has been speaking for eight minutes and I think he 
should now be addressing the suspension of standing orders, which we will agree with. He is dragging things 
out. During most of his contribution he has been referring to matters that will be debated after standing orders 
have been suspended.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Leader of the House is wrong. The member for Cottesloe has been outlining in detail 
why this house needs to suspend standing orders to debate this serious issue. It is to do with the future of one of 
the government’s ministers. I do not believe the member for Cottesloe has strayed off the track very far at all. In 
fact, I think he is well within the bounds. Mr Speaker, I ask that you overrule the point of order raised by the 
Leader of the House.  

The SPEAKER: I suppose it is in the eyes of the beholder. I would have thought that the member for 
Cottesloe’s limited capacity to stray would be up after eight minutes, and he should direct his comments to the 
reasons for the suspension.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I was referring to my constituents in Cottesloe. Many of them do 
not have high incomes. All of us, particularly Labor members, have people on low incomes in our electorates. 
We owe it to those families and households, to single mothers and pensioners, to give them an hour and a half of 
our time to explain why they face increases in the price of electricity of 10 per cent plus 10 per cent plus 10 per 
cent. As paid members of Parliament, we have a responsibility to explain to our constituents what has gone on. 
We have a responsibility to suspend standing orders so that we can give some explanation and so that we can 
question why $780 million of taxpayers’ money has been lost. I want to suspend standing orders for the sake of 
my constituents alone. I should think that every member on this side who is concerned about his or her 
constituents and the impact of this massive price increase would want to suspend standing orders. Do members 
of the Labor Party not think that their constituents who are on low incomes deserve just a little bit of their time? 
Are members opposite so important, arrogant and out of touch that they will not give an hour and a half or so to 
try to explain to the people of Western Australia what has happened here? They must agree to suspend standing 
orders. We will not let this go. Mr Speaker, you can sit me down and the government can move to gag debate, 
but we will be back every single day to make this minister, the Premier and the Treasurer accountable. I demand 
answers for my constituents. I want to know why their electricity bills might go up 70 per cent. I want to know 
how the Labor government lost at least $780 million. I want to be able to tell my constituents what it did wrong. 
I want to know if there is corruption. I will ask whether there is anything corrupt or improper going on or 
whether we are just seeing plain, old-fashioned incompetence. Who are we to be so arrogant to the people of 
Western Australia by saying, “No, you don’t deserve to know; you don’t need to know. We’re the government; 
we’re full of our own egos; we’re all planning our overseas trips next week—that is more important to us than 
answering the question asked by the people of Western Australia.” Government members should forget their 
trips and their business-class travel. They should think about the pensioners and people on low incomes who will 
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cop massive increases in electricity prices. I think the Speaker would agree that that is what matters. Members on 
this side and I care about that. We should suspend standing orders for the people of the state.  

How did this happen? How did we get to the situation in which I now call for a suspension of standing orders? 
How did the Minister for Energy take a utility—a publicly owned enterprise—that made $351 million profit in 
2003-04 and turn it into an enterprise that, only three years later, has a combined profit of only $96 million? The 
core part of that enterprise, the generation unit, is making a loss. In the first half of this financial year that loss 
was $40 million, and it is probably heading towards a full-year loss of maybe $90 million. Does the minister 
seriously think that he does not need to explain this to the people of Western Australia? Does he seriously think 
that he can preside over the $250 million deterioration in performance of a government-owned utility for which 
he is responsible—no-one else. Does he think he is so important and so competent that he does not have to 
answer to his constituents? I am talking about the Cockburn people; not the Swanbourne people. I am talking 
about the minister’s constituents who are on a lower income who will hurt. I am talking about all those small 
businesses in Cockburn that use large amounts of power and will probably face increases in power costs of up to 
100 per cent. Is the minister so important that he wants to stay around Napoleon Street and Swanbourne, rather 
than get out and represent the people who are being hurt because of either his dishonesty or his incompetence? 

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: It is clear that the member for Cottesloe’s motion does not give him permission to adversely 
reflect upon a person’s motives and I direct the member to withdraw that. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw that, Mr Speaker. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: As we proceed through this motion we will question what has happened: who has been 
honest, who has been open and whether anyone is accountable or responsible. The deterioration is extraordinary; 
it happened so quickly. Another reason that we must suspend standing orders — 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Again, I ask the Speaker to consider that the member on his feet is not actually addressing 
the matter before the house, which is to suspend standing orders. He has been speaking for about 17 minutes and 
he continues to address issues that we will debate only once the suspension motion has been carried. 
Dr K.D. Hames: He’s been speaking for 13 minutes. 
The SPEAKER: The member on his feet has been speaking in excess of 10 minutes. The member for Cottesloe 
is increasingly drifting into what he wishes to debate in the substantive motion. I would think that the member 
for Cottesloe knows that and I direct him to direct his comments to the motion at hand. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The reason for this motion to suspend standing orders is that it is a motion of no-
confidence. I do not have confidence in the Minister for Energy and this motion presents an opportunity for 
government members to say whether they have confidence in the minister, if they do. That confidence needs to 
be tested. I will tell members who do not have confidence in the minister: the household consumers for whom 
the Office of Energy has recommended a 64 per cent increase in electricity prices over three years—47 per cent 
plus 15 per cent plus two per cent. Do they have confidence in the minister? Do household electricity consumers 
really think that the minister is doing a good job running a formerly profitable state-owned utility when he now 
tells all his constituents that they face, in reality, a 64 per cent increase? He says, “Don’t worry, we’re going to 
spread it out.” He has not had the honesty, in my view, to tell us how long that increase will be spread out for. 
Are we talking about an increase of 10 per cent plus 10 per cent or plus 20 per cent; 10 per cent plus 10 per cent 
or plus 30 per cent; 10 per cent plus 10 per cent or plus 40 per cent; 10 per cent plus 10 per cent or plus 
50 per cent, 10 per cent plus 10 per cent or plus 60 per cent; or 10 per cent plus 10 per cent or plus 70 per cent? 
What are we talking about? 
The SPEAKER: Order! I direct that the member for Cottesloe confines his comments to the reason for 
suspension. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The reason for the suspension is that the people of Western Australia want this Minister 
for Energy to answer what the increase will be. That is why I do not have confidence in him and why the 
Parliament needs to vote whether it has confidence in the minister. This minister could not describe what the 
$780 million bailout was for. He tried to suggest that it was a community service payment. He tried to suggest 
that it was a subsidy for consumers. Tell me, Mr Speaker, is there one consumer in Western Australia who feels 
better off as a result of this? Is there one person out there who would say, “I think that minister’s doing a good 
job. I have confidence in him. I am better off”? Not one of the probably one million electricity consumers in this 
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state would have confidence in the minister. Not one of those consumers is better off; they are all worse off to 
the extent of hundreds of dollars and face a very uncertain future. People in business do not know what their 
energy costs will be. I am moving to suspend standing orders because I do not have confidence in this minister 
and I do not think that this house should have confidence in him. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I have confidence in him and I am an electricity consumer. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In Cottesloe, I know. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: In Rivervale. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Another reason we should suspend standing orders is to give the Treasurer, for example, 
the opportunity to get up and defend his minister. People might ask, and it is a fair question, why we are moving 
to suspend standing orders to demand the resignation of the Minister for Energy. Some of my colleagues quite 
rightly raised this with me and asked whether we should not be moving this motion against the Premier, who is a 
former Minister for Energy. They asked whether we should not be moving this motion against the Treasurer, 
who is a former Minister for Energy. It is a fair point, and I will answer the points made by the Treasurer. 
Mr A.J. Carpenter: Are you going to answer why you are not moving a suspension motion? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, I will. 
Mr A.J. Carpenter: How does that line up? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Allow me, because — 
Mr A.J. Carpenter: I thought you were supposed to be addressing why you are moving a suspension against the 
minister? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not need your help, my friend. I do not need the Premier’s help. He lost more money 
than Brian Burke in one deal. He has poured money down this—it is worse than Rothwells. Rothwells was 
corrupt. The question needs to be asked about this matter and the Premier’s behaviour. That is what it is about. I 
want to know who made the donations to the Labor Party, who received them and who was involved. Let us start 
with this minister. 
The SPEAKER: No, let us start with looking at the motion. I do not know whether the member for Cottesloe is 
now addressing something that is another motion, but I now restrict the member specifically to the motion before 
the house, not one that might come later. 
Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Why I move to suspend standing orders is that — 

Mr A.J. Carpenter: You’re making a fool of yourself. You’re making a fool of yourself again. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will tell you one day what my family thinks about you before I leave this place! 
The SPEAKER: Order!  

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I raise a separate point of order. I asked for a copy of the motion that the suspension of 
standing orders be moved. One of the attendants has handed me a piece of paper signed by the member for 
Cottesloe, but it is not a motion for the suspension of standing orders. Therefore, I would like to know what 
actually is before the house at the current time. 
The SPEAKER: It is quite correct that the member for Cottesloe should have in fact written the motion and then 
followed it with the substantive motion. I think the house is clear that we are actually debating the suspension of 
standing orders, albeit that the motion signed by the member does not contain the suspension of standing orders. 
Once again, I call on the member for Cottesloe to address the actual motion before the house to suspend standing 
orders, and this will be the last time I warn the member for Cottesloe of that fact. 

Debate Resumed 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: The reason that we should suspend standing orders is this is the greatest loss of public 
money in one single event in Western Australia’s history. 

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: That is not a matter for the suspension of standing orders. A suspension of standing orders 
has to deal with why the matter should not be dealt as a matter of public interest, during private members’ 
business, in question time or another device. What the member for Cottesloe wishes to discuss is the matter that 
can be debated once we have suspended standing orders. However, it is not the matter that is currently before the 
house, as I understand it, which is the procedural issue only of the suspension of standing orders. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: And to give reasons. 

The SPEAKER: No, the reasons for the suspension are what we require.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: To me, the reasons for the suspension are overwhelming. A policy overseen by a minister 
to reduce electricity prices has resulted in prospective increases in electricity prices of 50 per cent and more, and 
a massive loss of at least $780 million to taxpayers. They surely are good reasons for suspending standing 
orders. I would think that the people of Western Australia expect nothing less of their Parliament than to 
consider why they face 50 per cent-plus increases in electricity prices and why a government has lost 
$780 million without explanation and nothing to show for it. I can think of no more powerful reasons to suspend 
standing orders.  

The whole basis of our system of government, our standing orders and our Westminster parliamentary system is 
that governments and ministers be accountable. Mr Speaker, if this Parliament does not agree to suspend 
standing orders, the message that you as the Presiding Officer will be sending to the community is that the 
Western Australian Parliament is not accountable, and ministers do not have to account for their actions—for 
catastrophic failures of policy, for imposing costs that will run into hundreds, if not thousands, of dollars for 
members of the business community, and that will damage development and business in regional Western 
Australia. This Parliament will be allowing the government to say that it is unaccountable, its minister is not 
responsible, and it will use its numbers. The Premier boasted, “We have the numbers.” What an arrogant 
statement, but that is the government’s approach. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was in response to your arrogance.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In the past, I have sat in here while the Treasurer has moved to suspend standing orders 
because of “Barnett’s budget black hole”. Do members remember that? How many times did we suspend 
standing orders to debate “Barnett’s budget black hole”? However, now, when $780 million has gone down an 
abyss, this Labor government does not want to talk about it. Government members think they will get away with 
it. They will not. This Parliament must suspend standing orders; it must demonstrate to the people of Western 
Australia that Parliament is relevant, that ministers are accountable and that ministers are responsible. It must do 
that.  

I feel sorry for you, in your position, Mr Speaker, if you must preside over a Westminster Parliament that denies 
its constitutional duty to hold members of Parliament to account. The message to the community will be that the 
Labor Party will use its numbers and do whatever it wants. It will put the preservation of the Labor Party and 
certain members’ individual political standing ahead of the interests of the state, electricity consumers, taxpayers 
and everyone else in Western Australia. Members opposite should not mistake that. They should support me. 
They should come over to this side of the house, otherwise we will tell people in their electorates that they 
supported a policy that will not only push up electricity prices by more than 50 per cent, but also cost them 
$780 million. They will not be happy about that, and that includes your constituents, Mr Speaker, when you tell 
them that the government did not have the courage, the fortitude, the integrity or the honesty to account for it. 
That is the part they will not accept; that is, that the government refused any sense of accountability. The public 
of Western Australia will not accept that, just as it did not accept the same behaviour by Labor governments 
sitting in those seats in the 1980s. How many times did Peter Dowding, Brian Burke and Carmen Lawrence go 
into denial? How many times did they sit in government seats and deny anything was wrong? How many times 
did we hear that Rothwells was a bank and had to be saved?  
The SPEAKER: Order! I fail to understand how the member’s comments relate to the motion to suspend 
standing orders. That is the end of the member for Cottesloe’s contribution.  
MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta — Leader of the House) [3.34 pm]: Any time the opposition feels it wishes to 
debate a matter of confidence in a minister, the government is happy to debate it. The fact that the opposition 
was so incompetent that it could not even write out a suspension motion reflects how incompetent it is with this 
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ill-founded attack on the Minister for Energy. That is a matter we will debate because, regardless of how 
misinformed the opposition might be, if it moves such a no-confidence motion, we will be happy to enter into 
that debate to point out how poorly informed the opposition is.  

Amendment to Motion 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: The motion before the house—I still do not have a copy of it—is to suspend standing 
orders; it is not a motion expressing lack of confidence in the Minister for Energy, which is a motion we will 
debate once this motion is passed. At this time, I wish to amend the suspension motion and, therefore, I move — 

To insert after “portfolio.” — 

And that this motion be considered to be the matter of public interest under standing order 145 
for this sitting week.  

The opposition could have given notice before 12 noon today to deal with this as a matter of public interest. 
Alternatively, it will have an opportunity in private members’ business tomorrow to deal with it. The 
government thinks the opposition can have these matters raised as it wishes, but they should be dealt with within 
the forms of the house. The form of the house that I am suggesting by my amendment is an MPI. We welcome 
the opportunity to support the good work of the Minister for Energy and the stance this government has taken to 
make sure we are dealing with the reform of our energy sector in a way that those opposite simply cannot 
contemplate and are seeking to be stoppers to because they do not have the imagination to take the state forward. 
We are happy to rise to the defence of the Minister for Energy and will agree to the suspension of standing 
orders on the basis that the substantive motion will be an MPI.  

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [3.36 pm]: As usual, the Leader of the House has a great desire to make sure 
that only the government and the Liberal opposition have a say in this debate. There is no provision whatsoever 
for the National Party to debate this matter. Those of us who are either Independent or National Party members 
are to have no say on this very serious matter. What did the Treasurer say when the question was raised by the 
member for Cottesloe? He said, “We have the numbers and we will control it.” That is exactly what we are 
seeing right now. The Treasurer, the Premier and the Leader of the House are saying that we will debate this 
matter, but on a limited, controlled basis from which there will be an outcome that suits the government. We in 
the National Party have a fair amount to say on this issue. It is not appropriate that the government of the day 
should have discussions with the Liberal Party—whether it has agreed to them or not—as though they are the 
only parties in this house that can be involved in this debate. How is that fair and reasonable? Why should not 
National Party and Independent members be involved in the debate? The Leader of the House might jump up in 
two or three seconds and say that the National Party can have two, three or five minutes at the whim of the 
Liberal Party, because that is the process that the Leader of the House is saying should happen in an MPI debate.  

I have been reading the speech I made in 2005 during the second reading debate on the disaggregation of 
Western Power bill, and many of the predictions I made during that debate have come true. I correctly predicted 
most of what has happened with Verve Energy. I want to point out that I was right and the Premier was wrong. It 
is embedded in Hansard. It is not reasonable for only the government and the Liberal opposition to debate what 
has happened. Why should not the other members of this 57-member chamber have a say in this? If the Liberal 
Party agrees to this debate, I will be appalled.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: We don’t.  

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN: I am sure it does not. If the Liberal Party agrees to this MPI debate, more than 10 per 
cent of the members of this Parliament will have no say in this debate.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.39 pm]: Given the amendment the Leader of the House has moved, I assume 
he will facilitate the vote by ensuring that enough government members will be in the house to enable an 
absolute majority to be gained, which is obviously very necessary. I am therefore on my feet to ensure that 
enough members are in the house to enable that to happen. That is obviously very important. When the Liberal 
Party has moved for the suspension of standing orders, and when the government has agreed, through the Leader 
of the House, to that suspension of standing orders—even though in this case the motion has been amended, and 
that is fair enough—the Labor Party would normally facilitate that by making sure that enough of its members 
are in the house to ensure an absolute majority, in the same way that when the Labor Party has moved for the 
suspension of standing orders and the Liberal Party has agreed, the Liberal Party would normally ensure that 
enough of its members are in the house to ensure an absolute majority. I am very pleased that there are now 
enough members in the house to enable this question to be put to a vote.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [3.41 pm]: I want to make it clear that we oppose the amendment that has 
been moved by the government. The government is seeking to constrain the debate by putting a time limit on it. 
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This is a very important issue, and it should be aired properly, as the member for Avon had said. Therefore, the 
amendment moved by the government to limit the time for debate should be opposed. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (29) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr P. Papalia Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens  

Noes (24) 

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

Amendment thus passed.  

Motion, as Amended 

The SPEAKER: Order! The question now is that the motion, as amended, be put and passed. In order to be 
carried, this question requires an absolute majority. If when I put the question I hear a dissentient voice, I will be 
required to divide the house. 

Question put. 

The SPEAKER: There being a dissentient voice, the house will divide. 

Division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (48) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Dr K.D. Hames Mr J.E. McGrath Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Ms S.M. McHale Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mrs J. Hughes Mr A.D. McRae Mr G. Snook 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr J.N. Hyde Mrs C.A. Martin Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr M.P. Murray Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.P. O’Gorman Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Ms S.E. Walker 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.C. Kucera Mr C.C. Porter Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.H.D. Day Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Ms J.A. Radisich Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 

Noes (5) 

Mr B.J. Grylls Mr M.W. Trenorden Mr G.A. Woodhams Mr T.K. Waldron (Teller) 
Mr D.T. Redman 

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 

Point of Order 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I seek some clarification, Mr Speaker. The motion that has just been passed relates to a 
debate in the format of a matter of public interest. I would like your opinion on whether that motion has become 
a matter of public interest and whether the Nationals have the right to raise a matter of public interest later this 
week. This motion relates to the format of a matter of public interest, but it is not necessarily, in my opinion, a 
matter of public interest. 

The SPEAKER: The wording of the amendment to the motion that was carried by this house is as follows — 

. . . and that this motion be considered to be the matter of public interest under standing order 145 for 
this sitting week.  

Motion 
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MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [3.51 pm]: I move — 

That this house has no confidence in the Minister for Energy and calls upon the Premier to remove him 
from the energy portfolio.  

What we have witnessed is a disgrace; however, I will keep to the motion. I will conclude my comments fairly 
quickly to give other members the opportunity to speak.  

The reason that the opposition has no confidence in the Minister for Energy, and the reason that the people of 
Western Australia should not have confidence in this minister, is that he had responsibility for implementing a 
policy to introduce competition into the energy industry by breaking Western Power into four entities which, 
according to the Labor Party, would lower energy prices. It has done the exact opposite. Prices are expected to 
rise by 57 per cent for consumers and perhaps up to 100 per cent for small business customers. Not only has this 
policy failed to reduce prices by putting a skyrocket under prices, but also it has cost, at a minimum, 
$780 million with nothing to show for it. It is the most disgraceful and inept financial management by any 
minister since Brian Burke and Peter Dowding in the Rothwells scandal. It is of that order; in fact, in dollar 
terms, it is greater.  

This minister should not continue in his portfolio. He has absolutely failed in his responsibility. Members might 
ask, “Why him?” He has been the Minister for Energy for two years. He has seen the demise of Verve Energy 
through the problems that have arisen. He has been in denial and has done nothing to address the issue. He has 
been arrogant and smug in this house. He has tried to taunt and ridicule opposition members when they have put 
questions to him. For those reasons alone he deserves to be out of that portfolio. He has not conducted himself 
properly.  

Some people might say that the fault really lies with the now Treasurer and former energy minister. He is, 
indeed, culpable. He had the policy drafted prior to 2001 and he forced out the experienced management of 
David Eiszele; he appointed Dr Stephen van der Mye, the chief executive officer who lived in Melbourne and 
occasionally visited this state—a self-appointed terrorist target; he failed to resolve the dispute over the price of 
transporting gas; he failed to take up the option of extra gas transport capacity in 2002 by declining it when it 
was offered to him; and he ran out of power on black Wednesday, 18 February 2004. There was no crisis and no 
collapse of the energy industry; it simply ran out of electricity while he and the then Premier were in my 
electorate drinking chardonnay while watching the sun set. How out of touch was he? We had the farce of 
portable power generators around the state under his watch. To cap it all off, he gave $88 million to the new 
owners of the pipeline, just as a grant. He handed over $88 million, some of which went to companies that had 
contributed financially to the Labor Party just a few years earlier. That is what he did.  

Some people might ask, “What about the Premier? He was Minister for Energy, why not him? After all he 
brought in the legislation to split up the utility.” I do not think he understood much about it at the time. I do not 
know that he understands a helluva lot more about it now. He brought in the legislation, but what did he do—this 
self-proclaiming honest Premier? He was given advice by the board of Western Power that there would be a 
financial problem and that Verve would struggle to be viable and solvent unless it was structured differently or 
not at all. He rejected that advice. He then got a new set of advice from the steering committee. When his own 
steering committee gave him advice, he did not like the advice because it was similar to what Western Power 
had told him. Therefore, he sent it back and said to the committee, “Take it back and redo the numbers. Change 
the assumptions”, which is what it did, “and give me a set of numbers that I can live with.” He effectively 
instructed the public servants and the consultants to fiddle the numbers. They fiddled the numbers and he went 
ahead on that basis. Here is the honest Premier who was not honest in providing the information that has, in part, 
with other factors, led to this.  

Unfortunately for the member for Cockburn, the now minister, it comes down to him. He is the minister and he 
has overseen the fiasco. He failed to act. He ridiculed the questions that were put to him in this place and he is 
presiding over price rises and a massive financial loss. His explanations have been absolutely inept. I will run 
through them quickly so that members have a feel for what this incompetent minister has been trying to tell 
people. Some of the media have fallen for it. I do not blame them because they were up against time schedules 
on a Thursday night. Maybe they will have a bit of a rethink. I will refer to some of the excuses that the minister 
has given: It is a subsidy, not a bailout. We heard that today. If it was a subsidy, it would be paid directly to 
electricity consumers.  
Mr E.S. Ripper: Why?  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: If it is a subsidy to consumers, it goes to consumers. It is not a subsidy; it is a bailout 
channelled through Synergy. To suggest it is a subsidy is ridiculous. It is exactly what Brian Burke tried to argue 
in terms of Rothwells—“This is just stabilising it; it is in the interests of the state.” It cost him government, it 
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cost the state $1.5 billion, and it scandalised Western Australia for two decades. Here we go again, and the 
government is saying that it is just a subsidy. It is not; it is a $780 million bailout for which there is nothing to 
show. Last week the minister said, “It doesn’t really matter because we’ve got new power generation—private 
power generators.” Hang on, minister, we had private power generators years ago.  

Mr F.M. Logan: How much? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will tell the member how much. During the eight years of the coalition government there 
was 1 300 megawatts of new power generation of which 1 000 megawatts was private and of which 
1 000 megawatts was gas. The previous government had private generators around this state, including on the 
grid: Edison Mission Energy, Worsley Alumina Pty Ltd and so on. That does not wash. He then said that it is 
good for the environment. He should tell the consumers that. This was another argument that he put last week 
when trying to suggest higher electricity prices mean that we save energy. Therefore, we have this 
environmentally-friendly reason. He should tell the little old pensioners in his electorate, if he ever visits it, that 
it is good for their environmental protection. He can tell them that because they cannot afford to buy electricity 
and will be cold during winter, it will help the environment. Good on the minister. It is a great environment 
policy.  

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not listening to the Treasurer. He is inept.  

Let us consider the environmental issue. During the time of the coalition government, the one thing that mattered 
in energy was making more use of gas because it has less than half the emissions of coal. During the years of the 
coalition government the use of gas in power generation went from about 35 per cent to over 50 per cent. Do 
members know what is happening now? The percentage of coal use is on the way up. This government has gone 
backwards on the basic environmental standard of power generation. Under this government’s policy, Griffin 
Energy’s Bluewaters Power Station is building four generating units all on coal, all on old technology and all 
relatively dirty. That is this government’s legacy to the environment. The minister should not raise the 
environmental issue, because it does not wash. 

The minister said that it is the opposition’s fault. I will leave that issue to other members to address.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Last time I looked we were on this side of the house, not that side of the house. If the 
minister cannot legislate and manage the portfolio, he should nick off and get out of here. He is incompetent and 
should get out of here. This minister is useless. He has cost this state $780 million, yet the member for Cockburn 
sits there like a Cheshire cat. He is absolutely incompetent and there is no way that he should continue in his 
portfolio. The Minister for Energy blames the price of gas and coal. Look at the idiot!  

Withdrawal of Remark 

The SPEAKER: Members get somewhat carried away when they make their speeches. However, that does not 
give them reason to insult other members. I direct the member for Cottesloe to withdraw that remark.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The minister said that the issue is related to the price of gas and coal. Hang on! Power 
generation is two-thirds of the cost of electricity. The major cost of generation is the cost of fuel. About 60 per 
cent of the south west grid is coal-based. Coal comes under long-term contracts. The Griffin contract goes 
through until 2010. It has not changed to any measurable extent. The Wesfarmers contract has been renegotiated 
and has been extended to around 2015. Those who provide our major fuel source have not experienced any 
major price increase. Gas comes under the North West Shelf agreement contracts. There has been some 
movement because of factors tied to oil, but nothing that explains a 60 per cent increase in electricity prices, 
although I can see the need for some increase.  

The Minister for Energy has not managed the system. I will outline what actually happened. The policy has been 
a flop. The government failed to secure gas supplies and it failed to take up options for gas capacity. The cost of 
the split itself was somewhere between $120 million and $150 million. When I was the energy minister and the 
coalition government split Western Power from Alinta, it cost about $10 million. It cost this government 
$150 million to carry out the next change. There are four chief executive officers, four boards and four systems 
of management. That alone equates to $30 million in duplicated costs every year, which is a factor. The most 
efficient power plant is Cockburn 1. The previous coalition government decided to build that plant and it was 
built during the Gallop government. It produces electricity at about 4c a unit. It is by far the cleanest and most 
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efficient plant. Cockburn 2 was on the drawing board. Cockburn 2 had a fixed-price contract for getting gas and 
the generating plant at the same low price as Cockburn 1. In other words, we could duplicate Cockburn 1 and 
have more electricity at 4c a unit. It was a bottom-of-the-cost structure. What did this government do? It handed 
things over to private enterprise, because it wanted to demonstrate that private generators were coming in. What 
happened then? The equipment and gas suppliers said that the contract is now void. The Minister for Energy 
gave away the option of cheap gas and cheap generating equipment. The government directly added to the costs, 
but now it talks about cost-reflective tariffs. What sort of a fool would one be to put a bizarre policy position 
ahead of low-cost generation? What has really killed the generators is their failure to properly plan for gas 
supply contracts and gas capacity. They have been forced to use liquids. They have been forced to use distillate 
in running not only the peaking plant, but also the operation at Pinjar. Pinjar is running its gas plants on large 
amounts of distillate. Do members know what that means? The cost of distillate is six to seven times the price of 
gas. In terms of energy content, it works out to be between $2 and $3 per gigajoule for coal, between $3 and 
$4 per gigajoule for gas and about $30 per gigajoule for distillate. That is where the money has gone. From an 
environmental perspective, hundreds of truckloads of distillate have been taken across the Gnangara mound to 
Pinjar to run power plants. If there were an accident and that distillate got into the groundwater, Perth would lose 
its water supply because it would be contaminated. The government has not worried about the environmental 
danger of its flawed policy.  

To conclude, I ask: how did this happen? Sure, the utility had problems. It had old plants and high maintenance 
costs. It needed to reinvest. However, how did the government take a utility that was making $350 million and 
turn into a basket case in three years? The government dares to say that the opposition should not question the 
competence of the Minister for Energy. That is absolutely extraordinary! The Minister for Energy has 
squandered $780 million, which is why he has to go. How does the government put the egg back together? The 
egg was broken and scrambled. That is another issue. By separating generation from retail, the government left 
generation with the assets. The Minister for Energy is laughing again! The Minister for Energy lost $780 million 
worth of my money, of members’ money and of all of our constituents’ money, yet laughs about it. The 
generation arm has the assets and no cash flow. Synergy has a cash flow, but no assets. That is the problem. The 
left hand did not know what the right hand was doing. There has been no medium to long-term planning. The 
member for Avon and I warned the Premier, the Deputy Premier and the minister about the impending 
catastrophe year in, year out. We put up with the ridicule. We will be ridiculed again. However, at the end of the 
day the Minister for Energy has lost more state money than Brian Burke. He has lost $780 million and he cannot 
present one benefit to the public. The Minister for Energy is a disgrace. The Minister for Energy is incompetent. 
As a result of his performance, he should not be a minister or a member of this Parliament.  

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [4.05 pm]: I will try to be as succinct as I possibly can. I will outline what 
has happened. There was a great process leading up to the introduction of the Electricity Corporations Bill on 5 
May 2005. We were told that all matters were in hand. The National Party questioned the issues that related to 
that bill very strongly. We came into this chamber and made a lot of points. I will go through the points that I 
made on Tuesday, 28 June 2005. We were told that Western Power had become an 800-pound gorilla. In my 
speech I made the point that the real gorilla was Alinta. Who turned out to be the real gorilla? It is Alinta. As I 
said in Parliament on 28 June —  

As I stand here today, only 40 per cent of the market is non-contestable, and that is what will be left to 
Western Power.  

. . .  

The rest of its assets are garbage; they are inefficient.  

That is a fact. Verve was left with old and inefficient assets. I also said —  

Western Power will be a very small operator. It will be in the shadow of Alinta.  

What has happened? Hansard continues — 

Western Power’s assets will be very old and, most importantly, it will have inefficient plants. Western 
Power is a threat to nobody, but it is a state asset. We will be palming off $500 million of private 
enterprise.  

I was wrong. It is not $500 million—it is closer to $1 billion.  

I also referred to the dividends and said that the 2008-09 dividend would be $362 million. Even at the stage of 
the debate, $300 million was gone. Where did the money go? It went to private enterprise. The question about 
who gains out of this process is very relevant. The government told us that the deal was good for the people of 
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Western Australia. As I said on 28 June 2005, that was absolute nonsense. Nobody can say that this deal has 
worked. Hansard continues — 

Western Power will have a reduced percentage of the generation market. It will have reduced efficiency 
in its generation market. Its price will be pegged in the market as uncontestable  

I said that was nonsense. The Labor Party agreed to it. The Liberal Party agreed to it. However, I and the 
National Party said that fixing the price was a nonsense. Unfortunately, we have been proved right. On behalf of 
the National Party I also said — 

What will happen to the price? Whom will Western Power serve? Basically, it will serve that 40 per 
cent of the uncontestable market. 

To quote myself again, I said — 

What will happen to the price? The price pressures will go up. 

I could go through the debate. I have the speeches of other National Party members of the time in front of me, 
but I do not have time to go through them. However, we knew that this is what would happen to Western Power, 
as it was then—it is now Verve Energy. We were told by industry that this is what was going to happen to the 
old Western Power and the current Verve. There was no doubt in our minds what would happen, yet here we are 
being told by the Premier and the minister opposite that wonderful things have happened. How did it go so 
wrong? How did the government get the question of generation of electricity in this state so very, very wrong? A 
debate of half an hour on each side will not answer that question. 

The member for Cockburn is the Minister for Energy, and he is the person responsible for this issue. I say to the 
minister that the five members of the National Party clearly told the minister’s predecessor, who happens to be 
the Premier now, that the position we are in today would happen. One need only read Hansard to know that we 
told the government that this is where we would be. However, the Premier—he was the minister at the time—
assured us that we would not be in this position. He personally gave us that assurance. The current Minister for 
Energy is responsible now. The question is: why should we have confidence in him? 

My constituents still ring me on a very regular basis about power in my electorate. My constituents are very 
concerned to hear that prices will have to go up. The amount by which they go up in this coming budget is 
irrelevant, because it is the budget before the next election. The reality is that the money has been lost. Prices 
will have to go up about 50 per cent, give or take. Somebody has to be responsible for that. 

MR A.J. CARPENTER (Willagee — Premier) [4.12 pm]: First of all, I obviously reject the thrust of the 
motion and express right from the very start that not only do I have complete confidence in the minister, but also 
I think he is a very good minister. It has been quite an education listening to the—what shall we call them—
dissertations of the member for Cottesloe and the member for Avon. I get a feeling that some part of this is all 
about the member for Cottesloe and his justifying the views that he has held since before Western Power was 
disaggregated—the views which were overwhelmingly rejected within his own party room and for which he has 
never been able to forgive people in his own party room. That is what a lot of it is about for the member for 
Cottesloe. The fact is that the Western Australian business community overwhelmingly rejects his position. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Not now. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: It does. It overwhelmingly rejects his position, because his position is wrong and his 
assertions are wrong. He made a couple of valid points. He made a valid point towards the end of his speech 
about the impact of the price of liquid fuels. Why has Verve had to rely heavily from time to time on liquid 
fuels? Is it anything to do with the member for Cottesloe’s performance as energy minister when he sold off the 
pipeline?  

Mr R.F. Johnson: No. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I think it might have been. I think we all know that that is the case. We all know that 
there was not a guarantee of sufficient supply of gas — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, there was. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: No, there was not. We all know that. There was interruptible supply. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: What was that? 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: I’m just telling your mate to stop sneering at me. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member for Cottesloe guaranteed us an interruptible supply of gas to the utility, so 
it was reliant upon liquid fuels because it could not get enough gas. What has happened to the price of liquid 
fuels? The member got that bit right. The price of liquid fuels has gone up immeasurably. It has quadrupled—
quintupled. Therefore, Verve has had to rely heavily upon liquid fuels because it could not have a guaranteed 
supply—uninterruptible supply—of gas. That is the member for Cottesloe’s legacy. That is what other members 
on his side of the Parliament understood, know and knew. That is what the one-time leader of the Liberal Party 
the member for Kalgoorlie understood. He understood why the disaggregation had to take place. He was right. 
All members who were in the Parliament when the leader of the Liberal Party was the member for Kalgoorlie 
know that he was right, because he won the argument in the party room, and the member for Cottesloe has never 
forgiven him. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: Just look at the result. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Did the member for Darling Range support it? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: I voted with the Liberal Party in the Parliament at the end of the debate. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Yes, he supported it. There we go. There is a heavy dependence upon liquid fuels as a 
result of the legacy of the member for Cottesloe’s actions. That is one impact upon pricing. The member for 
Avon inadvertently let the cat out of the bag about another element of the dynamics of pricing when he described 
the assets that Verve inherited. His own word was something like “rubbish”. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: Correct. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Why were they rubbish? It was because the previous government had not invested in 
plant and equipment. The member for Avon was right. The previous government bequeathed to Verve run-down 
assets—assets that had not been replenished, restored — 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: Premier, why did you know I was right? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member was right, so there is another impact that has had a significant upward 
pressure on prices. That is two. Then there is the cost of labour. That is three. The member for Cottesloe cannot 
understand the simple report that has been presented. There is prospectivity in these numbers. The numbers 
include the prospective impact of carbon trading at a price of $25 a tonne, expected to be introduced in 2010. 

Mr J.H.D. Day: I think it’s two per cent, isn’t it? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: No. The member should read the report. He has not read the report. I set him the 
challenge: read the report. There is prospectivity. The community service obligation, in fact, does not come into 
effect until 2009-10. Therefore, when we hear a person bellowing in the chamber about losses equivalent to WA 
Inc, it smacks to me of a person who does not understand, is incapable of understanding the issues or does not 
want to because it is convenient for him not to. He simply wants to make ridiculous hyperbolic statements, 
which actually, I think, make him look foolish. It is a ridiculous nonsense. There we are. What else happened? 

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): I would like to remind the member for Darling Range that he 
is already on three calls to order, and he is continually interjecting. I would hate to have to call him to order for a 
fourth time, so I ask that he let the Premier deliver his speech in silence. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: What else happened? They are the upward pressures on pricing. Part of it is a direct 
legacy of the member for Cottesloe. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s all my fault. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: No, not all. However, the member has to accept that. I actually think that the member, 
in his own speech, said that the re-aggregated old Western Power utilities would now be producing a profit—I 
think he said that—of $92 million. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I said that once you broke and scrambled the egg, it would not necessarily be easy to put it 
together.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Maybe it was not the member for Cottesloe. I think he said that if the utilities were put 
back together, they would be making a profit of something like only $92 million.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. Don’t make it up. That’s nonsense. 
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Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I will check Hansard. The volume at which the member delivered his remarks at times 
made it difficult to hear them clearly. He was very, very loud—unnecessarily so.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: I do apologise, Premier. I do apologise to you. I’ve offended your sensitivities. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I accept the apology.  

What else happened? Yes, we wanted to disaggregate Western Power, as did the entire Western Australian 
business community, because the old monopoly could not survive as it was. When I was the Minister for Energy, 
we disaggregated, with the support—I was grateful for the support of the Liberal Party and its then leader, the 
member for Kalgoorlie — 

Mr M.J. Birney: Did the Treasurer handle that? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: No, I was the minister then. The then Premier was involved, as was the Treasurer. I 
negotiated with the member for Leschenault. The clear condition—it is in Hansard; we have nothing to hide—of 
the Liberal Party’s support was that domestic energy prices be capped. In other words, there was a restraint 
placed on the income-earning capacity of Verve. What happened? 

Mr J.H.D. Day: You were promising prices would come down. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: As I said, there was downward pressure on prices. The dynamics pushing prices up 
have been unstoppable because of worldwide economic forces, apart from the decision on the gas pipeline, 
which was a little conundrum we created for ourselves here in Western Australia. We interrupted gas supply. 
That was the decision of the opposition when it was in government. The revenue for Verve was capped. Hence 
we are in the situation we are in. There is nothing to hide about that. That is an obvious situation, and we have 
outlined that honestly and openly to the people. 

One other little diamond that tumbled from the lips of the member for Cottesloe during his speech might have 
been of some interest to the member for Collie-Wellington, if he was interested. He criticised the fact that there 
was more coal-powered generation now — 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member for Cottesloe criticised that fact and condemned us for creating a scenario 
in which there was more coal-fired generation. The member for Collie-Wellington can go back to his electorate 
and roll out the words of the member for Cottesloe, the lead speaker for the opposition on this issue, condemning 
this government for creating a circumstance in which there is more coal-fired generation. In other words, we 
have produced a stronger coal industry. Every single person in the state knows it. What have we done? We have 
disaggregated Western Power into four entities. We have produced a scenario that in 2009-10, I think, will 
produce lower coal prices for the Verve generators. At the same time, we have underwritten the future of the 
Collie coal industry. The member for Cottesloe said it himself. The member for Capel should put out one of his 
stupid, ridiculous press releases on this issue and have it contradicted by the words of the lead speaker from his 
own side. 

I do not appreciate dishonesty. We have stared the need for reform in our economy in the face. We have 
embraced the need for reform and we have reformed. We have also stared the reality of climate change and the 
issues that go with it in the face. At the same time, unlike any other state jurisdiction, we have not only 
guaranteed the future of the coal industry, but also enhanced the coal industry in Western Australia. The coal 
industry in Western Australia is exporting coal for the first time. There are major proposals to use more coal as a 
stock for downstream processing in Western Australia. 

That is the basic reality of what is going on in the energy sector in Western Australia. That is why the Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry supports what we are doing. It has shaken its head in disbelief at the attitude taken by 
the Liberal Party in Western Australia, the party that purportedly represents business. The Leader of the 
Opposition cannot bring himself to put a position on anything to the community. He has no position on retail 
trading hours or deregulation. Why not? What is he afraid of? He has no position on this matter. There is ample 
evidence in Hansard that he supported disaggregation. He was right to do that. When it comes to dealing with 
the world as it is now, he does not know what to say. He prefers not to say anything other than make ridiculous 
exaggerations. 

Mr T. Buswell: Like what?  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: I thought I heard the Leader of the Opposition on radio—I think he may have said it 
again today—describing this situation as the biggest financial scandal the state has ever seen. What an absolutely 
absurd assertion! He is making himself look foolish. What is the alternative? The alternative is to close the gap—
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which is what we are doing—between the cost of production and distribution, and the price that the consumers 
are charged for it. To do that, we would have to increase the price of electricity by something like 47 per cent in 
one hit. We will not do that, because I and the people on this side of the house believe that the impact on 
ordinary people would be too big to be absorbed in a single year. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Don’t you think it would be smarter not to have lost the $780 million first? 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The community service obligation is prospective. To avoid paying the community 
service obligation, we would have to charge people the cost-reflective price—a 47 per cent increase. That is the 
alternative. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I don’t think it’s that simple. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The member should tell us his alternative. If he does not think we should disaggregate, 
would he sell off the utilities? The member should ask the management of Verve how it sees itself positioned in 
the state’s energy market now. It believes it has a very strong, bright future. It is in the process of overcoming 
the legacy that it was left from years, if not decades, of underinvestment. It believes that it is in a position to 
overcome it. In other words, the disaggregation of Western Power was the right thing to do. No matter what had 
happened, liquid fuel prices would have quintupled or more; they could have risen to $100 a barrel. The use of it 
was required because of the opposition’s legacy of interruptible gas supply. The pipeline could not produce 
enough gas, so Verve has had to use far more liquid fuel than it would have liked, hence a massively inflated fuel 
bill. I thank the member for Cottesloe. He should pin that one on his chest, walk down to the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry and explain why he was right and we were wrong. Every now and then, he is wrong. He 
was wrong on this occasion. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It was a catastrophe.  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: It is absolutely absurd to say that it was a catastrophe. It was far from it. The member 
should look at the domestic energy prices that consumers in every other state in Australia are paying. Can any 
member tell me of a state whose people are paying less? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Tell us a state that’s lost $780 million and has nothing to show for it. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: The state has not lost that amount. That is an unbelievably stupid statement. Can 
anybody sitting on the Liberal Party side tell me about a state where the household domestic electricity tariff is 
cheaper than it is in Western Australia? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Can anybody tell me of a state in Australia where the household domestic electricity 
tariff has not escalated considerably—by 50 per cent or 60 per cent—in the same time that our domestic 
electricity tariff has remained flat? If members opposite describe that as chaos and as a financial scandal, that 
says something about their capacity to understand the issue.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It tells us that you did not learn anything out of the 1990s. You’re the journalist who covered 
it and you did not learn a thing. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, members!  

Mr A.J. CARPENTER: Anyway, I do not intend to take up all the time for debate because we have two other 
people who want to speak on this issue. I do not support the motion. The motion is unsupportable on all the facts 
and all the evidence. The speeches made during this debate so far reflect poorly on members opposite, not on this 
side of the chamber. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn — Minister for Energy) [4.31 pm]: I have no problems with this motion 
coming before the house because I think it is appropriate that the opposition hold the minister of the day 
accountable. It is the right and proper thing for members opposite to do. If they wish to test the minister in this 
way, they should do so. However, in what I am doing with my responsibilities as Minister for Energy and in 
what the government is doing, I am doing the right thing and we, as a government, are doing the right thing.  

The Premier has effectively gone over at length where we have come from. Verve, as a generation unit of 
Western Power, was obsessed in the past with gas and with building gas-fired power stations. That was the 
future of Western Power. We talked about why those coal-fired power stations were run down. They were run 
down because Western Power, as an organisation, was obsessed with gas. It wanted to get rid of the entire coal 
fleet and change over to gas. That was the reason money was not put into — 
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Mr M.W. Trenorden: How do you explain Collie A? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Collie A was a decision made by Geoff Gallop, when he was Minister for Energy. Members 
opposite only happened to open it.  

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: For goodness sake, talk about rewriting history. Western Power was absolutely obsessed 
with gas and that is the reason the money was not put into the coal fleet. Member for Avon, the maintenance and 
the upgrade of those power units were run down because of that policy decision by Western Power at the time. It 
was also supported by the member for Avon’s government.  

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The other critical issue identified by the Premier was the interruptible supply of gas. That 
was critical. When Western Power made the decision to accept an interruptible supply, it was probably the right 
decision. There was a plentiful supply of gas and it was cheap, and Western Power was able to get it even 
cheaper if it accepted that the supply was interruptible. It was a very high-risk strategy because Western Power 
had to be assured that gas prices would always stay low and that the economy would not take off and use that 
extra gas that was in the pipeline. That is the high-risk strategy that Western Power had to undertake—and it 
failed. Western Power got it wrong. It got it badly wrong because whenever there is an interruption on the 
pipeline, the first company to come off is Verve. What does Verve do when it comes off the gas? It burns oil. Oil 
is now $106 a barrel. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Who was the minister when that happened? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: When I listened to what the member for Avon and the member for Cottesloe said, I thought 
to myself that I only hope I never become as pompous and arrogant as those guys are after so many years in this 
chamber. I would prefer to leave than end up like those members, because the member for Avon stood on his 
high horse and said that he and the National Party had predicted this and he had predicted that — 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: Read my speech! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Let me tell the member for Avon what he did not predict. He did not stand in this chamber 
and predict that oil would reach $106 a barrel. He did not stand in this chamber and predict that gas prices would 
increase by 300 per cent. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): I call the member for Avon to order for the first time. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member for Avon did not stand in this chamber and predict that economic growth 
would be at eight and nine per cent. He never predicted any of these things. He could never have foreseen these 
events. In fact, he would not be in this chamber now if he could predict these things. He would be a very rich 
man. Of course, he never predicted these things. It is an arrogant, pompous argument — 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: Read my speech. How come you didn’t know? How come I knew and you didn’t know? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: It is ridiculous. 

Where are we now? That was the history; that was where we came from and what we inherited. At the point of 
disaggregation, Verve was given a debt of more than $600 million because it had the largest asset base. 
Therefore, it inherited, at the point of the establishment of an organisation in April 2005, a debt that was already 
$600 million. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden: And you said that it would still have dividends into the future. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: We did that because, at the end of the day, Western Power was carrying a very large debt 
structure. When we disaggregated Western Power, one of those four utilities had to take responsibility for that 
debt. Verve held the largest asset base, so it took the largest component of the debt, which was more than 
$600 million. Verve started its life having to service a $600 million debt. Members might say that it was wrong 
or unfair, but that is the way we must do these things when we disaggregate a multibillion-dollar organisation 
such as Western Power. That was the legacy Verve had to carry when it was started as a new organisation.  

What is the current situation? Verve is a very well run, efficient organisation, regardless of the financial situation 
it faces at the moment. If members look at Verve as a business from the perspective of its staffing, its investment 
in existing plant and its business strategy for the future, they will see that it is a very well run and efficient 
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organisation with great staff and great people running the organisation. Verve has a very, very good chief 
executive officer and it has a very bright future.  

That is where we are. The interruptible supply and the gas contracts have been renegotiated to stop those 
problems and to reduce reliance on oil. The maintenance of the coal fleet has $140 million being poured into it. 
If Western Power, under the then Minister for Energy, had had its way and got rid of the coal fleet, our base-load 
position in Western Australia would be in a dire situation. If the coal fleet had not been available to us in 
January, we would have faced blackouts when the gas supply was cut.  

What alternatives do we have for Verve? We could either allow Verve to continue to borrow and increase its 
debt or completely wipe out its debt and then just allow it to continue to borrow. We could, through the market 
structure that we have—this is something that is just not accepted by the other side—put into place a community 
service obligation so that Synergy, as the purchaser of the energy, could pay those generators the full return for 
the cost of generation. That is what we are doing and, as a result of that, from 2009-10 Verve will be whole. 
Verve will be back delivering a dividend to the government from 2009-10 because we will get the full cost return 
of the cost of generating electricity. It is okay.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [4.39 pm]: The feckless Minister for Energy needs to go. The case for that 
has been made very well by the member for Cottesloe, and I will add to his comments. We have seen a 
performance that, at the very best, skirted around the issues and, in reality, has been inept and incompetent. Over 
the past two years, this minister has presided over what can only be described as a developing scandal. The point 
has been made that $780 million at least and probably in excess of $1 billion of taxpayers’ money will be spent 
to subsidise Verve Energy and, as we now know, other private sector generators, to produce electricity in a 
situation that should not have been allowed to happen. This minister has shown that he is out of his depth and is 
not up to the job. That was demonstrated in not only question time today, but also persistently in question time 
last week when, on repeated occasions, the minister refused to provide information that the opposition was 
seeking. He engaged in a performance that was nothing less than evasive and slippery. The opposition asked the 
minister what was the likely loss to be faced by Verve Energy in 2009-10. The best response the minister could 
provide was that the opposition was asking the wrong question and it had not asked many questions this year etc. 
His reply was simply a stunt to try to divert the Parliament and the public away from the real issue. We have also 
seen a performance by this minister in which he asked the opposition last week to effectively solve the problem 
for him. He wanted to know whether I had made a submission to the review of residential electricity tariffs that 
the government was undertaking. For the record, I do not recall ever receiving a request from this minister for a 
submission on that issue. He made his point in Parliament on a number of occasions but I have no recollection of 
receiving any request, apart from the silly sort of comments he has made in here. Even if I had received such a 
request, it would be ridiculous to expect the opposition, without full information being provided, to do the job 
that the government should be doing. The opposition has not been provided, and I suggest is not likely to be 
provided in the future, with full information from Treasury, the Office of Energy and Verve Energy on the 
financial situation that is being faced by the state and Verve Energy. As I said, when we try to get the 
information from this minister, his approach is slippery and evasive and he does everything to try to conceal the 
information from the Parliament and the public. For the minister, in an attempt to spread the blame, to suggest 
that the opposition should solve his problem for him is utter nonsense.  

On Friday afternoon the minister was absent when the Premier made his major statement about not only huge 
increases in electricity prices for Western Australians, but also the billion-dollar-plus bailout of Verve Energy. 
Where was the Minister for Energy then? We would expect that if he were doing his job, particularly if he had 
the Premier’s confidence, he would have been standing with the Premier to answer questions from the media. 
After all, he is the Minister for Energy with direct responsibility for Western Power, Synergy, Horizon Power 
and Verve Energy—but where was he?  

Mr F.M. Logan: At a power station.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: He was hidden away in a power station. How many television cameras and journalists were 
there on that Friday afternoon when this minister was hiding away in a power station, obviously because he was 
too frightened to turn up with the Premier or because he had been sent there by the Premier?  

Mr A.J. Carpenter: It was a full house.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It was certainly not a full house as far as the minister was concerned. We can come to only one 
or two conclusions about this minister; namely, that he is incompetent, irrelevant or both. If none of those was 
the case, he would have been standing next to the Premier on Friday afternoon. On Saturday the minister 
changed tack a little and decided to try to blame the opposition for the price freeze. We have covered that issue 
to some extent, but was it such a bad idea in the eyes of the Premier, for example? I will read what he said when 
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he was Minister for Energy and when the prize freeze was discussed, bearing in mind that the then Minister for 
Energy, now the Premier, and the previous Minister for Energy and also at the time the Treasurer, as he is now, 
were promising Western Australians that electricity prices would be lower as a result of that exercise. The then 
Minister for Energy, now the Premier, said on 28 June 2005 in debate on the relevant legislation — 

After some internal discussion in government, we agreed that that was not an unreasonable demand. In 
fact, it is actually a good thing. 

Last Saturday the Minister for Energy was trying to blame the opposition for the price freeze and claimed that it 
is the cause of all the problems with Verve Energy and all the problems the government is facing. What a load of 
absolute nonsense. On Saturday he also gave some energy-saving advice to the public of Western Australia. 
What an absolute con job that was. It was nothing more than an attempt at diversion. It was another display of 
arrogance by the minister and the government that we hear repeatedly. We heard it today when the Treasurer 
interjected and said “We’ve got the numbers”, implying that it does not matter what anyone else says. The 
Treasurer, the Premier and the Minister for Energy act with absolute arrogance. The minister treated the public 
with contempt by trying to create a smokescreen over the real issue; namely, that at least $780 million will be 
needed to prop up Verve Energy over the next few years and that Western Australians are facing at least a 72 per 
cent increase in electricity prices over the next seven or eight years. That was the reality while the minister was 
engaging in a con job, with absolute arrogance, to try to divert attention from the real issues.  

This minister has shown that he is completely out of his depth with some other aspects. For example, I think the 
Premier was trying to make out that the previous government had no interest in encouraging coal generation. It 
was the previous government, under the member for Cottesloe as Minister for Energy, that made the decision to 
go ahead with the 330-megawatt Collie A power station.  

Mr A.J. Carpenter: You cut it in half; it was going to be 600 megawatts.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: What did the Labor government achieve for Collie?  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): I am finding it very difficult to hear the member for Darling 
Range, and I am sure Hansard is having the same difficulty. I ask that members keep down their comments.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. What did the previous Labor government achieve for the 
people of Collie in the late 1980s-early 1990s? Absolutely nothing. I remember going to a briefing in, I think, 
my first year as a member of Parliament in the then Minister for Energy’s office about the situation facing the 
construction of the Collie A power station. A decision had to be made and the Premier’s Labor government 
could not come up with the goods. That is the reality.  

There are many other issues to be covered. I return to more contemporary times. This government passed up the 
opportunity to go ahead with the Cockburn 2 gas-fired power station, which would have been a replica of 
Cockburn 1, constructed in this government’s time, but the decision to go ahead with Cockburn 1 was made 
when the previous government was in office. An option to go ahead with Cockburn 2, another 240-megawatt 
gas-fired power station, at a lower cost and with lower-cost gas, was passed up by this government. Several years 
ago the government also passed up the opportunity to take additional gas capacity from the pipeline. That is a 
major reason that Verve Energy needs to burn so much more liquid fuel and for the higher costs it is facing. This 
government stands condemned, and this Minister for Energy in particular should get out of the job and let 
someone else with greater ability do it. 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [4.50 pm]: It is interesting that this is the first time since I 
have been a member of this chamber that I have listened to a very complex debate and have been able to say that 
I agree with parts of what both sides have said and I disagree with parts of what both sides have said. It is nice to 
be able to take an objective view of things. However, in this debate, no-one has gone to the core of what the 
disaggregation of Western Power was all about. The disaggregation of Western Power was all about what 
members on this side of the house generally support very strongly—competition. The Premier was the first 
speaker today to touch on the point I want to make. I scribbled down what the Premier said, and I will not quote 
it, but his words were to the effect that the wholesale domestic market will be opened up to competition. I 
contrast that with what the Premier said later, because he then went on to say that we need to close the gap 
between the cost of production and the cost charged to consumers, and what else can we do but bung up 
electricity charges by 47 per cent! Therefore, on the one hand, the Premier is saying that he wants to move 
towards competition. However, on the other hand, the Premier is saying that he has no other alternative but to 
bung up the price of electricity.  
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Pre disaggregation, this state had a grossly inefficient set of assets owned by Western Power. This state also had 
the looming problems with gas supply that have been alluded to today, and that were talked about, I might add, 
three years ago during the debate on the disaggregation legislation. This state also had losses from the generation 
arm of Western Power. Those losses were floating around in Western Power and could not be tracked down, 
because it was very difficult to know exactly what was taking place within that large entity. To my knowledge, 
even though no formal submissions had been made at the time by Western Power, the minister had been told by 
Western Power about the need for tariff increases. 

What was occurring at that time has now been brought to a head. One of the reasons it has been brought to a 
head is that a cap was placed on tariff prices. I remind members that when we went down the path of 
disaggregation, everyone said that we should look at how the big end of town—the contestable market—will 
benefit. As was quite rightly pointed out by the member for Cottesloe, the major companies are benefiting. 
Worsley Alumina and other major companies are gaining tremendous benefits by being able to obtain cheap 
power through this competitive environment. Nothing is wrong with that.  

Mr J.H.D. Day interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: The issue here is what can we do to make the non-contestable market more 
efficient. It has now been three years since the disaggregation legislation went through the Parliament. This 
government has been in office for all that time. I live near Kemerton. The power station near Kemerton is still 
burning distillate. The minister has explained why that is the case. However, where is the plan to show what will 
be done over the next five to 10 years to make the non-contestable market more efficient? Where is the plan to 
show when the non-contestable market will be opened up to competition? The then Minister for Energy and now 
Premier said in his second reading speech three years ago — 

. . . these entities are entering a market that will become competitive over time . . .  

He said also — 

These vesting contracts will gradually expose the generation and retail businesses to competitive 
sourcing opportunities.  

There are approximately 850 customers in what we call the domestic market—it is actually the non-contestable 
market. These customers are still waiting to receive the benefits that are going to the big end of town through the 
contestable market. I want to see the plan that will get us to that point. Three years ago, I was told in the 
briefings that the indicative date for moving the non-contestable market into competition was 2012. There was 
nothing in writing, and there was nothing firm, but that is what the government was hoping to achieve. What I 
would like to know from the minister is: does 2012 still stand? 

Mr F.M. Logan: Before you get to a contestable market for households and small business you need to get cost-
reflective pricing. That is what we are doing now.  

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN: Because if that cannot be done—here is the crunch—a whole load of our 
existing assets will be put out of business tomorrow. I will put forward an argument. The government might have 
$2 billion worth of assets on paper. The only reason the government would worry about those assets is if it 
wanted to privatise those assets and sell them to earn a quid. If the government’s genuine interest was to reduce 
electricity costs, taking into account future carbon credits and things such as that, the government would need to 
waste some of those assets in order to enter into a contestable market.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Treasurer) [4.52 pm]: We are debating a no-confidence motion in a minister of 
the government for what the Leader of the Opposition has said is the biggest financial scandal in the state’s 
history, yet the Leader of the Opposition has not entered the debate! That is extraordinary! Where is the Leader 
of the Opposition’s courage? Where is his maturity? The Leader of the Opposition has stayed out of the debate 
on a matter that he has described on television as the biggest financial scandal in the state’s history! Instead of 
hearing from the Leader of the Opposition, we have heard a frolic from the retiring former Leader of the 
Opposition—the member for Cottesloe. We have also heard from a member who, generally speaking, lacks 
energy—the shadow Minister for Energy, the member for Darling Range! We have heard from those two old 
has-beens, while the new fresh and invigorated Leader of the Opposition has stayed out of the debate! That is 
remarkable!  

I have discovered something for the Leader of the Opposition. I have discovered a bigger financial scandal than 
the so-called financial scandal of the community service obligation payment to Synergy. I have discovered this 
on page 248 of budget paper No 3 for the 2007-08 budget. What I have discovered is a payment of 
$572.8 million for 2007-08, a payment of $597.7 million forecast for 2008-09, an even bigger payment of 
$618.5 million for 2009-10, and an even bigger payment of $647.7 million for 2011-12. Those are big, big 
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payments to government organisations to keep the price down for consumers. Those payments are to the Public 
Transport Authority! Those payments are very definitely a subsidy to the users of public transport. Contrary to 
the assertions of the member for Cottesloe, we do not send public transport users a cheque in the mail to refund 
them the fare that they should have paid! We make a CSO payment to the Public Transport Authority. The 
Public Transport Authority charges passengers about 20 per cent of the cost of public transport. The remaining 
80 per cent is funded by the state. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr A.P. O’Gorman): Member for Cottesloe, I am trying to hear the Treasurer. The 
Treasurer has only two minutes left. The member for Cottesloe’s comments across the chamber are rather loud, 
so I ask the member to keep them down. I also remind the member that he is already on three calls to order, so I 
ask him to hold his tongue back a bit.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Public transport is funded 80 per cent by the taxpayers, by the exact same mechanism that the 
Leader of the Opposition has said outside the Parliament—not inside, because he would not enter into this 
debate—is the biggest financial scandal in the state’s history. Because the Leader of the Opposition would not 
enter into the debate in this chamber, I am forced to quote him so that he is on the record. This is what the 
Leader of the Opposition said about the government’s electricity reform legislation — 

I am particularly pleased that the solution put forward in this bill is based on the implementation of 
market forces.  

He went on to say — 

Removing Western Power from its anti-competitive cocoon will go a long way towards addressing 
electricity supply issues.  

The reason I have had to quote the Leader of the Opposition is that he has not had—what is it?—the maturity, 
the courage or the intellect to tackle this issue in this debate. The Leader of the Opposition has not spoken a 
word in this debate, so I thought I should put those two comments from the Leader of the Opposition on the 
record.  

It would be economically, financially and environmentally irresponsible for the government to permanently 
subsidise the production of fossil fuel electricity. However, we need to recognise that we also have social 
obligations. The community should be given time to adjust to the real cost of electricity. That is what the 
government’s glide path for moving to cost-reflective tariffs is all about. That is what that CSO payment to 
Synergy is all about. It is a not a bailout for Verve. It is a subsidy for ordinary Western Australians.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (22) 

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

Noes (29) 

Mr P.W. Andrews Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Mr P. Papalia Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr J.A. McGinty Mr J.R. Quigley Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms D.J. Guise Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Ms J.A. Radisich Mr S.R. Hill (Teller) 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mr E.S. Ripper  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts  
Mr R.C. Kucera Mr M.P. Murray Mr T.G. Stephens  

Question thus negatived. 
 


