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ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY BILL 2003 
Committee 

Resumed from 12 December 2003.  The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Barry House) in the Chair; Hon 
Tom Stephens (Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) in charge of the Bill. 

Clause 2:  Commencement - 
Progress was reported after Hon Tom Stephens (Minister for Local Government and Regional Development) had 
moved the following amendment, as altered by leave - 

Page 2, after line 7 - To insert - 

(3) The day fixed for the coming into operation of - 

(a) section 12(c); 

(b) section 31(4)(a); 

(c) section 45(4) and (5) and the definition of “relevant corporation” in 
section 45(6); 

(d) the definitions of “new corporation” and “Western Power Corporation” in 
section 46(1) and section 46(6); 

(e) sections 55 and 56; 

(f) Part 4; 

(g) the definitions of “Electricity Retail Corporation” and “Regional Power 
Corporation” in section 67 and section 71(4); 

(h) Part 8 Division 4; or 

(i) Part 10, 

is not to be earlier than the day on which the Electricity Corporations Act 2004 comes 
into operation.  

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Much has happened since we last considered this Bill.  In response to a series of events, 
which has been well canvassed in the media, the Government has decided to not proceed with the Electricity 
Corporations Bill.  I am advised that it will seek to withdraw that Bill.  That decision has necessitated further 
amendments to the Electricity Industry Bill to replace all references to the “Electricity Networks Corporation”, 
the “Electricity Retail Corporation”, the “Electricity Generation Corporation”, the “Regional Power 
Corporation” and the “Electricity Corporations Act 2003” with “Western Power Corporation” and the 
“Electricity Corporation Act 1994”.  These amendments to the Electricity Industry Bill 2003 have been 
incorporated into supplementary notice paper 249-1, issue No 4.  It will also be necessary for the Government to 
move amendments to the Electricity Legislation (Amendments and Transitional Provisions) Bill 2003 - this is 
new information - to remove all provisions relating to the restructure of Western Power.  That Bill also contains 
provisions to amend existing legislation, such as the Electricity Act 1945, to recognise the new market 
arrangements provided for under the Electricity Industry Bill.  Those amendments will be moved once the status 
of the Electricity Industry Bill has been determined.  We will not deal with that for a good while as we will wait 
for this place to deal with the industry Bill before determining the position.  I imagine we will delete about three-
quarters of the Bill. 

I have moved an amendment to clause 2.  I ask the Committee to defeat that amendment and clause 2.  That will 
enable us to handle the Bill in the light of these new circumstances.   

Hon Murray Criddle:  Could you explain that again?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The original suggestion was to proceed to clause 3 and then recommit clause 2.  I have 
subsequently been advised by the Clerks that clause 2 should be deleted.  We are dealing with an amendment to 
that clause.  As a result of the way in which the situation has developed, I want that amendment and the clause to 
be defeated so that we can press on with the other clauses of the Bill.  It was originally proposed to recommit 
clause 2 after the committee stage had been completed.  This clause provides that various provisions of the 
Electricity Industry Bill are not to take effect until the Electricity Corporations Bill 2003 comes into operation.  
The purpose of the Electricity Corporations Bill is to split Western Power and establish four new corporations - 
the Electricity Generation Corporation, the Electricity Retail Corporation, the Electricity Networks Corporation 
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and the Regional Power Corporation.  That Bill was to be debated after the Legislative Council’s deliberation of 
the Electricity Industry Bill.  However, as we now know, the Government will withdraw the corporations Bill.   

In late 2003 it was proposed that the Legislative Council would pass the Electricity Industry Bill before it passed 
the Electricity Corporations Bill 2003.  The third Bill, the Electricity Legislation (Amendments and Transitional 
Provisions) Bill 2003, was to be passed in 2004.  The proposal to pass only the Electricity Industry Bill in 2003 
made it necessary to quarantine the provisions in the Bill that referred to the electricity corporations to be 
established under the Electricity Corporations Bill as the corporations would not have been established at the 
time the industry Bill was passed.  The purpose of the quarantine was to enable the Electricity Industry Bill to 
operate in its own right pending the passage of the other reform legislation.  However, as the Government has 
decided to withdraw the Electricity Corporations Bill 2003, the quarantine powers provided by clause 2 of this 
Bill are no longer required.  It is also necessary to move amendments to remove all references to the “Electricity 
Corporations Act 2003” and the various new corporations from the Electricity Industry Bill and to replace those 
with references to the “Electricity Corporation Act 1994” and “Western Power Corporation”.  Accordingly, I am 
asking the Committee to defeat the amendment that has been moved and to then defeat clause 2.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Like the minister, I seek the opportunity at the commencement of this debate to state our 
position on the Electricity Corporations Bill 2003, the Electricity Legislation (Amendments and Transitional 
Provisions) Bill 2003 and the Electricity Industry Bill 2003, which we have previously debated.  The reason I am 
indicating the Liberal Party’s position is that after reading with interest the changed position of the Government, 
as reported by the media, the Liberal Party was clearly required to reconsider the commitments it had previously 
given to this place.  I indicate that the Liberal Party has agreed to support the Electricity Industry Bill 2003 but 
not the Electricity Corporations Bill 2003 or the Electricity Legislation (Amendments and Transitional 
Provisions) Bill 2003.  That is consistent with the view I put in this place on 9 December.  To make it very clear 
where the Liberal Party stands, I will read the position I put on 9 December.  At that time I said that there 
remained an opportunity for negotiation on the other two Bills; that is, the Liberal Party had said it would 
support a networks corporation and a regional power corporation but that it would not agree to the splitting of the 
state generation and state retail sectors.  To a degree, that is now superfluous because the Government has 
changed its position and the minister has just indicated - as I understood it - that the Government intends to 
withdraw the Electricity Corporations Bill and to propose certain amendments to the Electricity Legislation 
(Amendments and Transitional Provisions) Bill 2003.  The minister has made it clear that the latter Bill will not 
be dealt with today.  However, when I find out what is to happen - when the dust has settled - I will need to get 
further instructions.  At the moment, I have been instructed to oppose that Bill.  
Hon Tom Stephens:  That is understood.  I think that will be dealt with well after the passage of this Bill and 
when we have seen how this has panned out.  
Hon GEORGE CASH:  In that regard, the Liberal Party agrees with the Government’s decision to delay that 
matter so that we can establish what, if any, transitional provisions will be required after the passage of the 
Electricity Industry Bill 2003.  On 9 December, I said in this place -  

The Liberal Party has considered the Government’s legislation, and it has agreed to support the 
Electricity Industry Bill 2003 in the form in which it has been presented to Parliament.  It has further 
agreed to vote for appropriate amendments to the Electricity Corporations Bill 2003 to achieve a 
separate Electricity Networks Corporation and a Regional Power Corporation.  The Liberal party room 
has voted to oppose the Electricity Legislation (Amendments and Transitional Provisions) Bill 2003.  
However, depending on the amendments presented to Parliament by the Government to achieve a 
separate Electricity Networks Corporation and a Regional Power Corporation, it may be procedurally 
necessary for Liberal Party members to vote for the required transitional provisions to bring those two 
corporations into effect, and, therefore, to satisfy the intent of the party room decision.  I make it clear 
that it is not for the Opposition to rewrite the Government’s legislation; it is for the Opposition to state 
its position to enable the Government to consider the amendments necessary to achieve the position, 
should that be the desire of the Government.  Unlike the Liberal Opposition and other minor parties, the 
Government has the resources and benefit of parliamentary counsel to ensure that appropriate and 
meaningful amendments are forthcoming to achieve a mutually satisfactory outcome.  

Over the ensuing Christmas break it became obvious that negotiations were not able to conclude any support for 
the Electricity Corporations Bill 2003 and we now will support only the Electricity Industry Bill 2003.  I agree 
with the minister’s suggestion that we defeat clause 2 of the Bill.  When clause 2 was last debated, the minister, 
by leave, amended the amendment; the minister said that an amendment to the amendment was moved.  I do not 
think that we need to agree to it again, because it has already been agreed to.  We simply have to defeat clause 2.  
However, I will leave it to the minister to seek any additional advice that might be necessary.  We agree to defeat 
clause 2, so that we can move on to the remainder of the amendments, many of which delete references to the 
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Electricity Corporations Bill 2003 and substitute consequential amendments that are necessary, given the 
Government’s decision to withdraw that Bill in due course. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  A lot has happened in the past couple of months.  My party opposed these Bills 
when they were last before Parliament on the basis that it was opposed to disaggregation “until power supplies in 
regional areas are reliable and a mechanism is developed to ensure that future infrastructure and generation is 
reliable and affordable, with supply charges based on the current tariff arrangement”.  I have received absolutely 
no communication from the Government regarding proposed changes.  For me to change my position, I will have 
to listen to the debate and make a decision on the amendments to the Electricity Industry Bill when we come to a 
final vote.  Unless regional Western Australia receives some benefit, the National Party’s position will remain 
the same as that enunciated at the conference.  There is a strong view in the country that the required 
infrastructure arrangements are not in place to satisfy these demands.  I have spoken to people in the industry 
regarding the calling of tenders for enhancing the generation of power.  For the past 12 months it has been 
mooted that a tender be let for coal in the Collie area.  I have been encouraged by the people in that industry to 
request the Government to put out that tender as soon as possible and I do not see any impediments to that tender 
being released.  I am advised that the environmental differences between gas and coal are not as great as have 
been enunciated by some people.  I am advised that the methane issue relating to coal is a small one and that coal 
is a quite respectable source of generating fuel. 
I will be listening to the debate.  Obviously this must be a workable package, so I will not stand in the way of 
this legislation, but it must be workable at the end of the day.  I will obviously make some points as we move 
through the debate, but the underlying issue for those of us who live in regional Western Australia - I live at the 
end of the line - is that we have a reasonable source of power and that the generation capacity of the network be 
enhanced for the future of Western Australian industry. 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  I supported the Government when this matter was debated previously, but this is 
obviously a different ballgame.  I am in a similar situation to Hon Murray Criddle.  I have not received a briefing 
as to what are the Government’s plans, but my position is very similar to his.   
Hon Tom Stephens:  Was there anything that the member wanted me to respond to? 
Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Probably not, except that I look forward to receiving a briefing on the Government’s 
new plans. 
The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Simon O’Brien):  The Committee is considering clause 2.  On 12 December, 
the Minister for Local Government and Regional Development had moved to insert the words shown on the 
supplementary notice paper No 249, issue No 4, folio 41/2, that at page 2, after line 7, to insert a new subclause 
(3).  The question the Committee is still confronted with, in the first instance, is that the words proposed to be 
inserted be inserted.  I understand the minister may be seeking leave to withdraw that amendment? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  That is very good advice from the Chair.  I seek leave to withdraw that amendment.  It 
will be necessary then to retain the commencement provision, because if the whole clause were defeated, there 
would not be a commencement provision.  Therefore, I seek leave to withdraw the amendment standing in my 
name. 
Amendment, by leave, withdrawn. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I will now speak to the clause as provided for in the Bill itself without any additional 
amendment.  Clause 2 states - 

(1) This Act comes into operation on a day fixed by proclamation. 
(2) Different days may be fixed under subsection (1) for different provisions. 

On 12 December there was some discussion on why there may be a need to provide for different days to be fixed 
under subclause (1) for different provisions.  Now that it has been agreed to withdraw earlier propositions put by 
the minister in respect of certain clauses of the Bill, why does there remain a need for different days to be fixed 
for different provisions? 
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The intent is to retain that flexibility.  The intention is for the Bill to be proclaimed as 
soon as possible after its passage through the House, but it has been drafted in that way to allow for some 
flexibility.  At this stage I have not been advised what circumstances could emerge that would require the 
exercise of that flexibility that is being entrusted to the Government by retaining those words in the 
commencement provision. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  The minister’s answer was the answer I was afraid I would get; that is, it included the 
word flexibility.  It seems that if we are to have flexibility, we need to know to what areas of the Bill the 
flexibility is to be applied.  I understand the minister and parliamentary counsel’s position.  It would be very nice 
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if the Bill were so flexible that the Government could do what it wanted to at any time without breaching any of 
the provisions of the future Act.   

On 12 December we talked about parts 4 and 10 of the Bill as areas that would potentially need to be flexible.  Is 
that still the case?  If it is, why is that so?  Will this flexibility be applied to any other parts of the Bill?  The 
minister has been a member of Parliament for more than 20 years and he knows that unless there is some 
certainty in what is being proposed, the House will basically be giving a blank cheque not to the Government, 
but through the Government to the bureaucracy.  That is where many of these problems arise, and that is why I 
ask those questions.  The minister might be answering me in good faith - I am sure he is - but it may be that 
second and third agendas are being developed because the terminology that we have used is vague and general.  I 
want the Bill to provide certainty.  When the minister is able to provide that certainty, I believe we will be able 
to support the proposition.  However, to say that general flexibility is needed is stretching our good faith and the 
Government’s credibility just a bit too far.  Those are the very words that the minister would have used when he 
was on this side of the House.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Nonetheless, when Hon George Cash was on this side of the House, the very arguments 
that he used would have included -  

Hon Barry House:  Trust us.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  No.  I have to acknowledge that when Hon George Cash was in government, he always 
put very compelling arguments to the House.  As members know, he is one of the best debaters not only in this 
Chamber, but also in the Parliament.  I am advised that part 10 of the Bill will not need to be given flexibility 
because it will be deleted from the Bill.  However, part 4 will remain in the Bill.  We do not need to provide it 
with flexibility because we will deal with that straightaway.  That is what will be proclaimed as soon as the Bill 
passes through the House.  

I am advised that the flexibility that will be needed in handling the proclamation of this legislation could, for 
example, be required in reference to part 9, which deals with the wholesale electricity market.  I am loath to 
develop these points too precisely for the House, because there is a risk that an amendment could immediately be 
moved.  If I box myself in too tightly, the amendment could limit us to the parts for which we are endeavouring 
to retain flexibility.  Therefore, members might not fully describe to the House all the flexibility that will be 
necessary.  However, the advice I am relaying to the House is that flexibility may be needed for part 9.  I 
encourage any further advice to be given to the House now, because there is a risk that an amendment could 
suddenly be moved that could limit the Bill to having a potential proclamation date for provisions other than the 
provisions for which members are asking for flexibility.  That is the only advice I have been able to extract and 
relay to the House.  Other parts of the Bill may require flexibility.  I am urging the House to retain the Bill with 
its current commencement arrangement.  That means the House is being presumed upon in a way about which it 
has previously expressed its dislike.  However, the complexity of this legislation is such that the Government is 
asking for some flexibility with regard to the proclamation date.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I appreciate the minister’s comments and I accept them in the good faith in which I 
believe they have been given.  Although the Liberal Party has the option to move to delete clause 2(2), the 
minister is correct in saying that that may have some unintended consequences, and we do not wish to visit upon 
the Government consequences that we cannot foresee at this stage.  The minister has been fair and frank in his 
proposition.  My argument is not with the minister or with the Government; it is with the bureaucracy, although I 
accept that the minister represents the Government and defends whatever words are in the Bill.  However, if 
members want to insert a proposed subparagraph under subsection (1) that allows different days to be fixed for 
the commencement of different provisions, at the very least, they should come into the Chamber with a plausible 
argument so that the Parliament has the certainty for which it is asking.  We will support clause 2 in its present 
form.   

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  The Greens (WA) also looked at the issue of different clauses having different 
proclamation dates.  I do not think it is the Government’s intention in any way, shape or form to get things out of 
kilter.  However, if certain clauses of the Bill are proclaimed before other clauses, the Government might find 
itself in legal strife.  I have some concerns, because there is no certainty as to which provisions may be 
proclaimed before others.   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  In all likelihood, the whole Bill will be proclaimed as it has been dealt with by this 
House.  However, the provision in the proclamation clause of the Bill - clause 2 - will retain some flexibility just 
in case, for instance, the wholesale electricity market part of the Bill needs to be proclaimed at a different time 
from the rest of the legislation.  I have no other argument to put.  It may be that something will emerge, but there 
is nothing that we anticipate or envisage.   



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 2 March 2004] 

 p6b-12a 
Mr Tom Stephens; Hon George Cash; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Paddy Embry; Deputy Chairman; Hon Robin 

Chapple 

 [5] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  Is there a hypothetical possibility that the Government may never proclaim this piece 
of legislation?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It is not our intention to not proclaim this legislation.  Parliamentary time is pretty 
precious.  It is our intention to proclaim this legislation.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3: Terms used in this Act -  
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Before the minister moves the amendment in his name, I would like him to clarify a 
couple of issues.  The definition of “authority” means the Economic Regulation Authority established by the 
Economic Regulation Authority Act 2003.  Has this Act been proclaimed?  Was it proclaimed in its entirety?  If 
not, why was it not proclaimed in its entirety?  My next question relates to the definition of the word “customer”, 
which is defined in the Bill as a person to whom electricity is sold for the purpose of consumption.  Are there 
other persons or groups who are sold electricity for a purpose other than consumption; and, if yes, in what 
circumstances?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  With regard to the second question, one circumstance would be a sale from a generator 
to a retailer who was not involved in consumption.  With regard to the first question, I hope that the other 
officers who are outside the Chamber will immediately check on the answer that I am about to give and will send 
quickly into the Chamber any correction if my answer is wrong.  We understand that the legislation will be 
proclaimed in its entirety.  However, if any part of the legislation will not be proclaimed, and if the officers 
outside who are working with us on this legislation are able to correct the advice that I am now giving to the 
Chamber, no doubt a bit of paper will be brought into the Chamber very quickly and I will jump to my feet.  I 
move -  

Page 3, after line 19 - To insert - 

“relevant corporation” means Western Power Corporation or a body corporate that is a 
subsidiary, as defined in section 3 of the Electricity Corporation Act 1994, of Western 
Power Corporation; 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The minister is proposing to insert a definition of “relevant corporation” that includes 
the definition of “subsidiary” as provided in section 3 of the Electricity Corporation Act.  Why has “relevant 
corporation” been used rather than “subsidiary” as defined in the Electricity Corporation Act?  What is the 
difference?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The words “relevant corporation” provide us with the opportunity of referring to 
Western Power Corporation and/or its subsidiaries.  Currently there are subsidiaries of Western Power.  One 
such subsidiary is Bright Telecommunications, the South Perth company that has been involved in the trenching 
of broadband capacity, which I think was a project of the previous Government.  Presumably there are other 
subsidiaries, perhaps not quite as well known as Bright Telecommunications.   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Under the definition of “relevant corporation” could corporations known as the 
electricity networks corporation, the electricity generation corporation, the electricity retail corporation and the 
regional power corporation be established within the existing entity of Western Power Corporation?  I see no 
reason that Western Power Corporation could not do that, because it is a body corporate, and that would fall 
within the definition of “subsidiary”, but perhaps the minister could confirm that.  Is it intended that those 
subsidiaries or relevant corporations be established? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  My advice is that the answer is no.  In order to establish such a networks corporation, 
Western Power would need a statutory authority that is not currently available to it under the statute.  I do not 
currently have available to me exactly what part of the statute has enabled the establishment of the subsidiary 
Bright Telecommunications, for instance.  The answer being provided to me is that it can be established as a 
company but not as a statutory corporation.   

The DEPUTY CHAIRMAN (Hon Simon O’Brien):  Order!  This is a difficult and complicated Bill, but if I may 
assist the minister, perhaps he should take advice at the Table in a silent manner, and any contribution that the 
minister may then wish to make to the debate will, when he is recognised by the Chair, be recorded.  It is not 
available to this Committee for strangers who are acting in the capacity of advisers to give audible advice as the 
actual response of the minister.  I think we are on the verge of getting to that situation, and possibly we did get to 
that situation.   
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Thank you very much for your advice, Mr Deputy Chairman; you are absolutely right.  
The Chair is making the point that the minister is responsible for the information that he gives to the Chamber.  I 
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am dependent on an adviser, because I am here in a representative capacity, energy not being my portfolio 
responsibility - what a pity -  
Hon Norman Moore:  There is no excuse, I am afraid!  
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  We never let the Leader of the Opposition use that excuse, so I do not see why he 
should let me get away with it.  I recognise that the response that I am about to give will not be the final word so 
far as Hon George Cash is concerned, but effectively we are dealing with a statutory corporation.  There will be 
no statutory authority for a networks corporation to come into existence.  Hon George Cash is pointing out, I 
think accurately, that Western Power could establish a networks company, but it would have no statutory 
authorisation - a bit like Bright Telecommunications - other than to the extent that the statute under which 
Western Power operates has enabled it to set up some subsidiaries.  I can see what may hang on this down the 
track, but nonetheless the advice that I relay to the Chamber is that no statutory authorisation is being given for 
Western Power to establish a networks corporation.  However, it appears to me - this is not on advice - that the 
proposition that Hon George Cash is putting to the Chamber is correct; namely, that nothing would stop the 
corporation from establishing a networks company.  However, it would have no statutory basis.   
Hon GEORGE CASH:  The statutory provisions of the Electricity Corporation Act 1994 provide for a subsidiary 
to be established.  Would it therefore be possible for Western Power to create internally a regional power 
corporation, an electricity corporation and an electricity network corporation?  I agree with the minister; I think 
it can be done.  The statutory authority is there for it to create corporate entities.  The minister referred to the 
Bright corporate entity that exists now.  There may have been some confusion about whether those corporations 
were being agreed to by way of a statute.  For instance, the Electricity Corporation Bill would have created a 
particular entity and then provided it with the statutory authority to do various things.  The Opposition has said 
that will not happen.  However, I want to confirm whether Western Power is in a position to create those internal 
subsidiary organisations because Western Power may wish to consider that.  Surely, as a matter of management, 
those operational areas would be divisible in some form.  Although they all come under the same umbrella, 
surely, operationally, some division is possible within Western Power.  My question is: can they be further 
divided by being put into a separate corporate entity?   

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Hon George Cash is correct that business divisions exist within Western Power.  They 
report through the statutory corporate structure to the Western Power board.  I am advised that any subsidiary 
company structure would report to the Western Power board.  Hon George Cash asked whether a network 
corporation could be established that is somehow responsible to its own board.  Advice to me is that the existing 
unamended statute does not allow anything other than reporting through the main Western Power board.  I hope 
that is an adequate answer to Hon George Cash’s question.  I do not have the flow chart of the Bright company 
governance structure.  I wish I did.  If I am to be asked more questions of this sort I will make sure the officers 
from Western Power are here to throw some light onto those detailed questions.  I have available to me now the 
people who have been drafting the reform legislation, not the Western Power operatives.  I imagine that that 
structure is such that it reports to the board.  I do not have information available on exactly how reporting is done 
by a subsidiary such as Bright. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It appears that the minister and I are travelling down the same road.  I am confused 
about the fact that Western Power cannot establish a subsidiary, as is defined in the Electricity Corporation Act 
1994.  For some reason a subsidiary cannot have its own board of directors; it must report to the board of 
Western Power.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  Apparently we cannot have a subsidiary corporation but a subsidiary company.  Does that 
help?   

Hon GEORGE CASH:  In normal terms a company and a corporation are said to be the same types of entities.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  We are talking about a statutory corporation compared with a company.  

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes.  I think some confusion exists and I want to clarify the matter.  I am not suggesting 
that this would be an underhanded way of establishing an electricity network corporation.  We know the Bill 
provides authority to do certain things.  That was the reason for the proposed statute.  I am asking why Western 
Power cannot now establish a corporate body known as a subsidiary under the definition of the Electricity 
Corporation Act.  I do not want to waste time on this.  The minister might like to come back in due course and 
make some general comments.  It is not a tricky question; however, advice that has been tendered has now 
confused me.  I am not talking about a statutory corporation as we in Parliament know one to be.  I am referring 
to a corporate entity established under the meaning of the Corporations (Western Australia) Act.  If no other 
members want to follow this line, the minister might let me know what it is about in due course.  
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I refer to section 30(2) of the Electricity Corporation Act 1994 under the powers and 
functions of the corporation, which reads in part - 

(b) enter into any contract or arrangement;  
That appears to indicate that it can establish other business entities.  It continues - 

(d) acquire, establish and operate - 

(i) any undertaking (including any necessary tenements and licences) for the production, 
recovery, conversion, processing or transport of any fuel or source of energy; and  

(ii) any associated undertaking;  

The powers in the Act appear to be fairly broad and to enable Western Power to do almost anything it wishes 
other than to establish another statutory corporation within its structure.  It appears to be able to establish 
business arrangements, partnerships and joint ventures.  Although they may not be corporations, if Western 
Power wishes to establish business units to carry out those functions, I think it can.  
Amendment put and passed.  
Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I move - 

Page 4, after line 11 - To insert - 

“Western Power corporation” means the body corporate that is Western Power Corporation 
under section 4(1) of the Electricity Corporation Act 1994. 

Amendment put and passed. 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  The definition of the south west interconnected system means the interconnected 
transmission and distribution systems.  Paragraph (b) under that definition states - 

into which electricity is supplied by  

(i) one or more of the electricity generation plants at . . .  

(ii) any prescribed electricity generation plant; 

What responsibility does the corporation have to ensure that the conductor is in the right condition to carry any 
extra requirement given that more power generation is available? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The member’s reference relates to the Electricity Corporations Bill, which contains an 
obligation on the corporation to maintain the infrastructure to which the member refers.  That issue, however, is 
not dealt with by the Bill before the Committee. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to sessional orders. 

[Continued on page 21.] 
 


