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HOUSEHOLD FEES AND CHARGES — INCREASES 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, today I received within the prescribed time a letter from the 
Leader of the Opposition in the following terms — 

Matter of Public Interest 

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today, Wednesday May 13, 2009. 

“That this House condemn the Barnett Government on its decision to impose excessive increases in 
household fees and charges on the people of Western Australia as thousands of workers face the 
prospect of losing their jobs.” 

Yours sincerely, 

ERIC RIPPER MLA 

LEADER OF THE OPPOSITION; SHADOW MINISTER FOR PUBLIC SECTOR MANAGEMENT; 
NATIVE TITLE 

If sufficient members agree to this motion, I will allow it. 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER: The matter can proceed.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [3.00 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemn the Barnett government on its decision to impose excessive increases in 
household fees and charges on the people of Western Australia as thousands of workers face the 
prospect of losing their jobs. 

This motion is about Western Australian families and their living standards, and the jobs that support those 
living standards. It is about government inaction on both of those fronts—living standards and jobs. Tomorrow, 
the state budget will reveal the worst financial and economic position for the state since the time of the Court 
government; since the last time the Premier sat on a cabinet budget committee. For eight years, Labor worked 
hard to build the infrastructure of this state—$30 billion of investment in capital works—reduce state debt to its 
lowest level on record and preserve the AAA credit rating. I am concerned that after eight years of effort we are 
likely to see all of those things swept aside. Tomorrow, we will see such a bad ratio of debt to revenue that the 
government has abandoned it as a financial management target. So bad will the ratio be that the government will 
not even acknowledge it as a financial target, and the government will be placing the AAA credit rating at risk, 
ultimately if not immediately. 

We know what the government’s alibi will be. It will be the global financial crisis. The government will say that 
over and over again—global financial crisis, global financial crisis. Of course the global financial crisis has 
impacts on Western Australia, but we look at the government’s decisions in response to that crisis, in particular, 
its expenditure decisions. What we see when we examine those expenditure decisions is excessive expenditure 
growth, particularly as revealed in the midyear review and the monthly accounts of the state’s finances. We are 
seeing tremendous and unsustainable growth in expenditure as a result of the deal the governing parties did to 
cement their coalition. 

Only one thing will save the government from a budget that expresses really rough financial management—the 
activities of the federal government; the visionary investments that Kevin Rudd and his colleagues are making in 
Western Australia. The budget of the state government will be buttressed by $1.2 billion from the federal 
government for infrastructure, and by a $1 billion increase in specific purpose payments this financial year 
compared with the last financial year. The budget will not be buttressed by any improvement in goods and 
services tax revenue. Quite the reverse will be the case. That is a result of the deal reached by Richard Court and 
Peter Costello in 2000. It was enthusiastically backed by the present Premier at that time, in his previous 
capacity. It is a dud deal for this state. The deal done between Richard Court and Peter Costello undermines 
Western Australia’s finances while the investment proposed by Kevin Rudd supports our finances. 

I made those opening remarks because of the traditional response of coalition governments when confronted 
with budget difficulties. They talk about taxes while ignoring household fees and charges, and then slug Western 
Australian families with huge increases in those fees and charges. That has always been the response of coalition 
governments, and it is a strategy of the present coalition government. We see it in an average impact on a 
representative household of $334 as an increase in household fees and charges—a nine per cent increase in the 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 13 May 2009] 

 p3942c-3954a 
Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Lisa Baker; Mr Troy Buswell; Dr Mike Nahan; Ms Rita Saffioti; 

Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Mark McGowan; Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson 

 [2] 

burden placed by the state government on ordinary Western Australian families through household fees and 
charges. It is an increase way above the level of inflation. Although that increase is the average, many 
households will receive a much more significant impact than that $334, or nine per cent. 

The defence of the Treasurer is very interesting. He says that, essentially, if electricity price rises are excluded, 
household fees and charges will go up by just three per cent. That is from an article in The West Australian that 
revealed this increase in household fees and charges—a real exercise in accountability. The Treasurer refused to 
answer questions from journalists from every other media outlet, and refused to issue a written press release. 
There was nothing on the internet to provide any details about these increases in charges. Then the Treasurer 
gave a verbal briefing to a selected journalist. That is the Treasurer’s approach to accountability on household 
fees and charges. His defence is laughable. He said that household fees and charges would go up by just three 
per cent if electricity price rises were excluded. Yes, but the fees and charges are actually going up by nine per 
cent. His argument amounts to saying that if we ignore the worst of the pain, it is really quite a pleasant 
experience. 

That is the Treasurer’s argument, and it is consistent with what the coalition has done historically. In 2007 I 
obtained figures from the time of the Court government to determine the difference between the performance of 
a Labor government on household fees and charges and that of a coalition government. Labor kept annual 
increases in fees and charges well below the inflation rate. That saves people money. Up to 2007 it had saved 
people $413 a year in real terms. I compare that with the record of the previous coalition government—the Court 
government. Over five years, it increased fees above the inflation rate, costing people $159 a year. That is the 
comparison between the approaches of the two sides of politics. On the coalition side we see increases in 
household fees and charges above the inflation rate every time the coalition was in power. For five years up to 
the 2001 election, that cost families $159 a year. On the Labor side, we always keep increases in household fees 
and charges below the inflation rate, and that saves people hundreds of dollars a year. It is a contribution to their 
living standards. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Did the price of electricity change in any of those years? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER: The coalition always talks about tax and always ignores fees and charges, and always slugs 
families. I thought I heard the Treasurer say something about electricity. We have seen a concerted attempt by 
the Premier and the Treasurer to avoid their responsibility for the decisions they have taken. We have been 
lectured by the Premier on electricity matters. The Premier’s botched privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury 
natural gas pipeline left us with owners who could not expand it, causing the 2004 electricity crisis, and his 
subsequent campaign against liquid fuel and coal capacity would have left the state unprotected when the 
Varanus Island gas explosion occurred, had that foolish campaign been successful. The Premier, who has no 
credibility on these electricity matters, has nevertheless joined with the Treasurer in trying to argue that 
electricity reform is responsible for electricity price increases and therefore the government should not bear any 
responsibility for the decisions it has taken. It is all due to electricity reform. However, no private sector energy 
representative agrees with the government. No private sector energy representative has spoken up in support of 
the government’s position on this matter. I challenge the Premier to find someone from the energy sector who 
will support his remarks on this issue. No energy expert backs the government. I challenge the Premier to find an 
energy expert, other than David Eiszele or Mark Barnaba, who might support his view of the world.  

What we know is that input costs for the electricity system have significantly increased—labour costs, 
transformer costs, construction costs, steel costs, copper costs—it goes on and on and on. That is what has 
caused the increase in electricity prices. We have had the Liberal Party try to avoid responsibility and blame it on 
reform. No private sector person or expert supports it. We have had the Liberal Party say, “It’s because Labor 
had a freeze and kept prices too low during its period of office.” What a terrible thing for Labor to do to protect 
Western Australian families! The Liberal Party voted for electricity reform, the Premier voted for electricity 
reform and the Treasurer voted for electricity reform. The price freeze was what they demanded as the basis for 
their support of the legislation. Prices do have to go up as a result of those increases in input costs.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Your policy was to lower prices.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Let me tell the house a story. It is a pity the Leader of the National Party is not here. Do 
members know what the Premier did in the year 2000? He took a cabinet submission to cabinet with a program 
for power station developments. It was amended by the National Party in cabinet to support additional facilities 
at Collie. The Premier went out and announced his submissions and recommendations; not the cabinet decision. 
That is what he did. I warned the National Party that that is the sort of person it is dealing with. Prices have to go 
up —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is not true. I have got the cabinet records. I can tell you that is not true.  
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Mr E.S. RIPPER: Unfortunately for the Premier, Western Power accidentally sent me the cabinet records and 
so I was able to see exactly what he had done.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Sorry, repeat that.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Western Power sent me the records, accidentally. I did not ask for them but they arrived.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is interesting; perhaps something for the CCC to look at.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: Prices have to go up. The question is: who will protect families during the transition to higher 
prices? The only answer to that question is that Labor will protect families during the transition but the Liberals 
will not. I ask the Premier: what has happened to the $780 million that was set aside to restrict electricity price 
increases to 10 per cent? It is in the forward estimates, until tomorrow, when we will find it has been taken out 
because they have imposed a 26 per cent increase on Western Australian families instead of the 10 per cent 
increase that Labor had planned for and Labor had funded, and that Labor had set aside $780 million in the 
forward estimates to deal with. We see what the difference is between the two sides—the Liberals take the 
$780 million and spend it on other things while imposing a 26 per cent increase in electricity prices; while, on 
our side of politics, we would have limited that increase to 10 per cent and supported the electricity system with 
the $780 million that we set aside in the forward estimates.  

I want to conclude my remarks with one further set of comments. Given that the government is going to raise all 
of this money from Western Australian families and given that it has got that $780 million, which it has not used 
to protect families from electricity price increases, why does it not do something constructive with the money? 
Why does it not, for example, support Labor’s plan to provide $1 000 payroll tax rebates to those businesses that 
employ apprentices and trainees? Why does it not use some of that money to increase the number of people in 
apprenticeships and traineeships to 50 000 by 2012? Why does it not use some of that money to increase the 
certificate 4 enrolments in technical and further education colleges to 40 000 by 2012? Why does it not use some 
of that money to increase those taking advantage of recognition of prior learning possibilities in TAFE to 40 000 
by 2012?  

We want the government to protect people now: to protect them from outrageous increases in fees and charges, 
to protect them in their jobs and to support them in training opportunities to help them prepare for the future. 
What we see is scandalous inaction from the government on all these fronts.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.15 pm]: I, too, rise to speak to the motion that this house condemns the 
Barnett government on its decision to excessively increase household fees and charges. The Leader of the 
Opposition has already taken the house through the issue relating to electricity prices. I intend to make some 
broad comments on those. With respect to the specifics, the Leader of the Opposition has already delved into that 
issue.  

The Treasurer has got himself into an interesting habit of saying something to the house, in answer to questions 
put to him in question time, and scampering up the stairs to the press gallery and saying something very 
different—confessing his sins to the people upstairs. The three per cent efficiency dividend—within 10 minutes 
of question time closing on a Thursday, he was up there ’fessing up that it was not going to be made. The net 
debt-to-revenue ratio—within 10 minutes of the question being put to him, he was up there ’fessing up that he 
had changed the parameters; and now household fees and charges. The only way I could describe the Treasurer’s 
handling of that leak—and, believe me, it seems that everything has been leaked—is nothing but ham-fisted.  

I refer to page 2 of The West Australian. It was a confusing page. There were two articles. One article dealt with 
the Art Gallery of Western Australia, which the member for Perth canvassed very well in the article, but, when it 
came to a comment from the Treasurer, the article reads — 

A spokeswoman for Treasurer Troy Buswell said he would not speculate on the details of the Budget. 

Yet the other article, on the same page, was titled “State charges to jump $334 a year”. The article contained 
extensive commentary of the Treasurer speculating on exactly what is going to be in the budget to be handed 
down tomorrow. The problem that the Treasurer has got is he has one thing to say here and one very different 
thing to say when he gets out to the media. One could describe the way he handled that leak as ham-fisted. I have 
heard that the Government Media Office has been inundated with positive comments from other media outlets in 
exactly how he handled that. The key argument that we are making is that at a time of economic downturn and at 
a time when people face great economic uncertainty, for the government to impose excessive household fees and 
charges—the “backdoor tax” that the Treasurer likes to describe these things as—is simply unfair and 
unacceptable. An interesting point that the Treasurer makes in the article is that if we remove electricity, it is 
cheap; not much. I hope for all Western Australians that his $7 billion in savings over the forward estimates has 
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not been made because he has removed the expense. Remove education and remove health and, suddenly, it is 
not that bad overall going forward. I hope the Treasurer’s holidays are not funded that way. I dare say they 
would be significantly more expensive than his credit card would otherwise allow.  

The Treasurer made the point time and again, in December last year, when questions were put to him, that the 
pressures he was facing on household fees and charges were due to the fact that the Labor Party had locked him 
in for these 10 per cent rises in electricity. I quote from Hansard of 4 December 2008. This was in answer to a 
question put to the Treasurer by myself about household fees and charges — 

It is our intention to deliver modest increases, notwithstanding the fact that the former government has 
locked us into putting electricity prices up by 10 per cent per annum.  

A week later, again — 

… the former government locked us into an electricity price regime in which the price of electricity will 
go up by 10 per cent per annum … 

Western Australians will wish we had locked him in to 10 per cent. He has come out and doubled that and added 
a bit more. We find ourselves at 25 per cent.  

I have something else that is worth noting. On 15 May 2007 the then shadow Treasurer, the now Treasurer, made 
comments on the $134 rise in household fees and charges in the then budget. He went to the Australian Bureau 
of Statistics and had a look at how many households there were. At the time there were 822 000 households. He 
multiplied that by $134. Those 822 000 households also included dwellings that were unoccupied. If that is the 
way the Treasurer wants to do the calculation, we will do that calculation. He came to a figure of $110 million. 
The latest Australian Bureau of Statistics figure for dwellings in Western Australia is 849 006. If we put that 
figure in at $334, the government will receive $284 million in total extra revenue in 2009-10. To be a bit fair to 
the government, I will remove the figure for unoccupied dwellings, which brings it down to 758 000 dwellings. 
On those figures, the government will receive an extra $253 million in revenue. I know that the Treasurer likes to 
talk about the fact that electricity is excluded because electricity does not count. My pensioners will be delighted 
when they toddle off to Australia Post to pay their bill and they find that they do not have to worry about 
electricity because that does not count! However, yes, the Labor Party was going to raise electricity prices by 10 
per cent. Everybody agrees that electricity prices have to go up because residential tariffs have not increased 
since 1997-98 and small business tariffs have not increased since 1991-92. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer can rise in a minute and say his piece. The difference between our 10 per cent 
increase and the Treasurer’s 26 per cent increase is $128 million. This is the government’s decision. One thing 
that Western Australians despise more than anything is a government that does not take responsibility for the 
decisions it may make. The Treasurer has done this previously on land tax. He frantically wrote to people who 
complained about their land tax bill, saying that he had signed off on the land tax invoices but it was not his 
fault; it was the former government’s fault. I received a phenomenal number of complaints about that. It is 
happening again. The government cannot accept the decisions it has made to increase household fees and 
charges. 

I will conclude by quoting the now Leader of the Opposition, the then Treasurer, who has turned out to be quite 
the oracle. On 21 October 2004, in answer to a question from the then member for Eyre, the Treasurer stated — 

The Leader of the Opposition is a threat to the State’s economy and finances. 

I make the point that that is the then Leader of the Opposition, the now Premier — 

The State would have budget deficits if he were in charge. Further, if the Leader of the Opposition were 
in charge, he would sell power stations and increase household fees and charges - like the coalition did 
last time - which would be a real increase for householders. That is what the coalition did before, and 
that is what it will do again. 

The Leader of the Opposition has become quite the oracle. We are seeing it play out exactly as he predicted way 
back in October 2004. The coalition government has form on this issue; it always hits household fees and 
charges—the backdoor tax that the Treasurer apparently despises—to pay for the excessive spending that we see 
under its government. 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [3.22 pm]: I rise to speak on the matter of public interest, which states that this 
house condemns the Barnett government on its decision to impose excessive increases in household fees and 
charges on the people of Western Australia as thousands of workers face the prospect of losing their jobs. It will 
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not be any news to the Premier that the recession is already adding pressure on families who are living below the 
average wage level. As a matter of fact, at the end of last year 20 per cent of families in Western Australia were 
living on less than $28 800 a year. 

A government member: That was under Labor. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: I said “at the end of last year”. Declining house values, job losses and rising uncertainty about 
the future all lead to complicating social problems in our community. We end up with more relationship and 
marriage breakdowns, an increasing incidence of family and domestic violence, an increase in mental health 
issues and increased drug and alcohol use in the community. Failing to invest in the sorts of services that combat 
these negative effects will have a long-term impact on our community. It will definitely cause crime rates to 
increase and health costs to go up. 

The cost of living for all of us continues to rise. In March 2009, the price of food in Perth increased by 8.6 per 
cent, housing by 8.1 per cent, health services by 11.9 per cent and education by 15 per cent. There were 
399 home repossessions in Western Australia in the March quarter—the highest number on record and more than 
double the decade-long average. According to the seasonally adjusted figures, the number of unemployed people 
in Western Australia has nearly doubled from 28 000 in October last year to 55 200 in April 2009. It is worth 
looking at how the consumer price index is measured to explain why families on low incomes will have big 
problems. The basket of goods that is used by government includes many non-essential items, such as holidays, 
computing and audiovisual equipment and even some whitegoods. This is not a new problem; it is the same 
basket of goods that we use to measure — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: CPI is not a basket of goods. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: Reference is made to a basket of goods when agencies talk about low incomes. I will talk 
about CPI in a minute. Low-income earners spend proportionally much less on luxury items and much more on 
essential items; therefore, this measure of a basket of goods is not an accurate way of measuring the real cost of 
living, particularly for low or fixed-income Western Australians. The government uses the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics measure of the consumer price index as its indicator for the cost of living. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, it’s not. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: Does the government not use the ABS? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, but CPI is not a cost of living. 

Ms L.L. BAKER: The government uses that as part of an indicator. Even the ABS recognises that there are 
limits to using that as a true cost of living index, as the Premier has just acknowledged. The government also 
needs to look at the changes in the standard of living and the substitutions that people make to keep up when 
they are faced with these kinds of challenging conditions. The government also needs to be careful that the ABS 
uses averages in measuring the cost of living. Many low and middle-income families have to absorb higher than 
average costs of basic living essentials while living on low wages. 

I know that families in the community are already feeling the pinch without these additional charges. 
Community service agencies that support people are saying that they are turning away one-third of the people 
who need help and that 81 per cent of these people are turned away because services are operating at maximum 
capacity. The president of the Australian Medical Association has warned that public health services will suffer 
if they are subject to the state’s three per cent budget cuts. Health services and many other community services 
certainly will not be able to help people on low incomes weather the storm in Western Australia. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Treasurer) [3.27 pm]: I will make some comments on behalf of the 
government on the motion and also on some of the matters that were raised. I think there will be a couple of 
other speakers who will round out the debate. When I first saw the motion, I thought it was a dorothy dix 
question. I said, “I really don’t need one today. I’m trying to save my voice for tomorrow.” Notwithstanding that, 
the opposition seems happy to ask it and I am happy to answer it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So you’re not going to tell us, “One more sleep”? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I know that the Leader of the Opposition is missing it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I’m not, actually. I think that it’s good to be in a new job. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I agree with that 100 per cent. That is one thing we agree on. 

The Leader of the Opposition talked about the state’s AAA credit rating. It is a fact that the state’s AAA credit 
rating is at risk. We have had to work very hard to try to stay within the parameters that Standard and Poor’s set 
for the state’s AAA credit rating. It has a number of measures. My advice is that its key parameter is net 
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financial liabilities to revenue. I will speak to Standard and Poor’s in one hour and three minutes to run through 
the details of the budget and to outline the corrective measures — 

Ms R. Saffioti: Does it have one more sleep? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, it does not have one more sleep; it is the ratings agency.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: That must show how worried it is, because it is unusual to provide a briefing to Standard and 
Poor’s just before the budget. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I will tell the Leader of the Opposition the reason for that. Tomorrow morning, Standard 
and Poor’s will have its ratings committee review, as it did prior to the Victorian election and prior to the 
commonwealth budget. I think this year the ratings agencies will comment very quickly. In fact, in Victoria the 
comment from the ratings agency just followed the budget out the door. I am not aware of the previous process. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Normally, the meetings took place in August. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have had conversations with Standard and Poor’s and Treasury, but I do not want to talk 
about that. All I want to say is that our AAA credit rating has been under pressure, and we have had to take 
corrective action. I will share with the house two issues we have had to deal with. Since the mid-year review in 
December last year, our expenses have fallen by $4 billion and we have had to draw to account —  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Revenue or expenses?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: My apologies—I mean revenue. I wish our expenses had fallen by $4 billion. We have 
had to take into account a $2 billion increase in unfunded superannuation liabilities. The advice I have had from 
Treasury is that if we had not adopted the corrective measures that the government had decided to adopt, the 
Standard and Poor’s net financial liabilities to revenue measure would be at around 110 per cent. Clearly, we 
would lose our AAA credit rating. We are hopeful that we will come in at the mid-range of the Standard and 
Poor’s target, which is 80 to 90 per cent. The Leader of the Opposition is right—the AAA rating is under threat. 
It would have been under threat if the Leader of the Opposition had been in government. A lot of changes, 
independent of government, have impacted on us, and we have dealt with them. Those corrective measures will 
be on, I believe, page 3 of budget paper 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, and the Leader of the Opposition can 
read them there.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I always enjoy budget paper 3, so I am looking forward to that.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have no doubt he will. The Leader of the Opposition also talked about growth and 
expenditure. It is a difficult challenge, especially when it comes to — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You reached 13 per cent.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There was an inbuilt increase of six to seven per cent from last year. We have had to lock 
down our election commitments. I do not apologise for that. That is what we were elected to do. We have had to 
make some tough decisions to rein in the rate of growth of recurrent spending, but we have bedded in the 
efficiency dividend.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Except in health and education.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition should read the budget papers tomorrow. I think he will 
find the advice from Treasury to me is that, of the savings presented in the mid-year review, moving forward 
from the next financial year onwards, we will achieve 97 per cent of the efficiency dividend savings.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: In 2009-10?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is across the out years. I think that is a job well done by government; it has been a 
lot of hard work by a lot of ministers, by me and by the agencies concerned. We have also had to look at capital 
expenditure in relation to being able to prioritise and to reduce our overall debt through the capital works audit. 
Yes, we have had to cut projects to reduce our overall debt limits.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Will you confirm the Water Corporation cut?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am talking about projects that have been publicly announced, such as the stadium, the 
museum and the Perth waterfront projects.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: There are others that haven’t been announced. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Every project over $20 million that had not been tendered for was reviewed by the 
government. It is simple. We conducted the economic audit and the savings recommended from that will be 
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presented in the budget tomorrow. We have instigated some very rigorous attempts to control wages growth, 
such as a head-count freeze in the public service, and what I think is an excellent public sector wages policy. I 
am assuming, given the Leader of the Opposition’s silence on it, he agrees with it. I think it gives fair parameters 
and protects real wages at a time when we are keen to support low-paid people and Western Australian public 
servants by locking in real wages.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Does that include the cleaners?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: They do not work for government. Is the member for Cockburn talking about people who 
do not work for the government? I do not pay them.  

Mr F.M. Logan interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The opposition has already lost that debate, so let us move on. Does the member for 
Cockburn support the wages policy?  

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I do not employ them. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Does the Leader of the Opposition support the government’s wages policy? 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is good; he does not support the government’s wages policy. We will note that.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: I am asking how he can persuade them to accept that? How realistic is it?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think the vote closed last week. We have engaged in significant reform of government 
works to try to deliver projects on time and on budget. We have been instigating a number of positive measures 
to try to deal with issues around growth in recurrent and capital expenditure. The results will be shown tomorrow 
for members opposite and the people of Western Australia to consider as we move forward.  

I want to talk a little bit about the price of electricity. There has been some discussion about it. I made a 
comment to the press, which I think, as Treasurer, I am more than entitled to do. In fact, I am sure that if I looked 
back over former budgets, heaven forbid, I may find that former ministers talked to the media ahead of their 
budgets.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Was there a complaint to the Government Media Office about the way you carried on?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have no idea. Do I seem worried about that?  

Several members interjected.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have no idea. We have a right to enter into a dialogue with the people of Western 
Australia on issues that we choose, and that is what we did. It is important to understand—I made the point—that 
the price of electricity is the single largest contributor to the increase in the standard representative model of 
household fees and charges. I mentioned to the house yesterday that, for pensioners, it accounts for 78 per cent 
of the increase in the household fees and charges representative model. For standard households, that figure is 
67 per cent. A significant proportion, let us say 67 per cent and 78 per cent for seniors, of the increases is due to 
increases in electricity prices. I will not read all the quotes from yesterday. We maintain the argument that the 
reason the price of electricity has had to be increased by this government is that we are not afraid to take the hard 
decisions to make up for, to overcome or to correct the former government’s botched reforms of the energy 
sector—full stop.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You voted for them.  

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition is getting confused between the reform itself and its 
implementation. When Verve Energy was losing $1 million a week, which went to $2 million a week, the former 
Minister for Energy was asleep at the wheel. I think he used to sit in this seat and ask how much it was losing. I 
do not know. Verve lost $1 million a week, which ran out to $2 million a week, which equals $50 million and 
$100 million a year, and he did not know about it. He was the minister. He might have had his old welding mask 
on from his days as a boilermaker. I do not know, but he did not see it coming. Was he not told? He was asleep 
at the wheel.  

I want to touch on one other point. A lot has been said today about the increase in the price of electricity. The 
former Treasurer, now Leader of the Opposition, and the now shadow Treasurer have stood up and said that 
under their regime the price of electricity would have gone up by 10 per cent per annum.  
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Mr E.S. Ripper: Not more than 10 per cent in the first year and not less than 10 per cent in subsequent years 
over a six to eight-year period.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: So was it not 10 per cent per annum that the Labor government was locked into? It was at 
least 10 per cent per annum and the Leader of the Opposition knows that.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was not more than 10 per cent in the first year.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is right. There was no cap. We did not know. The Leader of the Opposition has 
come in here and attempted to present a virtuous argument around this 10 per cent figure, and all his government 
did was put a minimum increase in place. We do not know what it would have reached. It is better than that.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is in relation to non-contestable. In relation to contestable, this was the former 
Treasurer’s argument in relation to last year’s budget. It states at page 176 of the Economic and Fiscal 
Outlook —  

The Government is yet to make a determination of the size of the increase for contestable customers and 
will consider this matter once the ERMR consultation process closes.  

In last year’s budget, the Leader of the Opposition put a minimum in place for non-contestable, and we do not 
have a clue about contestable. The point I want to make is that when the Treasurer gets the budget papers 
tomorrow, he should read page 280 and look at how we present, in a clear, concise, perfectly easy to understand 
way, the glide-path for electricity prices. His glide-path in appendix 9 was two dot points. In our budget papers, 
it will be all laid out for all forms of non-contestable customers and all forms of contestable customers. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: The point is that your increase this year was 26 per cent. Ours would have been less than 
10 per cent this year. What did you do with the $780 million?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Less than 10 per cent, was it?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Less than 10 per cent this year was our proposal.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No; it was 10 per cent.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was not more than 10 per cent.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It was not more than 10 per cent, was it? That does not mean less than 10 per cent. The 
Leader of the Opposition has no credibility around this figure. He hangs on to it as though it were some golden 
achievement. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Although the member for Cockburn is not the shadow Minister for Energy, he has said 
more than he said when he was the Minister for Energy. He was asleep at the wheel when he was the minister.  

I did some sums around the impact on the standard representative household model. If, heaven forbid, there had 
not been a change in government, at the basic and most simple of levels, looking at three charges only, electricity 
would have gone up 10 per cent—I think we agree on that—which would have been $93 a week. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: A week?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I mean a year. Water would have gone up by around 10 per cent because these were the 
parameters his government had locked in around water. The sewerage charge increases for the three years prior 
were an average of 4.6 per cent. Those three charges alone would have accounted for a $156 annual increase on 
household fees and charges. That is already over the reference rate of inflation. The point I am trying to make is 
that there is pressure within the household fees and charges model because there are pressures on what the 
government charges for services, as we rightly try to move towards more cost-reflective service provision in a 
range of areas. That is the problem we are dealing with right upfront. It is a problem that the opposition had 
another solution for that we do not agree with. Therefore, it is a fact that electricity prices — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Our solution would have eased the burden on Western Australian families. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, it would not have because all the previous government did was set a minimum price 
increase. Therefore, the point we are making is: yes, fees and charges will go up. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: What’s your proposed increase for future years—for 2010-11? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Tomorrow—trust me—tomorrow! It will go to page — 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: So you want to debate our price path, but you won’t reveal your price path? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: No, go to page—what did I say it was? 

Mr E.S. Ripper: How are we supposed to grapple with this debate when you raise our price path but won’t 
reveal yours? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It will be in the budget tomorrow and it will be in a lot more detail than the Leader of the 
Opposition would ever have dared to provide. Compare the two sets of budget papers and members will see. 

Therefore, the case is that household fees and charges are going up, but it is also the case that the most 
significant contributor—67 per cent for standard households and 78 per cent for pensioners—is the price of 
electricity. That is the price people must pay for the previous government’s botched management of the 
electricity reform process. It is also the case that the government faces challenges in and around maintaining the 
financial stability of the state’s finances as we attempt to deal with processes to protect jobs in Western 
Australia, to provide better services to families in Western Australia and to provide the infrastructure that this 
state will need to lead it into the twenty-first century. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Will you support our training plan to have payroll tax rebates? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: There is just one more sleep before the Leader of the Opposition can have a look at what 
the government’s response is. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: A $1 000 rebate for each apprenticeship—will you do that? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is a very interesting point, really, because I want to know, and I think the public of 
Western Australia will be interested to know, where the Leader of the Opposition stands on some of these 
matters as we head into that period when the budget is subject—as it should be—to public and political scrutiny. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: One more sleep! When I see what you’ve put forward I will make my response. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I think it will be a bit longer than one more sleep because every day when we wake up the 
story is different. Will the opposition’s approach be “buy more now to protect jobs” or will it be “do not borrow; 
debt is bad because future generations will have to pay it off”? What will be the opposition’s approach to state 
debt—borrow more? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: One more sleep! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It will be more than one more sleep because after every sleep it will change. What will be 
the opposition’s approach to spending control? Will it be that of the shadow Treasurer, who I actually agree 
with, to make sure that we control the increase in government spending, or will it be some of the shadow 
ministers, in particular, the shadow Minister for Police and shadow Minister for Health, who do not even think 
the three per cent efficiency dividend should be applied to their departments? Who will guide the response in the 
shape of policy? Will it be the Leader of the Opposition’s response, “Do not put the fees and charges up”? This 
is a person who squeezed every last tax dollar out of Western Australians. I hasten to say, dealing with the 
unemployment issue that the opposition raised, which is a very important issue that we will deal with tomorrow 
in the budget with our jobs protection plan, will it be the person whose jobs protection plan revolves around 
forming a task force, having an audit and conducting a review? I think members opposite will see in the budget 
tomorrow that we have been prepared to take the tough decision to protect the Western Australian economy 
today and to secure it for the future. As I have said many times in this place, it will be a budget based around 
protecting jobs, building the long-term future of the Western Australian economy — 

Mr F.M. Logan: You don’t even know how many jobs are lost in the mining sector! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We are delivering better services, my friend, and doing it in a financially responsible way. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [3.43 pm]: I have not been in this place for a long time, but in my time here I 
have heard many strange debates. However, this matter of public interest debate is one of the strangest, 
particularly since I spent last night reading through the commonwealth budget. The strange thing is that the 
Leader of the Opposition led off by stating that he is concerned about debt. Indeed, the Premier last week 
expressed his concern for rising budget deficits and his commitment to do his best not to have those go up 
forever in this state as they do in the commonwealth and most other states. What I find most strange is that he 
referred to the commonwealth as a model. I breezed through the paper and I understand that we have gone from 
a very large surplus and large cash balances at the state level to a debt of $188 billion over five years. When we 
factor in the surpluses that the commonwealth had, it is a $20 billion debt turnaround in four years. Is that the 
model we want to follow? No, I do not think so. Just like the commonwealth and every government around the 
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world, we have to meet the challenge of declining revenue and at the same time stimulate the economy during 
this downturn. It is a very difficult task. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Which part of the commonwealth spending would you not do? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let me get to the member—I would not give $900 handouts; that is one thing that I would 
not do. I would not do that at all. 

However, there is another reason this debate is strange. We spent most of the day talking about various capital 
commitments—Oakajee, the burying of the railway, and other issues—that involve the commonwealth, but these 
projects also have a characteristic that members opposite have not heard; they require state matching funds. They 
require the state to borrow to match the funds. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Oakajee is not state matching funds. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes it is; members have not been listening. 

The Premier said he went forward and asked for modest amounts for proposed projects that the state would 
match on a 50-50 basis. Therefore, in getting money from the commonwealth, and the commonwealth is 
borrowing that money to give it to us, we are required to borrow. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is the case, so members opposite cannot put the commonwealth up as the epitome of 
fiscal responsibility in managing this global financial crisis and at the same time decry us for borrowing. It is not 
logical, but I guess that is expecting too much. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Do you think there is some sort of difference between state budgets and federal budgets? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Sure. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: I can see two differences: one is that the federal budget includes infrastructure in the overall 
balance, whereas the state budget doesn’t; the second is that the state doesn’t have access to the same broad-
based taxes as the commonwealth, so there is a difference. 

Dr M. D. NAHAN: I think the commonwealth should cover most of the swings and roundabouts in budgetary 
expenditure and debt borrowing—no doubt about that. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: That’s exactly right—and I’m alarmed that I agree with you! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. However, that is what it is doing; that is what is happening. I have not seen the budget, 
but I think in places such as Victoria and Queensland, most of the swings are being absorbed by the 
commonwealth. The commonwealth is also, quite rightly, finally, focusing the stimulus on capital expenditure 
and going to the states and saying, “Match us.” That is good and most of these projects are pretty good. 
However, it also means that the states must borrow. Therefore, members opposite cannot brag about the 
commonwealth, praise it and then complain that the states have to borrow; they are one and the same. 

The other issue is, of course, fees and charges. I have watched this issue for a long time. Fees and charges relate, 
basically, to public trading enterprises and other related things and not, hopefully, a tax. This government once 
again has to do what Liberal governments have often done historically—that is, make up for the underpricing 
and poor cost control of previous Labor governments. Labor governments historically do not like to control 
costs, but rather suppress cost increases. 

Mr P. Papalia: You’ve got more front than Myer! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Really? That is good; Myer is a successful store. A lot of people like to go to it. 

However, as we went through the debate the main issue is in fact related to electricity prices. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What about road pricing? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are you charging for roads? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I am asking whether the member thinks we should have tolls. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are dealing with the charges that are imposed and, as I understand, the Treasurer said 
yesterday that overwhelmingly the cost increases are coming from the price of electricity and water. Water is 
very interesting and the price is going up very rapidly. One reason is that the previous government had a policy 
of putting in new infrastructure for water—desalination—that cost more, and having cost-reflective pricing. We 
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support that. In this state, unfortunately, a reform agenda on electricity was implemented, accompanied by an 
agreement to fix prices. I have been told that the reform agenda was supposed to put downward pressure on 
prices by introducing competition. It did not work. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: So you don’t support competition in electricity? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do—effective competition, but it did not work. It did not push down prices. Of course, the 
agenda was implemented in the early part of the decade when oil prices were $11 or $12 a barrel. The 
government decided to fix the price for a nine-year period, if I recall correctly, and the underlying cost structure 
went up without downward pressure on prices. Of course in order to get the reform through the Parliament, the 
government had to do a deal. Members opposite were in government at the time when there were rising costs in 
production and rising oil prices, but it kept them fixed. 

Mr F.M. Logan: When did gas prices go up?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The underlying marker is oil price. Members opposite in the previous government saw cost 
pressures going up and saw the cost of building going up. What did they do? They sat back and pretended, like 
they do now, and said, “We are the Labor Party, we do not allow charges to go up.”  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The previous government almost bankrupted Verve Energy. In removing the income from 
Verve, it undermined Verve’s ability to invest in infrastructure and at the same time failed to introduce cost-
reflective prices. The previous government at that time was also going forward and trying to encourage people to 
use alternative and more efficient energy, but it underpriced energy. We therefore must move to cost-reflective 
prices for electricity. We are stuck with the fact that the previous government failed to invest adequately in 
infrastructure and failed to introduce prices that reflected the underlying cost of energy, and prices will have to 
go up. Right before the last election the previous government must have recognised this, as it has admitted to 
conducting a review of energy prices. However, it came up with either a 10 by 10 by 10 formula or a maximum 
of 10 and a minimum of 10 formula—I am not sure which. The fact is that the previous government was going to 
get the money from somewhere else, either by forcing it into debt or onto taxpayers. Which was it? Who was 
going to pay for it? The previous government did not want cost-reflective energy prices; it was going to impose 
it on some other body.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You should go back to the forward estimates and see. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The previous government was going to either raise payroll tax — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was provided for within the financials at the time. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: How was it going to be paid for?  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It was already there. Go back and see the revenue and see the circumstances at the time and 
how it was accounted for. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The previous government was basically going to take money from taxpayers and subsidise 
electricity. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: And protect Western Australian families; that’s right. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In the circumstances we inherited, revenue was going down. The previous government 
would have put higher pressure on other taxes to pay for it. If electricity users were not going to pay for it, who 
was? Was it workers or employers or through payroll tax or conveyancing fees? It was all about swings and 
roundabouts. Basically the previous government did not want to “fess up” to a problem it had created; that is, 
electricity reform had not worked and the cost of energy had risen. The previous government did not want to 
admit that it had to raise prices. Before the last election the previous government had allocated money in the 
budget for the cost of water and energy and it knew it was going to have to raise that money from somewhere. 
Do members opposite expect this government to follow suit with that? I do not think so. It is not responsible. 
There must be cost-reflective prices for water and energy so that reforms for driving the efficient production of 
energy are transparent. We must also ensure that we do not put an undue burden on the very slim and narrow set 
of taxes that are available for funding reforms. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What about the fact that country consumers pay the same for electricity as metropolitan 
consumers do? Do you support that? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, I support that. 
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Mr W.J. Johnston: But that is not cost-reflective. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We have a policy of putting in higher cost structures in certain places, but generally in the 
metropolitan area, where most of the gas from the south west interconnected system is consumed, there should 
be cost-reflective pricing. That is where we should move to. The previous government did not do that. 

I come back to the debt issue. The Premier made a commitment—a very heroic commitment—that under his 
watch the state budget would not go into deficit. If we are able to achieve that through getting a large number of 
projects going, it will be probably the most heroic and successful fiscal management in this state’s history, given 
the outlook that we face. That is what we will leave as our legacy. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.55 pm]: I want to talk to the motion today, which states that the house 
condemns the Barnett government for imposing excessive increases in household fees and charges. We know 
that budgets provide a choice between priorities. This government, in its first budget, will slug ordinary families 
an extra $334 this year. It will do so because it has proved previously in government and in opposition that it 
does not care about ordinary Western Australian families and pensioners. This government has a choice to 
protect ordinary families and it has chosen not to do so. We heard what the Treasurer said on his feet today, but 
we still do not know what happened to the $780 million that the previous government put into the budget and in 
the out years. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Put into the budget in the out years; is that logical? I don’t think so. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is the Premier again, who does not believe in forward estimates or out years. A total of 
$780 million was put into the budget to subsidise families and to protect families.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: To cover losses. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was to subsidise families and to protect families. 

This government has chosen to rip that subsidy out and make families pay an extra $334 a year. It is doing so at 
a time when there is great economic uncertainty and when people are losing jobs every day. This government has 
no strategy to deal with that, and it is slugging ordinary families an extra $334 a year. It is slugging families this 
amount of money, and in particular it has chosen this path for electricity prices in an absurd attempt to prove a 
political point: that electricity reform did not work. This government is slugging families for political purposes, 
and that is the most disgraceful part of what it is doing with this budget. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Exactly. 

The Premier did not agree with the type of reforms that were made; therefore, he is now slugging families and 
saying that the previous Labor government is to blame. People realise that members opposite are in government. 
It keeps saying that it is the government and that it has made the choice. It has chosen to increase electricity 
prices by 26.5 per cent this year. It has chosen to slug ordinary families an extra $334 this year. People in the 
community will realise that; they will know that. I am sure that from budget to budget ordinary families and 
pensioners in Western Australia will pay, because when this government was previously in government it did not 
care about ordinary families or people living in the suburbs; it cared about—let us face it—the big end of town. 
This is again a demonstration of a government that does not care about families. It had a choice to retain the 
subsidies and it has chosen not to do so. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Regional Development) [3.58 pm]: There are a 
couple of minutes left in this debate. It is quite clear that we cannot support the motion that is before the house 
today. The new government had a simple decision to make when it was faced with the previous government’s 
decision to increase electricity prices a little with a $780 million subsidy. The new government has said that it 
wants to get better cost-reflective pricing in a quicker time frame than the previous government’s time frame. 
However, the $780 million will come from the same people: Western Australian taxpayers. 

Another speaker spoke about pensioners in Western Australia. I am very happy to talk about age pensioners in 
Western Australia because there have been two substantial changes for them in the past couple of weeks. The 
first is free public transport on metropolitan rail and on the bus system over an extended time period than the 
period that the previous government would have offered. An extra hour has been offered by the new government. 
The second is that, for the first time ever, pensioners in regional Western Australia who have never been able to 
access that sort of public transport infrastructure have been supported with the Country Age Pension Fuel Card.  

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.M. Francis): Order, member for Mandurah! 
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Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I do not think that the notion that pensioners will be the big losers in this process can be 
maintained. We agreed as a new government—I was involved in the economic review committee—to make a 
decision that would deal in a better way with the problems we are facing with electricity charges. We believe 
that is the right decision to make.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! Members, in accordance with standing order 61, this business is now 
interrupted. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Acting Speaker, this is a matter of public importance, and we have not as yet brought 
this matter to a conclusion. If necessary, I will move to suspend standing orders to enable this matter of public 
importance to be concluded. I seek the advice of the house as to whether that is something we should do. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Because it is now four o’clock, you have to move to suspend standing orders to enable a vote 
to take place. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.01 pm] — without notice: I move —  

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the vote on the MPI to be taken 
forthwith.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! As this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, I will need to 
satisfy myself that there is an absolute majority present. If I hear a dissenting voice, I will be required to divide 
the Assembly. The question is that the motion be agreed to.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [4.02 pm]: Mr Acting Speaker, we have a motion 
before the house. We are not actually taking the vote yet. The motion put by the manager of opposition business 
is to suspend standing orders to enable the conclusion of the matter of public interest that has been debated in the 
Parliament. I just want to say on behalf of the government that we want to be reasonable about this. I am being 
accused of being a real softie. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, you are!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, but at the end of the day, we have no wish to obstruct genuine business that the 
opposition might want to bring forward.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We will give you a nice big block of cheese! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Does the member want me to oppose this? I would keep the member for Armadale quiet 
for a while if I were sitting opposite, because she is not in my best books today!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would never refer to the member for Armadale in the same terms as she has referred to 
me today. That is a fact. I would like to think it was done in jest, but I do not know that it was.  

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Armadale! I ask the Leader of the House to confine his 
comments to the motion to suspend standing orders.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Mr Acting Speaker, I would be delighted to do that. It is just that I get so distracted by 
certain members opposite. In an act of cooperation, the government will support the suspension of standing 
orders so that we can conclude the matter of public interest before the Parliament today. I am a softie!  

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  

Matter of Public Interest Resumed 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Regional Development) [4.06 pm]: I think I have 30 
seconds left. I want to add that hardship grants will be made available to the very pensioners whom the member 
for West Swan has talked about, if they need that. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order! I am informed that the motion called for the vote to be taken forthwith. The 
time devoted to debating this MPI has expired. The question is that the motion be agreed to. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 13 May 2009] 

 p3942c-3954a 
Speaker; Mr Eric Ripper; Mr Ben Wyatt; Ms Lisa Baker; Mr Troy Buswell; Dr Mike Nahan; Ms Rita Saffioti; 

Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Mark McGowan; Acting Speaker; Mr Rob Johnson 

 [14] 

Ayes (27) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mrs C.A. Martin Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr T.G. Stephens 

Noes (30) 

Mr P. Abetz Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P.T. Miles Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr I.M. Britza Dr K.D. Hames Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs L.M. Harvey Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr A.P. Jacob Mr C.C. Porter 

Question thus negatived. 
 


