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PETROLEUM LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 27 June. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.51 pm]:  I rise to continue my contribution to the debate 
today.  I note Hon Norman Moore’s comments about who sits where in this Chamber.  It is obvious that on the 
petroleum legislation, there will be an amalgamation of the Liberals and Labor, and the Greens (WA) will 
oppose it.  This whole dichotomy of whether we are left, right or wherever - 

Hon Peter Foss:  You’re left! 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Just say you are and be done with it.   

The PRESIDENT:  Order! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  In my comments yesterday I made the point, and I reiterate, that this debate is more 
about placating the community than about the actual reality of a result.  My next position is to talk about the 
reason for this debate on fuel prices.  That is driving the 50-50 fuel price legislation.  It is about what will happen 
to fuel and how we will try to appease the community about the cost of fuel.  Currently, demand is growing in 
the Asia-Pacific region at around 15 per cent per annum.  It was noted at the G8 summit in 1999 that the world 
conventional oil production would peak about 2016.  The rationale is that a giant oilfield has not been found 
since approximately 1985.  Since that time, world oil discovery and production have reduced dramatically to the 
point at which in 1980 oil discovery crossed over oil production, and it has been on a decline ever since.   

Today, fuel is selling for $25.50 a barrel and the price has been as high as $31.  The problem occurs when the 
value of the dollar is in opposition to the world fuel prices.  The most significant example of that occurred in the 
Asian crisis in about 1998, when demand in the Asia-Pacific region dropped, and so did the fuel price - to about 
$15 a barrel.  It peaked at just under $40 in the eleventh month of 2000 and it is now down to about $25, 
although on 27 June it was still around $27 a barrel.  It is still going up at the moment.  Goldman Sachs, an 
international consultancy that deals in fuel and fuel pricing, and whose director is the chair of BP Australia Ltd, 
indicated on 30 August 2000 that he believed the price of crude oil might hit around $US50 a barrel by the next 
American and European winter.  This would put the price of a barrel of oil at current exchange rates in this 
country at $87.   

The fluctuation of fuel prices is obviously a concern to the community and to country members, because a huge 
discrepancy can be found between prices in the metropolitan region and those in the country region.  The other 
day I was at the Minilya roadhouse, where the price of fuel is currently $1.20 a litre.  Are we actually dealing 
with the problem of fuel prices, or are we tinkering at the edges?  Some of the legislative programs before us, 
such as the 50-50 legislation, have little to do with reality and more to do with an attempt to appease the general 
public in these areas.   

Oil prices may continue to rise because production is limited.  In all estimations, by 2015-16 we will have passed 
the peak, and oil production will be declining while demand will still be rising.  I have a graph, which I will seek 
leave to table.  It is from The World’s Oil Supply 1930-2050 by C.J. Campbell and J.H. Laherrere of 
Petroconsultants of Geneva.  These two gentlemen worked for the petroleum industry and established the known 
reserves of fuel.  They indicate that prior to 2016, fuel production will have reached its peak of about 50 
gigabarrels a day and, after that, it will decline exponentially quite quickly.  It is anticipated that in the years 
leading to 2016, there will be an exponential rise in fuel prices.   

Then there is the other furphy that our fuel costs far too much because we are over-taxed.  I refer to a paper by 
Peter Newman, a copy of which I have for the information of the Chamber.  Between 1975 and 1998 the federal 
Government spent $43 billion on roads, against $1.2 billion on rail and $1.3 billion on public transport.  The 
costs associated with this are $7 billion for road construction and maintenance, $12 billion for road crashes, $5-
plus billion for pollution and other health costs, and $11-plus billion for congestion costs in metropolitan and 
country areas, a total of $35 billion.  The payments, by contrast, were $13.7 billion for fuel excise, and 
$7.3 billion for insurance payments, a total of $21 billion.  That leaves a road deficit of $14 billion.  These 
numbers do not include the taxation benefit that is given to the road industry in the form of the diesel fuel rebate, 
which is said to be worth over $10 billion a year.  Clearly our fuel tax regime is woefully short.  To quote 
another figure, fuel tax should be in the region of 67c a litre, which would increase the cost of metropolitan fuel 
to about $1.20 a litre, which is the same as what country people pay for fuel.  We need to understand that the 
issue of fuel is a political game and has nothing to do with reality.   

I am sorry Hon Peter Foss is not here, because in a previous debate we talked about the cost of fuel in the United 
States of America, and some comment was made that fuel in the United States is cheaper than in Australia.  The 
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International Center for Technology Assessment in the United States, in dealing with tax subsidies in the oil 
industry, government program subsidies and other subsidies, identified that the external costs associated with 
fuel and motor vehicle usage are between $558.7 billion and $1.69 trillion per year, which, when added to the 
retail price of gasoline in America, result in a price of between $US5.60 and $US15.14 per gallon at the pump.  
Therefore, even the Americans are fudging the true costs and impacts of fuel.  One-sixth to one-quarter of the 
United States’ military budget - about $50 billion annually - is earmarked for military forces whose main mission 
is to gain or keep access to foreign resources, primarily the oil in the Persian Gulf and Saudi Arabia.   

The major oil companies, the Australian Petroleum Institute, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western 
Australia and the Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association Ltd all appear to have across-
the-board opposition to this legislation.  One could argue that it is self-interest.  We would go a stage further, 
because we have talked to many of the independents, such as Gull Petroleum (WA) Pty Ltd, Liberty Oil Pty Ltd 
and Wesco Fuel, and have found that a range of comments have been made by the petroleum industry, and even 
more so by the community.  The reactions range from cautious support, to indifference, to outright opposition. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  You have mentioned self-interest.  Was there any altruism? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Absolutely.  Many of the larger retailers, and also the oil producers, can raise their 
profits by raising their prices pre-refinery.  This enables them to starve out the smaller players by minimising 
their retail profits.  One of the issues that concerns us is that the majors - BP Australia Ltd, Shell Australia Ltd, 
Texaco Oil and Mobil Oil Australia Pty Ltd - have the ability to ride out this situation.  It is also the case that 
because the majors do not have as many franchisees, this legislation will impact most directly on the smaller 
players - Gull, Liberty and Wesco.  This legislation seeks to protect and increase the profitability of those 
smaller players.  However, the problem is that under the 50-50 legislation, the smaller players will need to go to 
the majors in order to purchase fuel; therefore, if the majors, through some international agreement, push up the 
price of fuel, the minors will suffer.  We need to remember also that the majors will have the ability over time to 
reduce the number of franchisees and move more to an owner-manager situation, where they will sell only their 
commodity.  It will be extremely difficult for Gull, Wesco and Liberty to enter this area, because they will need 
huge capital investment, which they do not have.  Therefore, one of the issues that concerns us the most is that 
although we will be making the 50-50 legislation more readily available to the generic retailers, we will be 
propping up the majors at the long-term expense of Gull, Wesco, Liberty and the other independents.   

Hon Barry House:  How many completely non-generic retailers does Western Australia have? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The north west has a number of people who run their own petrol stations.  I 
interviewed three of those people in the past week or so, and it is interesting that they are already unofficially 
bulking different fuels in the same tank, and the oil companies are turning a blind eye to that, because they know 
that those markets are very important to them.  The mixing of fuel is already taking place; and obviously I will 
not mention the names of those companies or people for fear of prosecution.  I have spent some time in the 
Pilbara talking to some of these people, and we certainly do need to do something about parity pricing between 
the country and the city, because the current situation is not acceptable.  However, we need to understand why 
that situation exists.  The comment has been made that people can get hold of a truck-load of fuel in Perth and 
put it in a bowser in the Pilbara at less cost and at a better pump price.  However, in order to understand the 
problem, we need to look at the books of these petrol.  For example, a petrol station in the Pilbara pays around 
$12 000 a week for fixed costs, power, staff, accommodation, transport, pilfering and everything else; and that 
must be added to the pump price.  We certainly should have parity pricing but, with those sorts of overheads, I 
do not know how we can deal with that matter. 

I know of another petrol station operator who was spending $196 560 per annum on fuel alone to run his 
generators.  He was using 450 litres of diesel a day just to power his pumps, and that must be added to the fuel 
price.  Obviously I am concerned and I have been doing some work on the issue.   

The other issue is the green perspective, and why we should oppose expanding the use of fossil fuel.  It is not 
only because it is a diminishing resource and the majority of our fertiliser comes from that resource and we 
would find ourselves in dire straits should we not husband at least some of our resources for those purposes, but 
also because of the greenhouse effect and many other issues.  I will quote from a letter that Wesco Fuel sent to 
the Greens (WA) in response to inquiries that we made.  It reads -  

I believe that there is a “Green” angle to all of this as well: because the multinational oil companies are 
hell-bent on squeezing the last cent out of the last drop of crude oil, it will take the presence of 
independent retailers to ever make greener fuels, such as methanol or gasohol, available for public use.  
For that, we need to be able to remain and compete in this market.   
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As I have already mentioned, it is our fear that unless we look at the whole issue of the multinationals controlling 
and running fuel, which I feel this 50-50 legislation will enhance, we might see the demise of many of our minor 
fuel retailers.   

I will go on to why we should oppose the expansion of fossil fuel use.  I know there is some scepticism on the 
other side of the House, and to a degree on this side of the House, about the impacts of greenhouse gases.  We 
must curtail the release of 200 million years of stored carbon into the atmosphere that is occurring at the 
moment.  We must realise there is a 100-year lead time, and that the impacts we feel today were generated 
approximately 100 years ago.  We must ensure some genuine responsible management in dealing with 
emissions.  This means cutting down vehicle usage and emissions from power stations etc.  Unless we do all 
those things the results will be on our conscience in the future, and I am sure our grandchildren will point the 
finger.  We must remember that each day’s sunshine contains more energy than the planet’s 5.9 billion 
inhabitants would consume in 27 years.  We must remember that many countries, especially America and other 
advanced countries, are consuming huge amounts of energy via what we call “auto” eroticism on an annual 
basis.  With just six per cent of the world’s population, the USA and Canada consume nearly 30 per cent of 
world’s energy resources vis-a-vis fossil fuel.  Former Saudi oil minister Ahmed Yamani observed that the Stone 
Age did not end because people ran out of stones; it ended because they found something better.  Unfortunately, 
we are locking ourselves into a minuscule debate about a commodity that should be phased out and this phase 
out should be facilitated through proper taxation regimes, and not minimisation.  

Hon Barry House:  Perhaps we should all have nuclear-powered cars. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  It is not quite practical, but there is an interesting argument that one must evaluate all 
subjects.  However, we will talk about nuclear energy later. 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Is that something the Greens have considered? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I can assure the minister that we have not considered nuclear cars.   

What will be the effects of this competition?  We spoke at length to officers at the Ministry of Fair Trading on 
the 50-50 legislation.  We asked whether there would be any benefit.  The comment was that it was in a package, 
and the package would provide benefits.  We further asked whether the 50-50 legislation would lead to a 
reduction in prices.  They said they could find nothing to indicate that that would happen, though it was the 
intention that the package would reduce prices.  Like the Opposition, I ask why we are going for 50-50 
legislation.  I encourage members on the other side of this Chamber to consider the rationale behind their support 
for the Bill, rather than the perception in the community that they do not support the reduction of fuel prices.  
This Bill will not bring about a reduction in fuel prices.  Other measures may, but this will not.   

What will be the effect on competition?  It will possibly help some individual south west franchisees.  At the 
most in those cases it might make a reduction of 1c to 2c a litre possible.  Shell Australia Ltd will feel the least 
impact because it has mostly multi-site franchisees.  If members want to get to the bigger sellers, it will not 
happen under this Bill.  It will potentially lead to a proliferation of multi-site franchisees and a consolidation of 
the industry in favour of the majors.  The independent operators will be hardest hit as they will have the most 
franchisee operations and will not have the economic resources to get out of franchise agreements.  I hope that 
members on all sides of the House consider the wider implications of this legislation for the future survival of 
our independents and minors and for the profit margins of the majors.  I advise that the Greens will not support 
this legislation.  

HON ALAN CADBY (North Metropolitan) [3.17 pm]:  While I support most of what has been said on this side 
of the House, I also agree with most of what Hon Robin Chapple said about the environment.  I do not think 
anybody in this place would strongly disagree with him anyway.  However, I have a couple of concerns about 
the practicalities.  I thank Hon Nick Griffiths for arranging the briefing I had a couple of days ago.   

I will explain my reasoning for opposing the 50-50 rule.  It is a con that the Government is trying to thrust on the 
public of Western Australia.  Let us say we have a franchisee living in the town of Utopia - which is somewhere 
near Bridgetown - who wants to expand his business by increasing his market share in the retailing of fuel.  
Because he lives in Utopia he has managed to do certain things.  First, he has gained permission from his 
franchisor to sell fuel from an alternative supplier.  He has also managed to run down his fuel tank and clean out 
the empty tank.  I was disappointed the other day in my briefing, when I asked for the definition of an “empty 
tank” and was told that it was one that was “reasonably” empty or “appropriately” empty. Finally, let us say our 
franchisee has managed to find an alternative supplier who can deliver the fuel to his garage immediately after 
the tank has been emptied.  Our franchisee is now all ready to go; but, hang on, he has to sell it as unbranded 
fuel.  I was told in the same briefing that it is not sufficient to put words on the bowser that this is unbranded 
fuel.  It is not the words but the colour identification of the bowser that matters.  As a former teacher, I found 
that very interesting.  I believe we have found the secret ingredient for improving literacy in our schools: let us 
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write in different colours.  I once taught a gifted girl at St Hilda’s Anglican School for Girls who was a fast 
writer.  Every letter of every word was written in a different colour.  It was a fascinating experience to see her 
write. 

Colour identification and covering up the whole bowser will be difficult to achieve.  I do not know how many 
members have seen a bowser, but I can tell them there are no longer separate bowsers for unleaded, diesel and 
leaded fuels; they are all integrated into one bowser.  It would be difficult to cover them.  Let us suppose a 
retailer was a very clever person who managed to cover his bowser.  Under the Trade Practices Act, a customer 
must be able to read the cost and amount of the fuel being put into the vehicle; therefore, part of the bowser must 
be uncovered.  If I were a BP franchisor, I would ensure that every one of my bowsers had my logo somewhere 
close to the digital display and my numerical digits were painted yellow on a green background, because the 
colour identification would mean that my franchisee could not sell ungraded fuel from that bowser. 

I am pleased that the Greens (WA) will not support this Bill.  If they did support it, we would say they were 
hypocrites. 

Hon Dee Margetts:  Surely not. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Probably, yes. 

Hon Peter Foss interjected. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  No, I will be kind.   

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is unparliamentary. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  What, hypocrites? 

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  Calling a member of Parliament a hypocrite is unparliamentary. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  Mr President, I will continue.  Yesterday the Labor Government voted in favour of a 
motion to support any measures to reduce gas emissions. 

Hon Peter Foss:  Reasonably appropriate measures. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  No, I believe it was “any measure”.  I was sent out of the room; I am, therefore, unsure 
about what was said.  I shall agree with “reasonable”. 

In reality, the government members on the other side of the House are in a dilemma.  If they support this Bill, 
they will not be supporting the motion they supported yesterday calling for any reasonable measures to be taken 
to stop greenhouse gas emissions, unless they know that this Bill will have no effect on reducing the price of 
petrol and, therefore, no effect on market forces increasing the amount of petrol consumed.  This Bill is a con job 
and the Government should tell the public of Western Australia that it will have no effect on the price of fuel. 

In my first five weeks in this place, I have gained the impression - I know what members say about first 
impressions - that Hon Nick Griffiths is an honest minister, a man of integrity and a man with whom one can do 
business. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon ALAN CADBY:  By the way, this is a pay-back for the praise that my colleague Hon Simon O’Brien 
received yesterday from the Minister for Health in the other place.  I hope it is not a kiss of death on Hon Nick 
Griffiths, as it was on Hon Simon O’Brien.  The minister should take this Bill back to the minister responsible 
and inform him that he does not want to waste the time of this House with such a Bill, because he knows it will 
be ineffective and will in no way reduce the cost of fuel. 

HON RAY HALLIGAN (North Metropolitan) [3.24 pm]:  Every member knows that there is a problem with 
the price of fuel, mainly in the difference in prices between the metropolitan and regional areas.  This matter was 
alluded to by Hon Robin Chapple.  A great number of people are concerned about not only the amount they are 
paying for fuel, but also the price differential in metropolitan and regional areas.  Some members might believe 
the price of fuel in the metropolitan area is reasonable but the people in regional areas do not, because of that 
differential.  A number of aspects are associated with the problem the community of Western Australia is having 
with fuel prices.  Debate has been held in the other place on whether this legislation will overcome those 
problems and that issue is now being debated in this House. 

The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia wrote a paper on this issue.  The CCI has some 
grave concerns.  It has around 6 500 members who, it suggests, have a direct financial stake in the pricing of fuel 
in Western Australia and, as the paper stated, so do the wider community that their businesses serve.  The CCI 
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refers to not only businesses directly involved in the retailing or wholesaling of fuel, but also those businesses 
that use vehicles, those that have suppliers who use vehicles and those that are the users of fuel for other 
purposes.  Therefore, they all have a stake in the legislation before us today. 

The CCI suggested that to achieve a win-win situation, not only today but also tomorrow and next year, we must 
have the lowest sustainable prices - sustainable is the operative word - for consumers in both regional and 
metropolitan markets.  In fact, that should be the overriding objective of government policy.  The Government 
should not bring into this place on-the-run the type of legislation it has introduced in this place in the past four 
months.  This legislation was introduced to placate a group of people who have, rightly, expressed concern about 
fuel prices.  However, unfortunately, the legislation has not been given sufficient thought and does not provide 
all the answers that the Government and consumers require. 

In the second reading speech, Hon Nick Griffiths stated that this Bill is a government package of reforms.  A 
package normally means a number of things.  I made a note of his speech in which he said that the package will 
be governed by a new regulation soon to be finalised.  That is obviously part of the package, but members are 
not privy to that regulation.  Fortunately, I am a member of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated 
Legislation and I will have an opportunity to scrutinise that regulation when it comes forward. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  I shall join you with glee to scrutinise it. 

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am pleased to hear that from Hon Robin Chapple. 

The second reading speech departed from a number of things that members have taken for granted for years, not 
the least being that persons who are signatories to contracts have been told that this Parliament will legislate so 
that their contracts will be null and void and have no legal effect.  Under normal contract law, which allows them 
to be sued, this new legislation will protect them.  

The second reading speech goes on to state - 

The legislation is designed to operate in such a way as to override any existing contractual provisions in 
a contract entered into, extended or renewed on or after 10 February 2001 that would preclude retailers 
from purchasing up to 50 per cent of their fuel from any supplier other than their primary supplier.   

A number of issues need to be considered.  One is the date being used - 10 February.  We all know that is the 
date of the state election and the date on which the Labor Party took over the Treasury bench.  Members opposite 
love to remind us of that fact.  They should take time to remind themselves of something else, because that is the 
day on which they took responsibility for running the State.  They are no longer in opposition and they cannot 
point the finger at the previous Government.  They are in control.  They have not only the authority or, to use 
their terminology, the mandate, but also the responsibility, and it is one they cannot abrogate.   

This legislation will operate from 10 February 2001.  Any contracts entered into prior to that date, any contracts 
renewed just prior to that date and any contracts extended just prior to that date presumably will not be caught by 
this legislation.  Therefore, the legislation will not cater for everyone; it will have limited application.  Some 
retailers in small regional towns that have only a few service stations may not be able to work under this 
legislation and obtain fuel supplies from other than a primary supplier.  Perhaps the minister can explain what 
has been done to deal with that situation.  

Hon N.D. Griffiths:  That is correct and it is explained in the second reading speech.  

Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  I am pleased to hear the minister concur.   

According to the second reading speech, we could have unwarranted retrospective application.  Presumably we 
could also have warranted retrospective application.  I do not like to see retrospective legislation passed by this 
House.  

Previous speakers have raised the issue of covering logos and paintwork that are part and parcel of identifying 
the primary fuel supplier.  The second reading speech also refers to changes having been made - I think it should 
have stated “are to be made” - to storage tanks and dispensing equipment.  In that situation, the retailer has an 
obligation to seek the prior permission of the landlord or owner of the storage tanks and dispensing equipment 
and to make good the site following completion of the changes.  A number of issues come to mind.  First, what if 
permission is not granted?  Secondly, the retailer would then be required to undertake a cost-benefit analysis, 
because obtaining fuel from other than a primary supplier can present some difficulties.  It would go something 
like this.  First, the retailer would have to ascertain that cheaper fuel was available from other than the primary 
supplier.  Secondly, he would then have to undertake a cost-benefit analysis.  The retailer would be required to 
obtain permission from the owner of the building and equipment.  The legislation provides that the retailer must 
give seven days notice to the owner of the establishment that he wishes to purchase fuel from another source.   

Hon Peter Foss:  I think we got that one.   
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Hon RAY HALLIGAN:  Good.  Proposed section 4(2) provides - 

A right conferred on the retailer by subsection (1) is not exercisable until 7 days after notice in writing 
of the intention to exercise it has been given -  

Is that seven days after the date on the notice, seven days after the day the notice was posted, or seven days after 
receipt of the notice?  Are they to be clear days?  Is this to occur on the eighth day?  Are they to be seven 
working days rather than seven calendar days?  Perhaps the minister can explain that.  It is something the 
retailers want to know.   

The legislation also provides that if a retailer has no opportunity to install a second tank to hold the fuel provided 
by a supplier other than the primary supplier, the tank must be emptied.  If the retailer wants to run a sustainable 
business, he will not want to use all the fuel in his only tank and then find he has to wait two or three days for 
another supplier to provide fuel.  All this requires an enormous amount of coordination. 

Much is being imposed on the retailers.  They must cover all the logos and paintwork.  I doubt that a primary 
supplier would be likely to do that, at least not without charging the retailers.  Retailers would need to go 
through this process hypothetically in the first instance in order to undertake a cost-benefit analysis.  There 
would have to be considerable savings before one would bother to go down that path.   

At the end of the day, the whole situation must be reversed.  Assuming that the primary supplier is prepared to 
provide fuel again, the retailer must remove all the covers from the logos and empty his tank before being able to 
receive fuel from the primary supplier.  That would involve enormous costs.   

In the few minutes available to them in their busy working lives, the retailers would then have to sit down and 
work out whether it was all worth it.  They would have been through financial, physical and mental torture and 
they would no doubt ask themselves whether they wanted to go through it again.  The legislation before us will 
supposedly placate the consumer because it is suggested that retailers will jump in line, and be ready, willing and 
able to follow what the Government is suggesting.  I am not sure that that will be the case, but the Government - 
as always - has said it has the answers and that is why it is the Government: it convinced the people that it knew 
what it was doing; it will bring in this 50-50 rule and make it work.  It is particularly important that we provide 
the Government with the opportunity to make this legislation work. I believe the Government may have 
overlooked some deficiencies. 

The paper from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia further states - 

Currently, franchisees are obliged to purchase all of their fuel from the franchisor (this is not unique to 
the vehicle fuel industry, it is common in most franchise arrangements).  Typically, franchisees may 
pay prices for their fuel which are significantly higher than the prices paid by independents.  But they 
also benefit from price and profit support during phases of intense competition, and enjoy fees and 
rentals well below what would normally constitute a market rate of return on the property and 
equipment they use . . .  Most of the risk carried by genuine independents is, under franchise 
arrangements, shifted from the franchisee to the franchisor. 

This is a fact of life; this is the way the commercial wheel turns. 

A number of issues associated with this legislation are flawed.  I am not sure the Government has control of what 
it is proposing should be done.  I prefer that the Government wait and go through the legislation again to 
overcome these deficiencies referred to by me and others.  However, if the Government believes that it knows 
what it is doing, and can put this legislation in place and bring about regulations to provide the people - more so 
in regional areas - with a fuel price that it believes equates favourably with the metropolitan area, it is incumbent 
upon us to allow the Government to do so. 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [3.44 pm]:  Before commencing my remarks, I congratulate you, 
Madam Deputy President (Hon Kate Doust), on the manner in which you have conducted this House this 
afternoon, and I hope that will continue, with no disorderly interjections. 

This legislation has been around for some time and I have listened to some of the arguments put by members on 
the other side. 

Hon Robin Chapple:  And this side. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I have heard the arguments coming from behind me which basically say that we should 
increase the price of petrol.  I am more than happy to send the member’s speech out to all his loyal supporters 
and constituents, because I am sure that those members in the Mining and Pastoral Region would love to hear 
that their member is arguing for significant increases in the price of fuel. Not that I do not agree with the need to 
find ways of reducing the use of fossil fuels and petrol, but I am sure the people of Western Australia would 
prefer us to achieve that by means other than using a big stick and a massive price increase which would damage 
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the Western Australian economy.  With those comments, I will move on from the arguments coming from 
behind me, even though I am told by the Leader of the Opposition that the member is on the same side as myself. 

[Continued on page 1555.] 

Sitting suspended from 3.45 to 4.00 pm 
 


