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NATIONAL COMPETITION COUNCIL, PAYMENTS CUT PROPOSAL 
Standing Orders Suspension 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [2.51 pm]:  I move without notice -  

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary for the following motion to be moved 
without notice and to be subject to the time limits provided for a matter of public interest -  

That this House opposes the cuts to national competition payments to Western Australia being 
proposed by the National Competition Council. 

I gave the Opposition nearly two hours notice of this, because the Government was not trying to pull a stunt, as 
the Opposition has done regularly.  The Government believes that this is an important issue. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden interjected. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I apologise to the Leader of the National Party.  I missed him.  However, I gave plenty of 
warning, which is more than we were given.   

Tomorrow the Premier will go to Canberra to fulfil a number of duties.  One of those is to meet the federal 
Treasurer, Mr Peter Costello, to put the case to him that there should be no cut in the competition payments to 
Western Australia because this Government is reforming and delivering.  It would be very useful if, when the 
Premier sees the federal Treasurer, he had a unanimous decision of this House to support him.  That is why we 
have sought to suspend standing orders on this special occasion, using government time - a very unusual 
circumstance.  However, we are also saying that the debate should be conducted according to the rules for MPIs, 
because private members’ time will come on in about an hour and eight minutes.  If we quickly deal with this, 
we can have a full debate, with time for both sides and the Independents to make a contribution and to express 
their support for the Western Australian Government in taking up the issue with the federal Government, so that 
there will be no cut to this State’s competition payments.  From what has been stated in the public arena, it is 
clear that that is likely to be in the order of $40 million.  However, that is a matter for debate.   

I hope the Government will have the support of all members in this place for the suspension so that we can have 
a debate that can be concluded in just over an hour, and we can then send a clear message to the federal 
Government that we are delivering and that there is no basis upon which the competition payments to this State 
should be cut. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [2.53 pm]:  It is true that the Leader of the House gave two hours notice to some 
members on this side of the House.  I did not get that two hours notice - I accept that - because I was doing 
something else.  This is a very important issue.  I suggest that probably every member in this House would agree 
with the motion being proposed.  However, on behalf of the Opposition, I am not prepared to simply limit this to 
30 minutes for members on this side of the House to put their views on this very important issue.  I would like to 
make a contribution to this debate, but 30 minutes is not enough.  I say to the Leader of the House that this is 
government time and it is the Government’s motion.  If it wants to debate the motion, the Opposition is happy to 
debate it.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Will you take an interjection? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, in one second I will.  I can assure the Government that the Opposition will not 
filibuster in this debate.  However, I believe that this is such an important issue that any member who wishes to 
participate in the debate should be allowed to do so.  If the Leader of the House is happy to withdraw the part 
about the MPI and to simply suspend standing orders so that he can move the motion, the Opposition will 
support that.  However, it will not support a curtailed version along the lines of an MPI. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We need to have a decision today for the Premier to take to Canberra.  If you agree it is so 
important, are you willing to give up private members’ time, and we will continue the debate until whatever time 
tonight so that we have a decision?  We could amend the motion so that we could continue until the question was 
put, with no private members’ business. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I accept the interjection from the Leader of the House. 

The SPEAKER:  Members, I am sure the conversation at the back of the Chamber is very interesting, but at the 
moment the conversation at the back of the Chamber is all that can be heard. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  As always, I am happy to arrange things so that the House can run smoothly and members 
can take part in all the debates in which they wish to take part.  The Opposition is happy to delay private 
members’ time for one hour, so that three hours will still be available if we need it.  Private members’ time is a 
very important time for members in the House, and it is used for very important debates.  It is neither here nor 
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there whether we sit until seven or eight o’clock tonight.  However, I do not want the debate on such an 
important issue as competition payments to be curtailed.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  If you move an amendment that this matter take precedence over other business, we can 
continue until the vote is taken and then go on to private members’ business. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  We said we would delay it for one hour. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Yes, as long as we get a vote, and then we will extend the time. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I will sit down, and then one of the colleagues of the Leader of the House can move that 
amendment, and we can deal with that. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  No, you move the amendment. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  No, it is the Leader of the House’s call.  He should move the amendment, and the 
Opposition will agree to it. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  We are happy with this motion. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  We are not happy with it.  We will be happy to have a proper debate on this issue.  
Therefore, I suggest that one of the colleagues of the Leader of the House move the amendment so that we can 
get on with this important debate. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [2.57 pm]:  As the Leader of the House said, 
the National Party was given two seconds notice of this motion - yet again.  It is becoming a bit tedious to find 
out about these matters not long after the Leader of the House has decided to make his call.  Several members of 
the National Party have indicated that they would like to speak on this issue. 

Mr N.R. Marlborough interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I ask the member for Peel: how much time has been allocated to the National Party?  
It is the same amount of time that the Government always allocates to it: none.  If an amendment were to be 
moved so that the National Party could take the full hour, I would be prepared to accept that amendment. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [2.58 pm]:  I will fill in a couple of minutes while 
the Government hopefully works out what it wants to do.  I could talk about the weather, the test match against 
Zimbabwe or privatisation. 

The SPEAKER:  Speak to the motion. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I could talk about all those things, because I am allowing the Government to decide 
whether it wants to suspend standing orders and whether it has any idea what it wants to do.  In the past five 
minutes this Parliament has been an absolute shambles.  The leader of opposition business has said that the 
Opposition will agree to deferring the start of private members’ time until four o’clock.  If the Government had 
its act together, we would be able to deal with this debate reasonably quickly. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Will you move a motion to that effect? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I do not want to move the motion because it was the Government’s idea to bring on this 
debate.  I will stand here and talk about how many runs Matthew Hayden made - I will go through them shot by 
shot, if members want me to - while the Government drafts its amendment.  It is not beyond the wit of mankind - 
even of the Labor Party - to draft an amendment to do what it wants to do.  Does the Leader of the House have 
his amendment ready yet?   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Our motion is before the House. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is the Government’s motion, is it?  The Opposition does not agree to it.  Look at the 
petulance of the Premier.  The little lip has dropped down now, and he has his little grumpy look.   

Point of Order 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  The Leader of the Opposition is making accusations against the Premier who is simply 
sitting here listening.  The Leader of the Opposition’s remarks were a clear imputation against the Premier and 
the code of conduct that has set our standards of behaviour. 

The SPEAKER:  The code of conduct under which we are operating is simple: members should not be nasty to 
each other.  The amendment to the code of conduct was moved by the member for Churchlands.  Although the 
Leader of the Opposition’s comment is not a breach of the code, people should endeavour to conduct themselves 
in a manner that does not lead this House into disrepute in the broader community. 

Question to be Put 
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On motion by Mr E.S. Ripper (Deputy Premier), resolved - 

That the question be now put. 

Suspension of Standing Orders Resumed 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority.  

Motion 

DR G.I. GALLOP (Victoria Park - Premier) [3.02 pm]:  I move -  

That this House opposes the cuts to national competition payments to Western Australia being proposed 
by the National Competition Council. 

Last week I informed the House of the impending cuts to national competition payments for Western Australia.  
This Government believes those cuts to be unfair but, most importantly, to be unjustified.  I am pleased to report 
that tomorrow I will meet the federal Treasurer, Peter Costello, to put Western Australia’s case.  I publicly thank 
the federal Treasurer for making time to meet me on that very busy day for the federal Government.  

This Government has been very proactive in advancing economic reform.  We have focused on key reform 
agendas: firstly, electricity reform, which we believe to be the most important competition reform in front of the 
Government.  It will deliver to the economy as a whole and provide for more choice and flexibility in our 
electricity system.  This view is shared by the National Competition Council, which, in its 2002 assessment, 
stated that appropriate reform in this area would constitute one of the most important NCP reforms for Western 
Australia.  I say to the federal Government that we are delivering on electricity, which is the major issue in 
competition reform in Western Australia.  

We are establishing an independent regulator.  This will see Western Australia catch up with the other States by 
establishing a transparent pricing model for key services.  We have passed legislation that will introduce more 
competition into the gas market from May next year.  We have set out programs of reform in a range of areas, 
such as water services and the taxi industry.  Most importantly, we are progressing economic reform, but under 
certain constraints.  Firstly, we made election commitments, and we are going to abide by those commitments in 
our term of government.  Secondly, we lack control of the Legislative Council.  We have been in power for only 
30 months and we had a lot to catch up on.  The coalition had not delivered in the area of economic reform.  At 
the same time, we have applied a true public benefit test to a program of economic reform.  We have examined 
the social, environmental, regional and economic issues in determining our position.  We have consulted widely 
on key areas such as retail trading hours and taxi licensing.  The reforms we are proposing in areas such as retail 
trading and taxi licensing will provide greater choice for consumers and progress the principles of competition.  

An opposition member interjected.   

Dr G.I. GALLOP:  The reforms will certainly offer more choice in trading hours.  We are proposing weeknight 
trading, which will meet the needs of families and workers in Western Australia today.  I say to the federal 
Government that the Government in Western Australia will progress economic reform within the constraints I 
outlined and with a view to satisfying the public interest.  

In 1995, the coalition Government signed up on the competition principles agreement.  This agreement created a 
range of obligations.  It was very difficult for the Labor Party in opposition at that time to understand what the 
obligations were, such as what penalties might be proposed if retail trading reform did not take the same 
direction it took, for example, in Victoria.  This Government has accepted those obligations and has pursued 
them in a responsible way that meets the needs of the State.  What do we want from the federal Government?  
We think the federal Government must take into consideration a number of factors before it decides how it will 
respond to the National Competition Council.  I ask it to consider the public benefit arguments in light of our 
decisions.  I ask it to consider the fact that the State Government was elected on the basis of election 
commitments that it takes very seriously.  Finally, I ask it to consider our transition plan for reform in a number 
of areas.  This Government is committed; it is taking the case forward in a responsible way, with transitional 
measures that will allow for industries to adjust.  

I will also say to the federal Treasurer that the Commonwealth has penalised Western Australia for being 
successful.  Now, of course, it might penalise us for keeping our election commitments.  It is as though we are 
receiving a penalty on top of a penalty, and that is not justified.  

Between 1992-93 and 2002-03 - more than a decade - real per capita grants to Western Australia fell by 8.2 per 
cent.  The cumulative impact of these cuts now totals $374 million a year.  In 2003-04, Western Australia will 
receive about $5 300 million or 9.4 per cent of total commonwealth grants compared to the State’s share of 9.8 
per cent of the Australian population.  That is a lot of dollars.  We can ill afford to lose that when we are trying 
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to promote our health and education systems and have more police on the beat.  This means that we will receive 
approximately $225 million less than the total population share of funding through the horizontal-fiscal 
equalisation process.  

To summarise, Western Australia is already penalised by the Commonwealth Grants Commission process.  If we 
are penalised by the national competition policy, it will be a penalty on top of a penalty.  We want the federal 
Government to adopt a realistic approach to this question.  We thought the federal Government was taking a 
sensible approach to competition reform, not an abstract, theoretical approach.  We do not subscribe to reform 
for reform’s sake.  We have a sensible but comprehensive reform program.  We should not be penalised for 
keeping our promises to the people of Western Australia.  Indeed, Western Australia should not be held to 
ransom by the National Competition Council.  I urge this House to support the motion because when I go to 
Canberra tomorrow I want to be able to say to the federal Treasurer that everyone in the Legislative Assembly in 
Western Australia supports me when I take up the case for Western Australia. 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [3.08 pm]:  This State has a good record on economic reform.  That is 
one of the issues that the Premier will discuss with Peter Costello when he visits Canberra tomorrow.  We will 
tell Peter Costello that full retail contestability will be introduced into the gas market by 1 May next year; that 
we have a program for electricity reform that I know the Commonwealth Government supports; that, in the face 
of quite a difficult public debate, we have committed ourselves to introducing week-night trading in the retail 
sector from 2005.  We will be telling Peter Costello that we have a program to remove discrimination in the sale 
of packaged liquor from 2005.  We have a good record of economic reform to put to the federal Treasurer.  More 
than 200 pieces of legislation have been subject to the reviews required under the national competition policy.  
Not only do we have a good record, but also we are embarking on further reform.  Our reform program is not yet 
concluded.  For example, very shortly we will be bringing into this Parliament legislation for the reform of our 
electricity system.   

The difficulty we have had as a Government is that we have had to do a great deal in a very short period.  The 
coalition, quite frankly, swept competition policy under the carpet.  I cannot remember any debate about 
competition policy in 1999 and 2000, yet the coalition knew that retail trading hours, liquor licensing, potato 
marketing and the reform of our electricity system were issues with the National Competition Council.  What 
decision did the coalition members make?  They made the decision to put it all off until after the February 2001 
election.  They did not want to make any decisions on any of those difficult issues prior to the election.  They 
knew that they were leaving a significant problem for the incoming Government.  They expected to form the 
incoming Government and they expected to have to deal with those issues following the election.  Of course, 
they did not allow any public comment to that effect or any genuine public education or debate on competition 
policy.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You have just contradicted yourself. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  How have I contradicted myself? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  One minute you are saying it was left for your Government and the next you are saying it was 
left to the previous Government.  Make up your mind.  Either the previous Government was going to deal with it 
or you were going to deal with it. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The intention was that the previous Government would deal with it after the election.  The 
coalition members certainly did not want any debate on any of these matters before the election.  The outcome 
was that the incoming Labor Government had to deal with all those issues that the coalition Government did not 
have the courage to confront.  What has the Opposition done as the incoming Government has grappled with 
these issues?  Every debate on reform has been subject to coalition harassment, scaremongering and resistance.  
The coalition members have created a very significant set of difficulties for this Government in dealing with 
these reform issues, which are after all pursued as a result of an agreement entered into by the previous coalition 
Government.  They signed up for these obligations.  It got too hard for them.  They put it off until after the 
election and then harassed this Government that attempted to go about implementing the obligations under the 
agreement signed by Richard Court.  Nevertheless, I am prepared to concede that the coalition is genuine in 
wanting Western Australia to get its full competition policy payments from the federal Government.  When it all 
comes down to the bottom line, I think that the coalition would want to protect the finances of Western Australia.  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Can I make an interjection? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Just a minute, I want to finish my argument. 
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I expect therefore that the coalition will support this motion because I do not believe that the coalition at state 
level wants to deprive Western Australians of health, education and law and order services that could be funded 
from these payments were we to receive them.  Member for Warren-Blackwood? 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Have you embarked on a process of approving the public benefit test on all these issues? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  We have followed the process and argued long and hard for every one of our positions.  
However, the National Competition Council is set in its ways on certain matters.  It will not accept any public 
interest argument for not proceeding with Sunday trading.  It will not accept any public interest argument for not 
proceeding with liquor licensing reform or dismantling the potato marketing arrangements.  We have negotiated 
with the National Competition Council, but it has made its attitude clear.  We will be going over its head to the 
man who makes the decision, not the body that makes the recommendations.  We will be asking him whether 
competition policy payments will be withheld.  We will put our arguments to the person with the responsibility 
for making the political decision whether to punish Western Australia or not.  If the commonwealth Treasurer 
proceeds to punish Western Australia, he will be doing so in a context in which Western Australia is already 
very significantly punished through the operation of the commonwealth-state financial system.  This State 
subsidises the rest of the Federation by $3 billion a year. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It always has. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  This State subsidises the rest of the Federation by $1 700 per person in this State.  In effect, 
every man, woman and child in this State contributes $1 700 in subsidy to the rest of the Federation.  That is the 
difference between what the Commonwealth collects in taxes from this State and what it pays back to the State 
in the form of grants, payments to local government and direct public expenditure on pensions and benefits and 
other commonwealth programs.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  If members at the rear of this Chamber wish to have a conversation, they can have it 
outside.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The current system of commonwealth-state financial relations punishes Western Australia.  It 
punishes the Western Australian people, but it also punishes economic growth, not only in Western Australia but 
also nationally.  If the economic powerhouse of the nation is punished, the whole nation is punished.  If growth-
promoting policies are inhibited by commonwealth-state financial relations, national economic growth will 
suffer.  It is against that background that the commonwealth Treasurer needs to make his decision.  He needs to 
consider the inequity and unfairness of commonwealth-state financial relations before he decides to further 
punish Western Australia. 

I want to make two points.  I expect the coalition to join with us in supporting this motion today, because I 
expect the coalition to be supportive of Western Australia receiving its full commonwealth payments.  However, 
there is another way in which the coalition can help Western Australians receive their full competition policy 
payments other than by supporting this motion.  There is no doubt that if this State does not proceed with 
electricity reform, we will face the loss of the other half of our competition policy payments.  If this State does 
not proceed with electricity reform - 

Mr J.C. Kobelke interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  - and, as the Minister for Consumer and Employment Protection points out, with retail trading 
hours legislation, we will lose the other half of our competition policy payments.  That is a very significant issue 
confronting the State.  The State Government’s commitment to electricity reform buttresses the competition 
policy payments that we are receiving.  It is absolutely essential that this Parliament support electricity reform, 
not only for what it will do for the economy and for investment in our electricity supply industry, but also for 
what it will do to preserve commonwealth competition payments and, therefore, our ability to fund the services 
that Western Australians need.  

I have been advised that the Leader of the Opposition thinks that we should not have factored into our budget the 
full payment of the competition policy payments.  I am further advised that he has made the observation that the 
coalition did not put into its budgets the full competition policy payments.  That is wrong; the coalition did put 
into its budgets the full competition policy payments.  I have referred back and checked the coalition’s budget 
papers.  The coalition always included the full competition policy payments.  It included a statement of risk, 
saying that if the reforms were not acceptable to the National Competition Council and the Commonwealth, 
there might be a loss of competition policy payments.  We did the same with our statement of risks; in fact, if 
one compares the statements of risk, one will find that ours is rather fuller, more comprehensive and detailed 
than the statement of risk of the coalition.  I do not believe we should have put any deduction in competition 
policy payments in our budget papers.  If we had done that we would simply have invited Peter Costello to do 
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what he has been recommended to do.  I stand by the budget papers.  We should get our full competition policy 
payments.  I expect and hope that there will be unanimous support for the motion moved by the Premier 

MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Mitchell - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.19 pm]:  The Liberal Party 
will support this motion, but in doing so we want to turn around the focus of the debate to point out exactly what 
is going on with these competition policy payments.  In particular, we must ask whether the Gallop Labor 
Government is dinkum about putting forward a strong argument to protect the revenue base that the State 
receives through recommendations from the National Competition Council to the federal Government.  In a 
nutshell, has the Gallop Government argued strongly enough according to the public interest test to which the 
Premier alluded earlier? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The answer to the question is absolutely yes.  We prosecuted the case with great vigour, but we 
are dealing with the National Competition Council, which is set in its ways on certain issues. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is very interesting; the Government has put in a very strong case to 
defend this money. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I have been at the meetings. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Perhaps the Treasurer could respond to the prominent story in The Australian 
headed “$40m rap for failure on retail reforms”.  The Australian has got information from somewhere that this 
State might miss out on $40 million worth of revenue if a recommendation from the National Competition 
Council is accepted.  Goodness me, I do not know where it could have got that from!  Meetings of the Council of 
Australian Governments and the outcome of those meetings are confidential.  Specific guidelines ensure that 
ministers who attend those meetings treat the outcomes in absolute confidence.  I assure the House, having 
spoken with federal Government representatives, that the information certainly did not come from that source. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Who did you speak with?  Did you speak to Peter Costello personally? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I ask the Treasurer whether that information came from his office or the 
Premier’s office?  Will he give me a categorical assurance that it did not? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The Australian contacted me and had the figure. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Where does the Treasurer think it got the figure from? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I have no idea. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Did it come from the Treasurer’s office or from the Premier’s office perhaps? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I have no idea where The Australian got the figure. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Let us move on, because there is a very interesting part in that article.  It states 
- 

Access Economics associate director Darryn Abraham said he was not surprised by the penalty 
recommendation. 

. . .  

Mr Abraham said the state Government had failed to put up a case for the retention of restrictive trading 
laws. 

That is very interesting.  Access Economics Pty Ltd, one of the most eminent consultancies in the nation - 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I think what he means is that the State has not put up a case with which he agrees. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, that is not what he means.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  I am sure that is what he means. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I will read what he means.  He said - 

My comments were based on my reading of the final “Retail Trading Hours Review - options paper” 
and public statements by the Premier . . . Although the options paper discussed the issues in detail, there 
was no analysis of substance in the paper to justify the retention of the restrictions. 

In other words, to this day this Government has not made one constructive argument according to the public 
interest test for maintaining the restrictions.  People in small business have pleaded with this Government to put 
a case to the National Competition Council to support restrictive trading hours; we have not seen that case.  The 
Premier said earlier, as did the Treasurer, that the Government has been fighting hard and that it has put that 
case, but we have not seen it. 
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I take members back to the August 2002 national competition policy assessment document released by the 
National Competition Council, which states - 

The Premier - 

That is, Hon Dr Gallop - 

stated that the Government appreciates the need for reform of retail trading arrangements and will take 
active steps to progress this during 2002-03.   

That hardly sounds like an argument from a Premier who is arguing the public interest test to defend competition 
and small business in this State; again we are still waiting.  However, I found out something today that is very 
interesting and that indicates that this issue is purely about money.  There is no intention by this Government to 
put up a strong argument.  There is no intention by this Government to do its damnedest to defend genuine 
competitive principles in this State.  I found out today that this Government - I believe the Premier himself - sent 
a letter to the Prime Minister a while back and said that he would like these NCC payments to go on forever.  He 
said that he had budgeted for them.  In fact, the state budget indicates that right through the forward estimates 
years the Gallop Government has provided for money from this source.  The Government knows that the 
National Competition Council arrangements are due to cease in February 2005-06.  The federal Government has 
put a provisional arrangement in the 2006-07 budget -  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  No, that would be the State Government’s position.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The arrangements are up for review in 2005. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  That is wrong. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I ask the Treasurer whether it is wrong that either he or the Premier wrote to 
the Prime Minister asking that national competition payment arrangements go on ad infinitum. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  The State’s strong position - 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes or no? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is not as simple as that, Deputy Leader of the Opposition, and you should listen. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I am listening. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you keep on thinking that questions can be answered by a simple yes or no, you won’t go far 
in politics. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  My next question is that, apart from asking for more money and can it go on 
forever -  

Mr R.C. Kucera:  Let him answer the question. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Do you want me to answer the question? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  No, because the Treasurer is not giving answers.  I ask the Treasurer whether 
he sought any changes to the national competition policy arrangements; yes or no?  The Treasurer has said that 
the State is being blackmailed by the National Competition Council, but has he written to the Prime Minister or 
the Treasurer saying that he thinks the arrangements should be changed and has he made constructive 
suggestions as to how they should be changed?  No.  All he has said is that he would like some additional 
money. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Let me answer your first question.  Do you want me to answer the first question? 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Fire away. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  It is the strong position of all the States that competition policy payments should and will 
continue past 2005-06.  That was the nature of the agreement reached with the Commonwealth and the previous 
coalition Government in Western Australia in the mid-1990s.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Yes.  The next part of my question is what has the Treasurer suggested in the 
way of constructive changes?  He said that he does not like the system but he wants the money.  What 
constructive changes has he made? 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  An intergovernmental agreement that binds the State was signed by Richard Court. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer has not made any such suggestions.  All he is interested in is 
getting the money and fudging this arrangement to try to keep the money.  He has no interest in sensibly 
reforming the NCC arrangements.  The whole nation is crying out for the national competition policy 
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arrangements to be reformed.  We want to protect competition in this State, we want to protect small business 
and we want to look after consumers.  All this Government is interested in is the money and playing politics with 
the whole arrangement; it is as simple as that. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts:  When you were in a Liberal-led Government all you did was screw them. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  One thing interesting about the Liberal-led Government is that it did not lose a 
cent of national competition policy payments.  My final challenge to the Treasurer - as the Premier is not in the 
Chamber today, despite the fact that this is supposed to be a very important debate for him - is will he now prove 
that he has put up an extensive public interest argument?  Will he provide the Opposition with all the 
Government’s documentation to the National Competition Council to demonstrate that he has put up the 
strongest possible public interest argument?  We have heard that Access Economics has doubts that the 
Treasurer has done so.  We have seen absolutely no evidence whatsoever that this Government has put up a 
strong public interest argument in the interests of Western Australians as a whole.  The challenge, now that the 
Treasurer is back in his seat, is whether he will agree to table the information. 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  You are fairly close to the mark. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I think that is the point.  This Government has absolutely failed to put up an 
adequate public interest argument.  Access Economics has alluded to it in a major national newspaper.  The 
Treasurer wants our support and we are giving it to him today.  We are giving him the support he wants so that 
when the Premier goes to Canberra, he can argue in the interests of Western Australians.  Now we expect the 
Treasurer’s confidence in return.  We want him to provide us with the full details and full copies of the 
arguments and the letters that he has put to the National Competition Council to demonstrate the public interest 
test.  We want to know that he has argued ferociously in the interests of Western Australians, for small business 
and for competition in this State.  I ask the Treasurer whether he will meet that challenge.   

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  My goodness!  A blank piece of paper. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  You have a strange way of supporting us.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Treasurer is avoiding the question.  He knows that he has been found out.  
He has not provided a sensible and strong argument to the National Competition Council.  He is playing politics 
with this issue. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  At the same time as you say you support us, you seek to blame us for any decision Peter 
Costello might make.  You are a fraud and a lightweight.   

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The Treasurer just referred to my colleague in a most unparliamentary way.  In fact, it was 
disgraceful and criminal.  I ask him to withdraw the comment.   

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr J.P.D. Edwards):  I ask the Treasurer to withdraw the comment.   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  I cannot withdraw the word “lightweight” but I withdraw the word “fraud”.  Is that 
satisfactory Mr Acting Speaker?   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  I admit that I did not hear what was said because I was reading something.  The 
member for Hillarys used some words which were probably unparliamentary as well.  I am prepared to accept 
the Treasurer’s withdrawal of the comment as he has already withdrawn it.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  I repeat the challenge: will the Treasurer provide full details and copies of the 
information he has given to the National Competition Council so that we can be satisfied that he has put a full 
and forceful case on behalf of the State?   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Consistent with the rules governing these matters, I am prepared to do that.  There are certain 
processes that require confidentiality but I am happy to do that within those processes.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  The Liberal Party supports this motion.   

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [3.32 pm]:  I will be brief because other members want to speak on this motion.  
It is unfortunate that we were not given more time to speak on this matter of public interest than for normal 
matters of public interest motions.   

I remind members that it was the great Prime Minister Paul Keating who introduced the national competition 
policy.  He used the Hilmer report to do so.  What was Hilmer told?  He was told that he could knock small 
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business and anybody in commerce but he was not to knock the unions.  What area of reform are we not allowed 
to look into?  Industrial relations.  The Treasurer should talk to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia at the other end of St Georges Terrace and ask what its views are on competition policy.  It 
agrees with competition policy but also agrees that it is very lacking because one of the major areas in which 
competition policy should be employed is industrial relations.  The Keating Labor federal Government brought it 
in, and the Prime Minister of the day, Paul Keating, commissioned the Hilmer report.  What can we expect?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  He was a great Prime Minister.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  The member for Roleystone said that Paul Keating was a great Prime Minister.  As a result 
of his policy, this Government and the people of Australia will miss out on some much-needed funds.  My 
personal view is that competition policy is wrong.  I do not think States should be held to ransom for the way 
they are run.  States have a very different jurisdiction from the Commonwealth.  The geographical positions of 
the States are very different from that of the Commonwealth.  Western Australia is not like Canberra, Sydney or 
Melbourne; it is virtually another country.  That is why I believe we have special circumstances.  Those special 
circumstances should be emphasised to the federal Treasurer.  I hope that the federal Treasurer listens to those 
circumstances.   

The way things are going, competition policy will kill small business in Western Australia.  If we are forced to 
completely deregulate trading hours, liquor licensing laws and certain marketing boards that have proved to 
work very well in the past, that is the way we will go.  Without question, those jurisdictions should be left in the 
hands of the Government of Western Australia.  It should not be in the hands of the federal Government by any 
means.  We should not be blackmailed into following this ridiculous Hilmer report or the competition policy that 
Keating brought in.  Some would say that he was a great Labor Prime Minister.  I certainly would not.  He is one 
of the worst Prime Ministers this country has ever had. 

Mr E.S. Ripper:  What did you think of Lyndon Rowe’s article in this morning’s paper?   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON:  I thought it was very interesting.  The Treasurer should ask him his views about 
competition in the workplace and industrial relations.  The Treasurer would not want to hear it.  He would cover 
his ears.  This Labor Government does not want to know anything about proper reform and competition in the 
workplace.  Labor members do not want to know because their union mates who control their preselections will 
not let them do it.  The Treasurer knows that competition in the workplace is desperately needed, but we will not 
get it.  We will get standover and thuggish tactics from certain unions in this State because this Government is at 
their behest.  Labor Party members are in this place because of the unions.  The unions work out Labor’s 
preselections.  If it was not for union representation, most members, with the exception of the member for 
Innaloo, would not be in this place.  Therefore, members will do whatever the unions say.  However, if we are to 
have reform and true competition, let us have it in the workplace and in industrial relations.   

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [3.36 pm]:  The National Party is happy to support the motion put forward by the 
Leader of the House today.  It is prepared to go further in its support for the motion.  As the member for Mitchell 
outlined and as this Government has outlined throughout the trading hours debate, which is one of the 
forerunners to the situation with which we are now faced, the Government has no idea about the public interest 
test.  It has made no effort to develop a public interest test.   

It has been left to the National Party to raise this debate in the House.  It has been left to the Independent Grocers 
Association to do the hard work and prove the public interest test.  We turned around this debate when the Labor 
Government was trying to deregulate trading hours and belt small business in Western Australia around the ears.  
We managed to turn around that debate by presenting the public interest test to this Labor Government.  It was 
presented from this side of the House.  I apologise to my Liberal colleagues, who were also involved.  Members 
on this side of the House developed this debate.  We would be more than happy to get on a plane tomorrow, 
speak to Treasurer Costello and develop that public interest test, which will be necessary if we are to 
successfully argue for competition payments to be - 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Wouldn’t it be interesting to hear the Government’s arguments?   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Its members have had half an hour to present them and they still have not developed any.   
Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I am happy to provide those arguments to the Labor Government as it has not made any 
attempt to develop them.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  If you would be happy to give us the arguments we wish to use, we would be happy to take 
them across to Canberra.   
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Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  I will use that opportunity in the five minutes in which I have to speak.  I am happy to 
provide the Treasurer with a full document of those arguments to take with him to Canberra tomorrow.  This 
clearly shows exactly where the Labor Party stands on this issue.  It is prepared to comply exactly with the 
national competition policy guidelines and fully deregulate trading hours.  That is why it has not been able to 
develop a public interest test.   
We have spoken about the market share of the major players being 80 per cent in the other States and 60 per cent 
in Western Australia.  These are some of the arguments that I hope the Premier will take to the table with the 
Treasurer tomorrow.  As I said, I will provide the Premier with a full and comprehensive document that explains 
the public interest test.   
The National Competition Council regularly recommends that States should lose competition payments because 
they have not met the criteria put forward by the National Competition Council.  It is up to the States to develop 
their own arguments.  I am still yet to fully understand where the figure of $40 million came from.  It seems that 
it has not come from the National Competition Council.  It has not said that is its figure; it has come from this 
debate.  This has happened before.  It is up to Western Australia to mount a clear and coherent argument why the 
public interest test means we should maintain that full set of payments.  Only one State, Queensland, has had its 
competition payments rejected, and that was a matter not of millions but of around $200 000.  There is clear 
evidence that Western Australia has the ability to argue very strongly with the federal Treasurer about these 
competition payments.  The National Party is extremely disappointed that it has taken this long for the Western 
Australian Labor Government to get onto the job.  We have been speaking with our federal colleagues since this 
matter first arose to make sure that Western Australia would not be disadvantaged by the loss of its competition 
payments.  It is extremely disappointing and shows the exact position of the Labor Government that it has taken 
this long for the Premier to make this an important item on his agenda.  It clearly shows where the Labor Party is 
on this issue.   

The Labor Party is moving to deregulate the liquor industry.  I hope that the Premier also has this issue on the 
table at tomorrow’s meeting.  This is the first time he has indicated that he is prepared to stand up and fight for 
small business in Western Australia.  Now that he has done that, I hope that liquor, trading hours and associated 
issues will be on the agenda for tomorrow’s meeting.  Now that he has decided to argue for the maintenance of 
competition payments on the basis of the public interest test, there is a great opportunity to protect the hoteliers 
in the system, who will be devastated by the proposed changes.  At last the Premier has recognised there is an 
issue.  At last he will begin to participate in this debate.  As I said, if the Premier really wants to deliver a public 
interest argument in this debate, he will use the one clear method of achieving that, which is to take the National 
Party on the plane with him tomorrow.  We have developed this argument and we will be happy to present it to 
the Premier to take to the federal Treasurer tomorrow.   

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [3.41 pm]:  I take up where the member for Merredin left off.  We are 
all aware that national competition policy has been around for about 10 years.  It was introduced by the Keating 
Government to address major issues in the eastern States relating to water reform, including sewerage and the 
lack of competition in macro areas.  National competition policy has since been extended to a range of areas 
across Australia.  I have found in my travels around Western Australia that it is one of the real bones of 
contention amongst people.  National competition policy is blamed for almost anything.   

I refer briefly to the potato industry, which I am well and truly aware of.  I understand that the Government of 
Western Australia must prove a public benefit test to ensure that payments continue to flow to the State.  The 
Western Australian Potato Marketing Corporation has been a corporatised body for 10 years.  The potato 
marketing board went out a long time ago.  The Potato Growers Association and the Potato Marketing 
Corporation have provided information to the Government to prove the public benefit test.  I have not heard the 
Government correct any of the reports by The West Australian or other media organisations about the structure 
of the potato market in Western Australia, so I will do it.  In Western Australia, potato production is deregulated 
for export and processing and is controlled only for the domestic market.  It is about time people in Western 
Australia understood that.  There is a public benefit test.  I spoke to the minister’s office this morning and I was 
told that the office had provided all the necessary information to the National Competition Council.  The State 
Government, the Premier and the Treasurer protested a little bit too much.  I suspect they have not provided that 
information to the National Competition Council.  Maybe somebody should be on that plane with the Premier.   

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe - Leader of the Opposition) [3.43 pm]:  The Liberal Party has no difficulty 
supporting this motion.  I want every dollar possible to come to this State.  I agree this Government does not fare 
well in commonwealth-state financial relations.  Successive Governments have pursued that issue.  I want to 
make some other observations about and put a slightly different slant on this issue.  First, as the member for 
Warren-Blackwood said, it is a fact that national competition policy was introduced by a federal Labor 
Government under Prime Minister Keating.   
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Mr E.S. Ripper:  Who signed the agreement for WA?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a fact.  The Treasurer should not try to pretend this is some Liberal policy.  A little bit 
of honesty, of which we have seen so little in this Parliament over the past day, might go a long way.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Let us be honest.  Paul Keating introduced the policy.  Who signed the agreement for WA?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I have only seven minutes in which to speak because the Government chose to gag the 
debate.  National competition policy was introduced on the initiative of the Keating Labor Government.  The 
previous Liberal-National coalition Government agreed with competition policy.  The spirit of competition 
policy was very clear.  It was about freeing up the Australian economy; having a dynamic, more open economy.  
I support those principles.  The National Competition Council web site displays this statement -  

The Council does not set reform agendas or implement reforms; these are the responsibility of the 
various governments. 

The competition principles are about reviewing - having another look at - areas in which there might be 
restrictions for commerce, trade and business within Australia.  For example, the council looks quite specifically 
at achieving competitive neutrality and structural monopolies and legislation restricting competition.  However, 
when the previous coalition Government in Western Australia agreed to national competition policy, the 
commitment was to examine constraints on competition.  There was never an agreement that the National 
Competition Council or indeed even the federal Government would dictate policy to the States or vice versa.  
Sadly, what we are seeing now could well bring about the demise of competition policy in Australia.  I think the 
system is starting to fail Australia in many respects.   
I refer to the particular issue addressed in the motion.  One of the principles of national competition policy is that 
it be kept confidential.  By moving this motion in the House - a public forum - the Premier has probably 
breached the principles of competition policy.   
Mr J.C. Kobelke:  Rubbish.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  That is the advice I received from Canberra.   
Mr M. McGowan:  From whom?   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The Treasurer’s office.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  The minister can chuckle.  The Government is playing a political stunt.  It can play the 
political game, but it should recognise that in doing so it may have jeopardised payments even further.  It is 
engaging in smart-alec stuff instead of dealing with the issue properly.  One of the principles of competition 
policy is that it be confidential.  If it is true - as I suspect it is - that it was the Government that leaked the various 
figures to the media, WA’s claim may have been jeopardised.  It is very clear from the equivocal answers given 
by the Government that it has not undertaken the public interest tests properly.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  We have.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Hand the documents over to us.   

Mr E.S. Ripper:  They are all on the Treasury web site.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It has done the tests, but it has not done them effectively.  This is important.  National 
competition policy was set up in 1995.  Under the coalition Government, not a dollar was missed in payments.   

Mr J.C. Kobelke:  The penalties didn’t apply until 2002.   

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Between 1995 and 2001, the previous Liberal-National Party Government did not have this 
problem.  It might have something to do with the fact that under the Labor Government, up to 32 pieces of 
legislation that were due to be reviewed had not been reviewed.  It had not done the work.   

I return to the way in which competition policy in Australia is degenerating.  The Australian people care about 
issues such as the collapse of Ansett Australia and intrastate transport by air, HIH Insurance and One.Tel Ltd, 
and the resulting devastation.  They are not particularly upset about newsagencies or milk rounds.  The 
competition council has started to focus on trivia rather than the big issues that affect people, jobs and 
investments in Australia.  If the council wants to look at some of the state issues, it should also look at some of 
the federal issues.  Telstra is an integrated monopoly with enormous market power.  Is Mr Samuel talking about 
Telstra?  Australia Post is a nationally legislated monopoly.  It faces no competition at all.  I know different 
issues are involved, but the single-desk selling of wheat should also be considered.  That is an issue for farmers 
either way.  The single desk is a monopoly conferred by a federal Government on a private organisation.  They 
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are bigger issues of competition and corporate collapse that affect thousands of Australians, which are far more 
important than whether a little businessman or a self-employed person has a newspaper round or not.  National 
competition policy has lost the plot, and increasingly it has become a vehicle for federal bureaucrats and federal 
agencies to try to dictate policies to the State.  The one thing that Mr Samuels should understand is that Australia 
is a federation.  It is not a system of government in which the States have been created by the Commonwealth; it 
is in fact the other way around.  Policy issues in most areas lie with the States.  I would tell Mr Samuels and the 
National Competition Council not to worry about milk rounds and newspaper rounds, not to tell farmers whether 
they can have a dam on their property or whether the rain that falls out of the sky belongs to them; they should 
get back to the big issues that affect the people of this country, look at the big restrictions of monopolisation, and 
they will find that much of it is under commonwealth regulation.  National competition policy should relate to 
the big issues in this country. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Nollamara - Leader of the House) [3.50 pm]:  I will be brief, because we want to take a 
vote on this issue before moving to private members’ business.  I welcome the support for the Premier taking the 
case to the federal Treasurer that there should not be any cut in competition payments for Western Australia.  We 
have undertaken a vast range of reforms.  We have put the public interest case in a range of areas.  Those who 
want to check can - 

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It is called the public benefit test. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  Different terms are used - maybe public benefit test.  Members can find the documents that 
have been formally submitted during the reporting process at www.dtf.wa.gov.au, and they are quite 
voluminous.  In addition, there have been a range of meetings and correspondence when we have put the case - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Why did you not run those same arguments during the trading hours debate? 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  We ran them through the whole process.  I thank the Opposition.  It is a bit disingenuous to 
support the issue and then run arguments that can be used by the federal Government against us, firstly, by 
saying that we have not put the arguments on public interest, when we have, and we will put them again and 
again; and, secondly, by saying that somehow we have breached confidentiality because we have brought this 
issue into the open.  We hope the Premier will receive the support of the Parliament when he takes these 
arguments to the federal Treasurer this week. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [3.52 pm]:  We are having this debate in the 
House because the Labor Party needs to appease the unions, which has upset this process.  We know there is no 
risk to the national competition policy being withdrawn by the Treasurer.  If the Treasurer were concerned about 
this aspect, he would have reduced his budget by $40 million.  He did not touch the bottom line of the budget 
because he knew there was no risk involved. 

Question put and passed. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE:  I seek the forbearance of the House to have recorded in Hansard that I did not hear a single 
dissenting voice on the vote just taken.  I hope the Premier can justly inform the federal Treasurer, Peter 
Costello, that the motion was passed unanimously. 
 


