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ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY BILL 2003 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [3.00 pm]:  Prior to question time I was about to ask the Minister for 
Energy some questions I hope he will answer in his response to the second reading debate.  Those questions 
related to some feedback on this Bill I have received from Hon Robin Chapple.  The notes that he has provided 
to me state that a 2002 study by Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu on the cost of disaggregation estimated that 
combined community payments to government would be reduced by between $337 million and $410 million 
over the next 10 years, partially as a result of duplication of administrative functions.  The notes also state that in 
July 2003 it was revealed that the Government was refusing to release a report by Frontier Economics Pty Ltd 
that showed that opening WA’s electricity market to competition would blow out state debt by $159 million and 
drain Treasury coffers of $153 million in the first four years.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That Frontier Economics report is on the web site.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Is it on the web site now?  I look forward to reading that report.  The notes further state 
that the Government subsequently revealed that, once Western Power has been broken up, taxpayers will be 
slugged an annual bill of $26 million for the policing of the wholesale market and the running of the separate 
generation, network, retail and country power businesses.  I hope that when the Minister for Energy exercises his 
right of reply he will give an assurance that that is untrue; that taxpayers will not be slugged an annual bill of 
$26 million.  If so, perhaps he could also state what will be the annual bill to the taxpayers.  Will it be only 
$20 million or will it be as high as $30 million?   

Earlier I talked about the effect of private businesses coming into this market as generators.  I said that in five or 
10 years those private businesses could have a stranglehold on the Government and be able to force it to raise 
electricity prices.  The Minister for Energy did not respond.  I see that the Minister for Energy is not in the 
Chamber at the moment.   

Government members:  Yes, he is.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am sorry; I could not see him at the back.  I was told that some of the clauses in the 
Bill were meant to provide a safety net, but instead this is to be done through regulations that have not yet come 
before this Parliament.  We will not see those regulations until this Bill has been signed off.  With that in mind, I 
think this Bill is being rushed through this House too quickly.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  How is that different from the current situation in which gas is sent to privately-owned power-
generation plants?  Could the same theoretical situation not arise?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I was lucky in that I had a very good briefing.  The problem is that at the moment gas is 
the main source of fuel for private electricity-generation companies.  Under this legislation there will be no way 
of knowing what fuel they will use to generate that electricity.  A major concern I have is that those companies 
could in some cases use our native forest as fuel.  That is what they tried in the eastern States just prior to the last 
federal election.  I am concerned about the fuel that will be used.   

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  I think the dual-fuel policy relates to gas and coal.  It is unlikely that timber residues will be 
used because of the volumes that will be required.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I agree with the member for Ningaloo that the main decision will be between gas and 
coal; however, that will not prevent some private industries using native forest as a fuel source.  I would like the 
Bill to contain a provision stipulating that forest fuel cannot be used.  We need to preserve our forest.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  Would it not be more appropriate to use Environmental Protection Authority guidelines and the 
“Protecting our old-growth forests” policy to prevent that?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The Government’s promise to stop logging old-growth forest is limited to the old-
growth forest that was defined in the Regional Forest Agreement that caused so many problems prior to the last 
election.   

[Leave granted for the member’s time to be extended.] 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The Government promised to stop logging; yet, we know that high-conservation areas 
are still not protected.  The Government said it would protect high-conservation forest.  It has not been done.  
Member for Perth, I am sorry, but I do not believe that the Government has yet kept the promise it made to the 
community about the forests.  During the break I will send all members of the Government some photos of the 
high-conservation areas that are still under threat.  I hope that when they receive those photos of the Easter and 
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Helms blocks, among others, they will lobby the Cabinet to fulfil the promises it made to the community about 
the forest.  The minister talked about sustainability.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Which level of quota do you agree with?  Do you agree with the quota that was set at 200 000 
cubic metres by members on your side of the House?  I did not see you vote on this side of the House when we 
were voting on those issues.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I would like the quota to be lower than the Government’s quota.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Did you not agree with your side of the House that we should cut 200 000 cubic metres?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am an Independent member in this Parliament.  I am very proud to be an Independent.  
I am very pleased to see -  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Are you now aware that under the new forest plan -  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I am very pleased to see that the new Liberal Party -  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.P.D. Edwards):  Order, members!  Although I am sure it is gratuitous for 
everybody involved for members to have a debate across the Chamber, I ask that the member channel her 
remarks through the Chair and perhaps consider some of the interjections to which she is responding.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  Because I had stated that the Government had not 
fulfilled its promises and that it is still logging old-growth trees down south -  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  That is not true.  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  And because the Government has not protected the high-conservation forests, the 
minister asked whose quota I agree with.  I do not agree with the Labor Government or the Liberal Party’s 
quotas.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  What is the Labor Government’s quota?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I will respond to the minister’s interjection later.  Our forests are very precious to all 
Western Australians.  We should not allow old-growth forests to continue to be logged, which this Government 
is doing at the moment.  If the minister wishes, I will respond to that interjection now.  If not, I will resume 
debating the Bill. 

Mr R.C. Kucera:  The interjection asked what is the current quota that the Government has set?  Is the member 
aware of it?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The current quota is too high.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  What is the quota?  I have a great concern that if the member is not aware of what has been set 
under the forest management plan, she is not in a position to debate these issues based on an argument 
surrounding old-growth forests.  It is a concern if you are coming from a background of ignorance.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I remind the minister that the member for Alfred Cove has the floor.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I do not know whether the minister is aware of the big question mark over the Labor 
Party’s name with regard to the forest management plan.   

Mr R.C. Kucera:  I am very well aware of the forest management plan and I am pleased with the way it is being 
accepted.   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The minister will be aware that people are not happy with the way the Government has 
conducted the forest management plan.  I am not happy that the Government has not listened to the community 
with regard to preserving our forests.  People in my community are not happy with this Bill, which gives no 
guarantee that in five or 10 years electricity prices will not be increased because of this Government’s deal with 
big business.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  Do no members of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry or the Chamber of Minerals 
and Energy reside in your electorate?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I have been lobbied by the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, as 
have other members.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You said your community was not -  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The Chamber of Commerce and Industry does not represent the thousands of people 
who live in my electorate.  Nor does it represent the thousands of people who live in the minister’s electorate. 

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  You said no-one in your electorate supported this.   
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Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  The minister cannot guarantee that in five or 10 years the community will not be in the 
stranglehold of the private power generators who have undercut the state generator.  Because the state generators 
will no longer be supplying the power as they do today, the private generators will tell the Government that they 
are happy to continue to provide the electricity but that they need to put up their prices.   

Ms A.J. MacTiernan:  How do you know the people in your electorate do not support this?   

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  What is the minister’s response to this?  How does this Bill provide a safety net for the 
community to stop electricity prices from rising?  It does not do it.  This Bill is being rushed through the House.  
Before it was rushed through, a state energy policy should have been formulated.  I read what members of the 
Opposition said yesterday, and I have read the statements the Greens (WA) have made on this matter.  The 
Opposition and the Greens are almost of the same opinion on this Bill.  It has been ill thought out.  There is a 
need for change, but not change for which the community will bear the cost.   

I have been told that the safety net for people in regional areas is that Western Power will be the supplier of last 
resort.  However, it is possible that other companies that come into the industry will undercut Western Power.  
Who will foot the bill for Western Power, when it is the supplier of last resort?  It will be the people of Western 
Australia.  It is no good saying that Western Power is a supplier of last resort for people from Perth to Albany 
and up to Kalgoorlie.  Western Power could be undercut by the use of new technology, because private industry 
is more likely to spend money on that than is the Government.  By passing this Bill, the Government is giving a 
handout to big business.  It is not delivering a handout -  

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Member for Alfred Cove -  

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I will respond to the member in a minute.  Look at the handout that the Government is 
giving to big business.  Look at what could be done with that handout.  It could be used to improve mental health 
services.  It could be used to look after people in the community who suffer from physical or mental disabilities.  
It could be used to improve the hospitals.  Currently, an acute adult patient who occupies a mental health bed in 
one of the public hospitals is costing taxpayers $600 a day.  If this Government were to fund hostels that were 
staffed by mental health nurses for 24-hours a day, the cost would be $270 a day.  Someone from the Department 
of Health said that each day there are 50 mental health patients in hospital who do not need to be there, yet other 
mental health patients are queuing up or being sent away from casualty departments.  The money that the 
Government will give to big business could be used for health services.  It could be used to keep some of the 
promises that the Government made.  Fremantle Hospital still does not have a magnetic resonance imaging 
scanner, a stroke unit or the beds required for the number of patients that are sent to the emergency department.  
All this Government has done is downgrade the State’s health services, and the Fremantle Hospital in particular.  
I will not support this Bill unless the Government is willing to refine the Bill to ensure that safety nets in the Bill 
guarantee that private enterprise cannot undercut Western Power’s prices in five or 10 years.   

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Minister for Energy) [3.20 pm]:  Before I deal with the substantive issues, I want 
to deal with the concern that members have expressed about the debate on this legislation coming on at the 
beginning of this week and their feeling that the matter has been rushed without proper time for them to consider 
the issues raised by the legislation.  I want to place on record that the informed debate has been going on for at 
least three years.  An Electricity Reform Task Force was established in early 2001, and it took submissions, 
released discussion papers for public comment, and briefed interested parties, including members of Parliament.  
The task force also had a web site.  Of course the issues had been debated even before the establishment of the 
task force.  The Labor Party went to the election with a policy for electricity reform.  Although the coalition 
parties did not debate that matter during the election campaign, after the election of the Government, and even 
before the establishment of the task force, there was debate in this Chamber, during question time, about the 
Gallop Labor Government’s electricity reform proposals.  Cabinet adopted the recommendations of the 
Electricity Reform Task Force in November 2002, and the final details of the Government’s decision were 
determined in July 2003.   

I wrote to members of Parliament on an individual basis on 25 September, offering individual briefings on 
electricity reform.  I again wrote to members of Parliament on 11 November, offering individual briefings on 
electricity reform.  In the meantime, the electricity reform implementation unit offered the coalition parties, and, 
indeed, the Greens and One Nation, briefings on the legislation immediately following the introduction of the 
legislation in this House.  Regrettably, the coalition was not able to accept briefings until Monday of this week.  I 
would have been much happier had the coalition been able to accept briefings during at least the previous week.  
However, the members of the coalition made their own choices about priorities, despite their knowledge that 
debate on this legislation was imminent.  I took the opportunity to ring the member for Darling Range personally 
on Tuesday of last week to say that the Government intended to bring this matter on for debate on Tuesday; so I 
gave him one week’s warning that the debate would be coming on two days earlier that he might otherwise have 
expected.  In that telephone call, I again offered him briefings.   
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Mr R.C. Kucera:  Can I also compliment your department on an excellent set of publications and briefings that 
you put out as early as 18 September and that went to all the major stakeholders.  It was a very well laid out set 
of briefing notes that even the Leader of the Opposition would be able to understand. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Also, a large volume of information has been distributed to members by the Government - the 
Minister for Small Business has just drawn attention to some of the excellent publications that have been 
distributed by the Office of Energy - and by peak bodies.  Finally, a lot of information has been published on the 
electricity reform implementation unit web site.  Even though the debate is proceeding, there is still probably 
quite a bit of debate to be undertaken, and I suggest to members that if they need further information they visit 
www.eriu.energy.wa.gov.au.  In short, there has been an enormous amount of consultation on this legislation, 
and an enormous amount of information has been made available.  The Government has also made enormous 
efforts to get the coalition briefed in time for this debate.  Further, if members of the coalition are still 
uninformed about the debate, they will have another opportunity to be informed when they open their next 
electricity bill from Western Power, because their bill will contain a newsletter - I am pleased to say with 
pictures - explaining the way in which the reforms will work.   

Having dealt with the consultation and briefings, I now turn to the questions that have been raised by members in 
the debate.  We need to begin with an explanation of the problem that we are tying to fix.  It appears from the 
debate that quite a number of members are not fully across the scale of the problem that needs to be dealt with.  
The figures that I will give are based on the advice that I have received from the Office of Energy.  Large 
commercial customers in Western Australia, such as a mine, pay prices that are approximately 25 per cent higher 
than the national capital city average and 36 per cent higher than the median price.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Are you quoting the scheduled tariff? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I am giving information to the House that has been given to me by the Office of Energy.  
There are certain matters that confuse comparisons between the different States, such as whether people are on 
contracts or on tariffs.  That can apply in the eastern States, and that can also apply here.  The Office of Energy 
is charged with giving impartial advice on these matters, and this is the advice that it has given me.  Electricity 
prices for medium-sized businesses, such as large shopping centres, are approximately 22 per cent higher than 
the national capital city average and 32 per cent higher than the median price.  Prices for small shopping centres 
are 18 to 22 per cent higher than the national capital city average and median price respectively.   

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  As I said during the second reading debate, there is an anomaly in this State.  Is that 
covered in the legislation, or will you accept an amendment from us to ensure that lessees in shopping centres 
will get access to the networks?  At the moment, the owners of the shopping complexes are on-selling power to 
their lessees and marking it up.  They are free to get a quote from Western Power or a private generator to have 
their electricity supplies met, and it is up to them what they on-sell it to their customers for.  They may be getting 
power for 10c and on-selling it for 20c.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I think that under the regulations that will be made pursuant to this legislation, an issue such 
as that can be dealt with.  I am prepared to have an issue such as that examined when we draft the subsidiary 
legislation that will be developed once this legislation passes through the Parliament.   

Let us get back to the problem of prices.  Small businesses in Western Australia pay around 17 per cent more 
than the national capital city average and 15 per cent more than the median price.  Residential customers pay 
approximately 10 per cent above the national capital city average and 11 per cent above the median price.  It is 
abundantly clear that we have a problem with comparatively high electricity prices in this State.   

I have been astonished by a feature of this debate, that many members have made complaints about the 
performance of Western Power, while arguing that the status quo should be retained and reform should be 
resisted.  Members cannot have it both ways.  Either we have a wonderful electricity supply system and Western 
Power is a great organisation that does not need reform, or we have some problems and a reform program needs 
to be implemented.  Despite the improvements that have occurred within Western Power since 1995, and despite 
the commitment and skills of its management and the workers, our electricity prices are too high and we need to 
engage in a reform program. 

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  Do you have the differential in fuel costs between Western Australia and Victoria?  It is $3 
a megawatt hour in WA and $28 in Victoria. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Despite the member’s party’s formal position, he is a defender of the status quo. 

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  I am a defender of reform. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Later on I will canvass what I have observed as the four different positions adopted by the 
Liberal Party in this debate; exhibit A is the member for Ningaloo, but I will come to his position a bit later. 
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The reform program is aimed at lowering electricity prices.  I want to canvass the advice that I have received 
about the benefits that we can expect in price terms.  On average, as a result of reform, wholesale prices could be 
around 11.5 per cent lower than the base case by 2010.  Contestable customers with loads up to 8 760 megawatt 
hours per annum would experience a wholesale price around 18 per cent lower than in the base case.  Average 
retail prices would be 8.5 per cent lower than the base case by 2010.  Contestable customers with loads up to 
8 760 megawatt hours per annum would experience average retail price reductions of around 11 per cent relative 
to the base case.  Contestable customers with loads above 8 760 megawatt hours per annum would experience 
average retail price reductions of around 6.5 per cent relative to the base case, because they already receive some 
advantages from reforms to date.  Franchise customers would experience average retail price reductions of 
around 8.5 per cent relative to the base case.  Small business and residential customers have the potential to share 
in the benefits of price reductions.  This could occur in phase 2 of the reforms through the implementation of full 
retail contestability, or, alternatively, by reductions in the regulated uniform tariff as competition improves cost 
containment and efficiency within the electricity supply industry.  That work was done for the electricity reform 
task force by Allen Consulting Group Pty Ltd. 

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  Who paid for that consultancy? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Government. 

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  What did you think of the Deloitte report?  Did you dismiss that? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I regard the Deloitte report as having some significant flaws.  Although its findings have been 
taken into account, essentially it was part of Western Power’s rearguard action to prevent reform at all costs, and 
there were some flaws in the way in which that report was conducted.  Its findings must be taken with a 
significant grain of salt. 

Mr R.N. Sweetman:  That clears that up! 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I will deal with that question later in my speech.  I think everyone in this Chamber has 
expressed support for competition.  Everyone seems to say that competition is a reasonable thing in electricity.  
The important thing is that we will not get the benefits of competition unless there is practical competition.  
There have been progressive reductions in the contestability threshold for competition with Western Power for 
many years, but we do not have significant competition for Western Power in our electricity supply industry.  
We do not have that significant competition because we do not have the practical conditions for it to develop.  
From the point of view of developing competition, the important point is not so much what people in this 
Chamber think, as what potential entrants to this market think.  It does not matter that we in this Chamber think 
that an industry arrangement is appropriate and fair, if all potential entrants to the industry think that that 
arrangement would be disadvantageous to them.  If we think it is fair and they think it is unfair, we will not get 
the investment or the practical competition, no matter what we have done in theory.  That is a real risk that this 
Chamber and the other place need to consider.  It would be disastrous if we spent a lot of money to establish an 
electricity market and then found, for some reason or other, due to the design of the system, that no players 
turned up to play in that market.  We must bear in mind not only what we think is fair, but also what potential 
market entrants might think is fair. 

I have listened to the Liberal Party speakers as they have gone through their contributions on this legislation and 
I think I have been able to discern their formal positions.  I can do that partly because they have released a media 
statement.  The Government’s reform program has five key elements: the first is the creation of an electricity 
market, including consumer protection measures.  The Liberal Party supports the creation of an electricity 
market, the energy ombudsman, the customer service code, and the obligation to connect and supply - all of 
those other consumer protection and market measures.  The second element of the Government’s plan is the 
creation of a state networks corporation.  Again that matter has the tick from the Liberal Party.  The third item is 
the creation of a regional power corporation.  Again that has the support of the Liberal Opposition. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It already exists. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition makes an interesting point.  He says that in effect the regional 
power corporation already exists. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is a business unit of Western Power. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is right, and it is not the only business unit of Western Power.  Generation is a business 
unit of Western Power, networks is a business unit of Western Power, and retail is a business unit of Western 
Power.  Frankly, Western Power already operates in some way similar to the break-up that we propose.  We are 
saying that Western Power has these business units, we will make them independent organisations and put an 
independent board of directors over each of those business units.  Those people who say this is a radical, 
dangerous, rushed, reckless reform should pause and consider how Western Power already operates on the basis 
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of the very business units that will form the foundation of the new state-owned corporations that will replace 
Western Power.  The Liberal Party is supporting the electricity market, the networks corporation and the regional 
power corporation.  Where does it differ from the Government’s position?  At least on a formal basis, it differs 
because it does not support the creation of a separate retail corporation. 

The Liberal Party wants to maintain retail and generation activities within the one corporation after having 
removed networks and regional power.  It also supports a market.  That is the Liberal Party’s formal position.  
The member for Murray-Wellington opposes the lot; he opposes the creation of an electricity market.  The 
member for Ningaloo appears to support a market but wants to maintain Western Power as a vertically integrated 
utility.  That is three positions.  Although we have not yet heard from the member for Kalgoorlie, he has been 
reported in the media as saying that he supports the Government’s reform program.  We have one formal 
position and three dissident positions from the Liberal Party.  No wonder the journalist from The Australian 
described the Liberal Party meeting on this matter as a shambles and a debacle, and quoted one member as 
saying that it was so confusing that he did not know what he was voting for.   

I regard the Liberal Party’s formal position as a positive first step.  It has accepted the need for the reform of 
Western Power.  It has accepted the need to break up Western Power.  It has accepted the need for an electricity 
market.  The problem with the formal Liberal Party position is that the resulting model it has adopted is half-
hearted and, indeed, half-baked.  The Liberal Party position will have the Government incur all the costs of 
electricity reform while reducing the benefits that would flow.  The debate has been somewhat schizophrenic.  
On one hand, most Liberal opposition speakers have spoken passionately about the costs, what they regard as the 
loss of value to Western Power and increases to state debt.  They have attacked all those matters.  On the other 
hand, they have supported a reform program that incurs all those costs and that has all those implications for 
debt.  There is a real schizophrenia here.  The Liberal Party has used all the arguments that one would normally 
expect the Opposition to put up against the break-up of Western Power, while in fact supporting the break-up of 
Western Power in a formal way.  It has not really thought it through.  It shows all the signs of a cobbled-together 
compromise to paper over the cracks.  Even if some form of wholesale market arrangements were established 
and there were a separation of the network, that on its own would not create the level playing field that private 
sector proponents will require to come into this market.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  They require, do they?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That will be required if they are to make the decision to come into the market.  If generation 
and retail is left together and a competitive wholesale market is established, we will have done something that is 
inconsistent.  The market would not work in practical terms without the separation of Western Power as 
proposed by the Government, because there would be domination by Western Power in both the generation and 
retail sectors.   

The Liberal Party wants us to build a bright new boxing ring so that we can have a boxing match, and then it 
wants the competitors to go into the ring and compete with an 800-pound gorilla.  It thinks that, because we have 
the shiny bright new boxing ring, people will want to get into that ring with the 800-pound gorilla.  If something 
is not done about the 800-pound gorilla, people will not come into the ring to compete.  What it should do about 
the 800-pound gorilla is separate retail from generation.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Can I ask you a simple question?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition should just wait a minute.  The reason for separating retail from 
generation becomes clear when we think about the position of a potential new entrant to generation.  That 
potential new entrant to generation must get its power to market through the networks and then through a retailer 
to customers.  There is a strong perception at the moment that a new entrant cannot get its power fairly to the 
market because of its competitor’s - Western Power’s - ownership of the network and the retailer.  The Liberal 
Party agrees that the network should be separated.  However, it should consider the position that will still 
confront a new entrant to generation.  To get its power to market, somehow it will have to deal with customers.  
It has a number of options.  It could establish its own retail operation, which is quite a significant exercise.  
Alternatively, it could deal with an announced new entrant, AlintaGas, which is both a retailer and a generator.  
Given that AlintaGas has its own generation, I doubt that it thinks it would stand a good chance of doing a 
proper deal with a retailer that also has competitive generation.  The same would apply were that new entrant to 
deal with the state retail organisation if that state retail organisation also was the state generator.  Why would 
that new entrant think it would get a fair deal from the state retailer if that state retailer owned the generation that 
was its competitor?  Its fourth option is that it could decide not to deal with the state retailer or with a 
competitive private retailer that also has generation, because it does not trust that it would get a fair deal.  It 
could decide not to establish its own fully fledged retail operation, but it could decide, essentially, to do it on the 
cheap.  It would be competing for only a few big customers.  In other words, the big loads would have access to 
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the private sector generation competitors, but medium-size businesses would not because a retail operation 
would not be targeted at those organisations and would not be delivering the output of independent generations.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Do you know how many customers are using above one megawatt in this State?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  That is precisely the point I am making.  If retail is not separated from generation, the benefits 
of competition will be restricted to a few very large customers because the retail operation will not be available 
on a fair basis to get that power to the market.  We will not achieve the full benefits of competition if we do not 
separate retail from generation.  The problem with the Liberal Party’s proposal is that there are no cost savings 
on the other side.  The cost of electricity reform will still be $160 million whether we separate retail from 
generation or whether we leave retail and generation together.  The Liberal Party wants us to spend all the 
money -  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No, we do not.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The Leader of the Opposition’s proposal involves us spending all the money but getting only 
a portion of the benefits.  Quite frankly, as Treasurer, I do not regard that as a proper trade-off.  We are spending 
a significant amount of money on electricity reform and we need to get the maximum benefits, which is best 
achieved by the integrated reform package developed by the Government after expert advice and significant 
consultation with all the industry players.  If the route the Liberals propose were followed, all the money would 
be spent and we would cut ourselves off from a significant proportion of the benefits.  

This might be a reasonable time for me to break my speech.  I have a lot more to say.  We have a small item to 
deal with before private members’ time.  
[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.] 
Debate thus adjourned. 
[Continued below.] 
 


