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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 

Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR MARSHALL (Dawesville - Parliamentary Secretary) [2.42 pm]:  With so many people walking out of the 
House, I feel that I know what it must be like for those people who run the 7.30 Report on Channel 2 who do not 
know how many people are turning off the program to go to the major commercial channels.   

I have often been asked why I became a politician.  I simply wonder why members of the Opposition use the 
opportunity of the last Address-in-Reply before the election to bag this Government.  The Opposition has 
convinced me that it does not know how to give credit where credit is due.  There are many types of politicians.  
They include number-crunchers, legislative gurus, knockers and the electorate issue workers.  I belong to a group 
that works hard for my electorate, and I work hard for my electorate of Dawesville because I live there, my 
friends are there and I believe in my electorate.  Winning for the Dawesville constituents is what gets my 
adrenaline going.  Whether it is a $220m, 500-pen marina project that the Government is putting in at the 
dolphin pool; whether it is two $5 000 fishing platforms for the disabled and retired people at the Dawesville 
Channel; whether it is helping the residents of Falcon who have difficulty paying the sewerage connection fees; 
or whether it is arranging special help for cancer sufferers, they are all important issues.   

The electorate of Dawesville is arguably the largest country electorate in Western Australia.  Some 50 per cent of 
its population is made up of people who have come to the area over the past few years.  It is amazing how many 
constituents need assistance.  When things go wrong for single parents who do not know their neighbours and 
cannot get to their relatives, they will ring their local member, and it is an honour that they do so.  At the end of 
the day, in an electorate office as busy as mine, a member can say that he or she has been a consultant on 
community welfare, area planning, business opportunities, the environment, immigration, family interests, 
marriage guidance and local government issues.  As well as this, the member is involved in task forces for major 
development projects in the region.  Life is not dull and one must wear a number of hats.  The week’s activities 
may include guest-speaking arrangements, chairing meetings, fundraising at quiz nights, auctioneering for 
special charity events and community functions.  The local politician must be aware that every issue is important 
no matter how big or small.   

Surprisingly, people are inclined to remember the small, personal things that a politician achieves rather than the 
new infrastructure developments in which he is involved.  An example of that is the new Peel health centre, 
which the Government constructed.  The member for Mandurah and I fought for five years to establish that 
hospital.  Three Ministers for Health came and went and we changed an old, 30-bed hospital into a magnificent 
140-bed hospital.  I put this on the top of the list of achievements.  Only 20 months after it opened, the centre is 
taken for granted.  We should have another 20 or 30 beds.  In making that statement, I think about how, six years 
ago, the Opposition said that the centre was not warranted.  Local Labor people were saying, “We want our 30-
bed hospital.  We don’t want any progress.”  The centre is now completed and is on show; however, it is taken 
for granted.  The same applies to the 800-seat Mandurah Performing Arts Centre.  It is the best cultural centre - 

Mr Court:  How many seats does it have?   

Mr MARSHALL:  The main auditorium has 800 seats. 

Mr Court:  I thought you said 100 seats.  

Mr MARSHALL:  The 100-seat centre is in the extra special performing arts centre alongside the main building.  
This is a magnificent cultural centre; indeed, it is the best that can be found in any country region.  It has hosted 
performances by James Morrison, Jon English, John Williamson, Mickey Rooney, Rowena Wallace, the Spirit of 
the Dance Irish dancers, Kate Ceberano, Dennis Waterman, Tommy Emmanuel and the London Symphony 
Orchestra.  When I told members of the Opposition about that four years ago and asked whether any of them 
would like to join me, in black tie, and come up the river in my boat to attend the leading opera or ballet 
productions, they laughed because they did not have the vision to see what could be achieved.  When I was on 
my way to the London Symphony Orchestra concert I wondered why did I not bring the boat?  Why did I not 
ring the member for Peel? 

Mr Court:  You could have pulled a few pots on the way.   

Mr MARSHALL:  Not on a black tie occasion.  It has been only two or three years since the opening of that 
centre.  It is easy to forget that it was the coalition Government's vision, confidence and financial commitment to 
the arts and country regions that allowed the centre to be built.  Members should not get me wrong; I am not 
blaming the people for forgetting, because that is the way of life.   
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Mr Marlborough:  Does the member remind the people that Labor built the Dawesville cut? 

Mr MARSHALL:  I do.  The Dawesville cut was the best thing the Labor Party ever thought of constructing.  
The Dawesville Channel - not cut; the word “channel” is much more sophisticated - is one of the best things that 
has happened there.  The coalition Government constructed it for $45m instead of the Opposition's estimated 
$85m, which was the difference in cost between the two parties.  I do not blame people for forgetting what they 
have received in the past, because that is the way of life.  Once people have something, they forget they ever 
needed or wanted it.  Education is a prime example of that.  Tutors like to be paid in advance, because once 
something is learnt, one believes one knew it all the time; therefore, one does not like to have to pay the tutor.   

I must admit that I was caught out with the same theory, because, with an election coming up next year, I 
thought I had better find out what I had promised my electors in 1996.  Only last weekend I got out the 
information and - I can breathe again - in the past four years we have been able to bring to fruition all of the 
promises that were made.  This is worth listening to, because people forget what has been achieved.  Under 
education, the Government said that computer technology and access to the Internet would become available to 
all of the local schools and that school computers would be upgraded with the latest software.  The Government 
also said that it would review the secondary education system in my electorate and, consequently, a new high 
school will soon be operating for 11 and 12-year-olds.  It will be a wonderful campus and an innovation for 
education in the area.  We will also have a middle school to cater for the demands of the older children coming 
to Halls Head and a new primary school will be built in the Florida area.   

As far as Health is concerned, we said that we would complete the hospital, and that has been done.  It has been 
taken for granted, but it is a magnificent achievement for the area.  We said that we would improve the mental 
health and maternity facilities, and that has been done.  We have also built a seniors' day hospital.   

We also sought extra funding for mosquito control.  About $1m went into the budget for that runnelling, of 
which members are aware, and more money has been put into spraying for mosquito control.  It costs $25 000 
every time a helicopter flies overhead to spray. 

Mr Marlborough:  There is a new name for you - Nostradamus.  

Mr MARSHALL:   Everyone worries about law and order, and they will not accept that anything is being done.  
We pushed for a more visible police presence on the streets.  We said that there would be harsher penalties, 
especially for car theft, burglaries and home invasions.  All of that has been done.  For the benefit of Hansard, 
opposition members are screaming; they have white line fever!  They cross over the line in this House and all we 
hear is negativity.  I like to think that this is an optimistic State and that the people who will be leading it are 
optimistic.  Glory be, members opposite should change their theories if they think they will ever be in control of 
this State.   

We said that the Creery wetlands would become part of the Peel regional park.  In fact, when the inner structure 
plan for the Peel regional park was designed, the map included more green parts than ever before.  
Representatives from the green movement rang our office continually to thank us for what we had done.  We 
also ensured that both ocean entrances were kept open.  I keep reminding members of this, because it is taken for 
granted.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr MARSHALL:  The Eagles supporters on the other side took it for granted that they would be superior to the 
Dockers.  Suddenly, the Dockers crept up when the money was on and won by one point to knock off the Eagles.  
Members should not take things for granted. 

Mr Marlborough:  You said that Peel would win the premiership in four years.  

Mr MARSHALL:  Members should listen to our record on transport. 

Ms MacTiernan:  Tell us about the railway line you promised in 1993. 

Mr MARSHALL:  I said that we would ensure that a rail link between Perth and Mandurah would be built.  The 
members of the Opposition have been saying that there would be a rail link from Fremantle to Rockingham to 
Mandurah.  Why would they say that? 

Mr Marlborough:  Commonsense, I would have thought.   

Mr MARSHALL:  The Opposition had the seats.  Mandurah belonged to the Opposition at that stage.   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members! 
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Mr MARSHALL:  Fremantle is supposed to be an opposition stronghold.  However, when Parker seemed to slip 
away in the by-election, it lost the primary vote in Fremantle.  If the Greens (WA) had not given the Opposition 
the preferences, it might not hold that seat.  Still opposition members said that the rail link would be from 
Fremantle to Rockingham to Mandurah.  When it was put out for public consultation, Fremantle was not in the 
equation.  Everyone wants the rail link to go from Mandurah to Perth.  Destiny dictates that this Government will 
build that rail link and the 1996 promise will be achieved.  

Ms MacTiernan:  It is a great promise.   

Mr MARSHALL:  We said that we would fast-track the freeway.  It is now being extended to Safety Bay Road, 
and all of the flyovers will facilitate the removal of the lights. 

Ms MacTiernan:  When did you last drive down there? 

Mr MARSHALL:  In 1996 we said that we would monitor all suburban needs for bus transport, and we have 
done that.  We also said that we would have extra fast services from Mandurah via Rockingham through 
Kwinana to speed up the bus transport to Perth, and we have done that.  I breathed a sigh of relief when I could 
tick off every one of my promises.  I thought, what else have we done?  That does not seem much.  I asked my 
office assistant to collate the amount of money that had been spent in the area.  It came to about $86m over the 
past four years.  People ask what the Government is doing for them.  About $47m was spent on hospitals and 
mosquito control, and $29m was spent on education.  People may ask where $29m would go on education.  Of 
course it goes into the infrastructure of new schools, but $30 000 was spent on the Falcon early childhood centre, 
$117 000 was spent on the Greenfields pre-primary school and $114 000 was spent on its early childhood centre.  
I could go through the Education moneys that are taken for granted, but people are now saying that it is lovely 
that the Government is recognising the needs of country regions.   

An amount of $5 300 was spent on Mandurah coast care.  That does not sound like a lot of money, but it was 
very important in that area, as was the $29 600 for the restoration of Tims Thicket and the White Hill dunes.  I 
was pleased to learn that we had received $840 000 for sport and recreation, which is close to the member for 
Peel's heart.  Because of that, the Halls Head bowling club has a new pavilion and the Mandurah hockey club has 
a new international surface.  I am moving from the big amounts of $205 000 to the smaller amounts, which are 
just as important, such as the $5 000 for the Mandurah junior baseball club and $30 000 for the South Mandurah 
tennis club for four extra courts.   

I am also very proud of the total amount of $689 000 that was spent on Family and Children's Services in our 
area, of which $460 000 was spent on Coodanup Family House.  The Minister for Family and Children’s 
Services visited our area recently and I know she is very proud of the new building.  It is in a low economic area 
and is available for people who need immediate assistance, such as single parents.  It is in a perfect location and 
has been money well spent.  The Greenfields Family Community Centre received $25 000 and the Pat Thomas 
women's refuge received $60 000.  I have mentioned only a few examples to illustrate for members the variety of 
things a Government needs to ensure a facility will be successful.   

The Mandurah Ocean Marina received $2.5m, and $62 000 was spent on tourism development in the Peel area.  
Mandurah is the most visited one-day destination in Western Australia, so that was money well spent too.  We 
fought for and got the traffic lights at Peelwood Parade and at Murdoch Drive, which amounted to $148 000 and 
$90 000 respectively.  About $500 000 was spent on employment and training in the Mandurah area.  We all 
know that the level of youth unemployment in Mandurah is very high, so that money is needed to improve 
opportunities for youngsters.  The Winjan Aboriginal Corporation also received $254 000.   

I realise that figures are easy to cite.  When people hear so many at once, they do not want to listen, and the 
Opposition feels a bit guilty because it has not been able to match it.  I can now say that all this good work has 
resulted in about $86m being spent in that area.   

The Dawesville deviation is an $8m project to bypass one of the most dangerous pieces of road in the area, 
which, through bad forward planning in the early days, is narrow and curved with built-up urban development on 
either side so it cannot be straightened or widened.  Its construction is currently under way, and it will be 
magnificent not only for the people of that area but also for people travelling to the south west.  Money has also 
been spent on the restoration of Falcon Beach, which is continually under stress because of the Dawesville 
Channel.  When nature is hindered, we do not always get it right.  We have had five or six years to get it right. 

Mr Riebeling:  You do not always get it right. 

Mr MARSHALL:  We expect to.  The member for Burrup and I are laymen and we rely on professionals who 
are trained in that area to give us the best advice.  I believe we will get this right.  The new junior sailing club at 
Port Bouvard has been created.  The Dawesville Channel has created many opportunities.   
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A new Peel lifesaving club and junior sailing club will be provided there, and two new fishing platforms will 
join the two in existence.  The fishing is tremendous recreation for people in the area.  Three new schools have 
been provided, and AlintaGas has reached the Port Bouvard Bridge, so natural gas will service the area with cost 
benefits and other advantages.  Also, the Peel Thunder Football Club is central in helping to put the place on the 
map.  If we had not established that club, two youngsters - one of whom I think is from Rockingham -  

Mr Court:  I seem to recall you were backing East Fremantle for a few years. 

Mr MARSHALL:  I am a life member of East Fremantle Football Club and the No 1 badge holder for Peel 
Thunder - it is a difficult situation.  However, not everyone has the opportunity to create a football club.  I did it 
first with the D grade Wesley Old Boys in the Amateurs, and, blow me down, I had the opportunity 10 years 
later to go into the big time - if it can be called that - with Westar Rules.  Consequently, two youngsters are being 
recognised from Peel who have progressed through junior football and have been sent to the national talent scout 
camp.  If they can make the grade, they are on their way to professional football.  That will be a result of the 
creation of the Peel Thunder Football Club.  

These comments are not meant as a brag, but I remind the House that this Government has made an important 
contribution to our State.  Rather than being maligned by the Opposition, the Government should be respected 
for its performance.  I am particularly proud of how the coalition Government has stabilised the State and given 
our youth a future to look forward to.  I did not think there was a future for my children 12 years ago.  I could 
not see anything that would give them the lifestyle all my friends and I have achieved.  I was so incensed by the 
situation that I gave up my retirement to enter Parliament.  People said, "Don't just talk about it, do something 
about it." 

That is a brief résumé of what is happening in my electorate, which is a small portion of what is happening in the 
State.  I am proud and confident that the young people of our State have the chance of a lifetime.  I have two 
grandchildren.  While this coalition Government remains in power, I will be proud to stand up and be counted 
and say, "You youngsters have a chance in life."  I could not say that when the State was governed by the 
previous Labor Government.  I cannot complain about this Government:  More money has been injected into the 
Dawesville region in the last eight years than was previously provided in the history of the area.  As its 
representative, I am naturally very pleased.  It is my duty, privilege and pleasure to serve the people of 
Dawesville with distinction, and may the adrenaline continue to run. 

MR RIEBELING (Burrup) [3.03 pm]:  The member for Dawesville should also have said when discussing the 
future for our children that the legacy of this Government in working conditions is that Robe River workers at 
Pannawonica work 176 hours a fortnight.  What does the member think about that happening under his 
Government's legislation?  If the member is proud of that, he should stick with it.  We should have been proud of 
the fact that Western Australia had an environment in which people worked 40 or 50 hours a week, but 176 
hours a fortnight is a massive amount and is not designed to get the best out of the work force.   

Mr Wiese:  How much do they take home? 

Mr RIEBELING:  A quality of life issue is involved as well, is there not?  The Hamersley Iron Pty Limited 
takeover of that operation - which I understand will be official in the next couple of weeks - may lead to a 
different management position on working conditions.  That would be a plus from the takeover for the work 
force, although some negatives are involved.  However, I was not going to mention that matter in this speech.   

I now touch on a number of matters in my electorate that should have been included in deliberations on 
improvements in this State.  Unlike the member for Dawesville, I am not exceedingly happy about the 
Government's activities.  If a similar checklist of promises made during the last election campaign were applied 
to my electorate as was applied to the electorate of Dawesville, almost no promises could be ticked off.  We have 
had to coerce this Government into honouring its promise to build a new Pope's Nose Bridge at Point Samson.  It 
was promised and funded at the election before last, but the Government withdrew funds and it was not built.  
Tragically, a young child was killed on that bridge last year, which I think prompted the Government to ensure 
that funding for that bridge, and others between Roebourne and Karratha, would be provided.  Of all the major 
capital work promises made by this Government, that was the only one honoured.   

The Government speaks proudly of how much it provides for education.  As the Minister for Education knows 
well, many schools in the Pilbara region were built 30 years ago when the iron ore industry was being 
established.  They were built with technology that meant the schools had a life expectancy of about 20 years, 
which was how long the industry was expected to last.  The schools are showing severe ageing 30 years later, 
and in some places are decayed to such an extent that major redevelopment - not maintenance - is needed.   

Mr Barnett:  As in Port Hedland.   
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Mr RIEBELING:  What is happening in Port Hedland may be great. 

Mr Barnett:  We have built a new school. 

Mr RIEBELING:  Apart from Tambrey Primary School, the Government has built no new schools in the area. 

Mr Barnett:  A new facility is going up at Tom Price. 

Mr RIEBELING:  That is after the election; it is a $100 000 commitment for a $2m job at this stage.  The 
minister's commitment to that project is commendable; however, as he would acknowledge, it is the only senior 
high school in the State, barring Margaret River, without a facility of that type.  The pity is that although the 
Shire of Ashburton has supported that project in principle, it is not able to support it financially.  Therefore, the 
great opportunity for the gymnasium to be a $4m cultural centre may be missed as a result of the Shire of 
Ashburton’s lack of capacity to contribute.  I am sure the Minister for Education knows about that situation, and 
is trying to encourage the shire to change its views. 

Mr Barnett:  We would like it to join the project.  I accept what you say - it needs something.  If the shire cannot 
come to the party, I accept that as it is a big expenditure.  If it will not do so, we would like to get on and do 
something on the site in a school-specific project. 

Mr RIEBELING:  This represents such a great opportunity for the town that we should not simply let the shire 
not contribute.  Some pressure should be applied.  I have a meeting arranged with the shire's chief executive 
officer next week to try to persuade the shire to revisit the decision not to put money into that project.   

Mr Barnett:  I wish you well.   

Mr RIEBELING:  I will also be seeking community support.  I will take it to the Minister for Education at the 
end of that process and hope that some other government pressure can be brought to bear regarding that project.  

Mr Bradshaw:  How much has the Government spent on the tourist bureau there since we came to power? 

Mr RIEBELING:  I think $50 000. 

Mr Bradshaw:  Only $50 000? 

Mr RIEBELING:  I think that was the original promise. 

Mr Court:  Where is that? 

Mr RIEBELING:  Karratha.  However, the land was transferred from the council.  That was a very good 
development.  It is not the greatest thing we were after; however, it was one of those developments that needed 
to take place in a tourism industry that was in a fledgling state. 

Mr Bradshaw:  Talking about tourism, is there talk of any development on the islands around Karratha and the 
Burrup Peninsula? 

Mr RIEBELING:  On the actual islands? 

Mr Bradshaw: Yes. 

Mr RIEBELING:  No. 

Mr Court:  You don't want it. 

Mr RIEBELING:  I do not support on-island tourism development. 

Mr Bradshaw:  What about Burrup Peninsula? 

Mr RIEBELING:  I support some developments.  I will talk about that if I get to it in this speech. 

Mr Court:  I would like a house right out on the end of it. 

Mr RIEBELING:  I know the Premier would; everyone would.  If we start putting houses out on the end of the 
Burrup Peninsula, other people then could not go there; that is the problem.  If hotels are put on the islands - a 
member from the upper House may be in the Chamber to hear about this - the ecotourism aspect will be lost and 
that is what people go there for.  That is the problem with on-island developments.  A leading conservative in the 
area is pushing one development, which is no doubt the one the Government is talking about.  I will fight that 
development as long as it is being pushed because it is not what the people of that area want. 

Mr Court:  Is the member for Pilbara pushing something out there? 

Mr RIEBELING:  No, the leading conservatives are the mob of members opposite; the crooks. 

I will speak about the emergency services in the area.  The Premier mentioned the member for Pilbara, who 
raised this issue some months ago.  He tried to get a coordinated approach to cyclone activities to establish who 
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would be in charge of emergencies when they occurred and to have a procedure in place so that there would be 
certainty in the process that should take place when evacuating people and the like from that area. 

The last time a cyclone headed towards Karratha, a decision was made to evacuate about 1 500 people from the 
area, which was considered by the State Emergency Service to be under threat of flood.  In my former life I was 
a shire president, and all the reports I read indicated that it was not a possibility.  Yet, a decision was made, 
based on information given to the head of the State Emergency Service, to evacuate houses containing about 
1 500 people to centres that may or may not have been good cyclone shelters.  The chap who made that decision 
did so on the facts he was given.  I do not say he made an incorrect decision based on those facts.  However, it 
turned out that his decision was not made on the best available facts at the time and the decision was roundly 
criticised.  As I said, I do not criticise him for making that decision, as his facts were somewhat less than 
accurate.  However, it highlighted what the member for Pilbara said some months ago; that a coordinated 
approach is not being taken to the plan to be used during such an emergency. 

As a result of the insistence of the Shire of Roebourne and a number of other agencies, I wrote to the Minister for 
Emergency Services, who replied that legislation is being drafted.  The legislation appears to give the State 
Emergency Service coordinator the authority to make evacuation orders and the like when an emergency is 
approaching an area.  On the face of what the minister is saying, that appears to be the direction in which the 
Government is going.  The Shire of Roebourne disagrees with the legislation and says that a decision as 
important as an evacuation should be made by the minister, so that if an incorrect decision is made, the 
department bears the cost rather than an individual who, in many cases, is a volunteer.  However, in his letter, the 
minister said that he welcomed submissions from various interest groups.  I applaud him for calling for input 
from these volunteer organisations because, although they are amateurs, they train all year to be able to protect 
our communities and it is time that their actions during these emergencies were protected by legislation.  

I have taken it upon myself to invite the various groups to meet so that we can get consensus about what should 
happen from the people who have trained so hard to respond on our behalf.  The people in the volunteer groups 
that we are inviting are the captain of the Karratha volunteer fire brigade, Daryl Browning, Kevin Johnson from 
Dampier, Phil McBride from Roeburne, Ed Marsland from Wickham, Steve Cable, the SES unit's manager and 
David Campbell from Tom Price.  We have also invited the regional director of the Fire and Emergency Services 
Authority of WA, Gary Gifford, and the head of the WA Volunteer Fire and Rescue Services Association.  All 
these people have a collective knowledge of what is required during emergencies and they all have views of the 
way in which the declaration of an emergency should or should not be handled.  When that information is 
assembled, I hope the minister will be in a position to introduce legislation during this session. 

When this matter was raised by the member for Pilbara, the importance of having legislation in place for the next 
cyclone season was strongly pointed out to the minister.  The cyclone season starts in October and legislation has 
not yet arrived in this Parliament. I doubt very much whether, during this cyclone season, there will be in place 
any legislation of the type that is so desperately needed in the north; that is somewhat disappointing.  I am sure 
that, having replied to my letter, the minister is serious about trying to resolve the problem.  However, it is 
important to me and to the people in the north that decisions, such as an evacuation because of flooding, are 
made only when there is more than a slight chance that such emergencies will occur. 

The implications of a cyclone for insurance companies are serious.  Some insurance companies have talked of 
not insuring houses in low-lying areas.  People have been living in those low-lying areas for 30 years and in that 
time have never suffered from water inundation.  Massive cyclones have gone past that area, one of which was 
awesome.  That is not to say that if the best up-to-date modelling suggests there is likely to be flooding, action 
should not take place.  I agree with the local government that if that type of decision is to be made, it should be 
made at ministerial level and not by volunteers who do their best by looking at information on a part-time basis. 

Mr Cable was put in a position where he made a decision to evacuate.  It now appears that there was no 
legislative ability to do that and the decision, although quite brave, was one which a number of people in the area 
hope does not occur again unless there is a real threat.  The net effect of the cyclone's approach at that time was 
that none of the houses suffered inundation and the most up-to-date modelling indicated that they would not have 
suffered inundation. 

I will deal with education.  As the minister indicated, there has been a commitment to improve some of the 
facilities at Tom Price Senior High School.  As I said, the allocation of $2m will mean that the gymnasium or the 
hall will be built, and it will be a very good gymnasium.  However, the opportunity to position that facility at the 
front of the high school instead of at the rear, where it would be placed if it is to be only a gymnasium, appears 
to be going as rapidly as the gymnasium is coming. I understand the intention was that the existing oval would 
be the site of the gymnasium-cum-cultural centre-cum-canteen and the like, and the new oval would be built at 
the rear past the basketball courts.  That would allow the general public greater access to the facility.  A lot of 
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councillors, in their lack of wisdom, think that if the council does not contribute to it, the public will still have 
access to it.  In my view, that will not be the case.  It will just be a basic hall and a canteen, I guess. 

Mr Barnett:  It will be pretty good, but it will be a school facility. 

Mr RIEBELING:  Absolutely.  The public should not expect to have access to it if the council does not 
contribute to it.  It would be a tragedy to miss such a great opportunity for the development of a very good 
facility for the sake of the $600 000 that the council would have to come up with.  That is about one-third of the 
extra money for it to be a $4m project.  Even though the council seems to have enough money for a road 
between Pannawonica and Millstream, which involves the same sort of commitment of about $600 000, there 
does not seem to be any real imperative to improve the facilities in Tom Price. 

Mr Barnett:  I also met with the shire.  I did not intend it as a threat, but I made it clear that if it was unable to 
come into the joint project, which I wish it to do, we would proceed with the school project.  It has been going 
on long enough.  I am not trying to intimidate or pressure the council, but if it does not agree, we will go ahead. 

Mr RIEBELING:  Will the main construction not commence until at least 1 July next year? 

Mr Barnett:  We will start letting contracts and the like, yes.  It is budgeted for this year. 

Mr RIEBELING:  That is good news, because at least we have six months to try to beat some sense into the 
council.  Other problems need to be addressed at the central primary school in Tom Price, which is 30 years old.  
Many of the classrooms and facilities at that school have reached their use-by date.  It is time that a major 
reconstruction took place at that school.  The situation is similar at North Tom Price Primary School, but to a 
lesser extent, because that school was built at least half a dozen years after the central Tom Price Primary 
School.  There is a problem with the drainage system, which runs through the middle of central Tom Price 
Primary School.  The shire is indicating to the school that the school must maintain that. 

The school bodies at both primary schools in Tom Price are very active.  They put a lot of effort into maintaining 
those schools.  However, the central primary school is of such an age that it is falling down.  It is very frustrating 
for the parent body because walls of the primary school leak as a result of the age of the facility.  It is imperative 
that a solution to the problem of the ageing of those schools be found.  Roebourne Primary School is probably 
the worst.  The concrete there is crumbling as a result of various bugs and the like that attack the concrete in the 
north.  That school is in real need of reconstruction. 

I refer to the Karratha Senior High School.  The member for Dawesville said that $150 000, $50 000 and 
$60 000 had been allocated to schools in Dawesville.  We would proudly announce that.  There was a problem 
with the car park area at Karratha Senior High School.  A chap who bears the same surname as the minister - Mr 
Barnett - arrived at the high school and indicated that some $18 000 had been allocated for construction of car 
parks and so on, but that the changes to the car park at the Karratha Senior High School would cost $140 000.  
There was no way in the world that this project would be agreed to.  An amount of $14 000 has been allocated to 
all the schools in the Pilbara region for this sort of project.  One wonders how $160 000-odd can go to one 
school in Dawesville when the Pilbara region receives $14 000 for all its schools.  Problems are occurring in all 
the schools in my area because they are so old. 

The minister would be aware that changes are also being made to Government Employees Housing Authority 
accommodation rates.  Teachers at schools in inland parts of the Pilbara are having their GEHA rentals 
significantly reduced.  On the coastline, the rentals for some people are increasing and others are decreasing - it 
is about 50-50.  However, the teachers are not receiving an explanation of how that is worked out and why it is 
occurring.  It is impacting on teachers because they are the major users of GEHA accommodation in the area; yet 
no reason has been given for why those facilities are being charged at different rates. 

At the moment there is a high expectation of a boom, for which we have been waiting six years.  In fact, for the 
past six years everyone in the south of the State thought that we were going through a boom. 

Mr Barnett:  This State will not have booms like that again. 

Mr RIEBELING:  Are we not about to have one? 

Mr Barnett:  We are beyond that stage.  However, we are heading for a period of increased activity again.   

Mr RIEBELING:  A boom. 

Mr Barnett:  No.  We have grown out of the booms.  It has taken 40 years, but we have finally grown out of 
them. 

Mr Thomas:  Are we now in sustained growth? 

Mr Barnett:  We do not have the cyclical wild swings we used to have. 
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Mr RIEBELING:  In Karratha, after many announcements, we are finally getting what has been promised for the 
past six years.  I know that it must have been embarrassing for the minister, because he is the chap who made all 
the announcements.  Finally, it looks like one or hopefully two of the projects will come to fruition.  That is 
fantastic news for small business and big business in that area. 

Mr Shave: Why should he be embarrassed? 

Mr RIEBELING:  Because he has made so many announcements and they have led to nothing. 

Mr Shave:  Do you think these things happen in five minutes? 

Mr RIEBELING:  Even though the minister means to be clever, he made a very accurate point.  Never have time 
lines, which have led people to have confidence in what has been said in the past, been put on these projects.  We 
now have two true announcements, I think.  If the Syntroleum Corporation project and the expansion at 
Woodside occur, the people in that area will be in a state of excitement - call it a boom or whatever - for a 
number of years. 

Mr Barnett:  I am confident about Plenty River going ahead as well. 

Mr RIEBELING:  It is very hard to get hold of those people.  I would like to get hold of them at some time to 
talk about what is happening.  The only people I am able to contact are in Sydney, and they do not come over to 
Western Australia. 

Mr Barnett:  You have to go to Milan. 

Mr RIEBELING:  Yes.  Next time the minister takes a flight over there, I will jump in the jet with him and we 
will both go. 

The level of maintenance required at all of the schools in my area will come under increased pressure because of 
the shortfalls that currently exist in the coastal part of my electorate.  We are currently trying to make 
improvements to the Millars Well Primary School by having some speed bumps placed at the front of the 
school.It is built on Gawthorne Drive, which is a major through road for that suburb.  Even though there are 40 
kilometre an hour signs and a lollypop lady, unless people’s own children are there, people seem to have scant 
regard for the kids.  It is a very narrow road for the volume it gets, and at drop-off and pick-up time it is a 
dangerous situation, as is the problem at the Karratha Senior High School, which we tried to solve but we have 
come up against a bit of a snag.  It is important to the people of Millars Well that their kids are looked after just 
as much as anyone else’s, and the addition of half a dozen speed bumps in that area will slow the traffic down, so 
avoiding the possibility of an awful collision or making a young child a speed bump. 

Unfortunately, there is not a great deal more time.  However, the minister is present at the moment and he may 
have a view on another issue that needs to be addressed in this area.  I have written to the Premier and to the 
Minister for Housing suggesting that during boom times the Government, through the Housing Commission - 
but not for Homewest clients - should try to tie up the excess housing in Hamersley, Dampier Salt and Robe 
River to make housing an asset rather than the problem it always is when trying to house people who come into 
the area.  If some sort of planning were involved and that occurred, we would be able to minimise the adverse 
impact on rentals and the like that occurs every time we have one of these explosions in construction.  I am 
hoping that the minister will take that on board and look at managing housing as an asset. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr RIEBELING:  I move - 

That the following words be added to the motion - 

but regrets to inform Your Excellency that the Court Government is moving to privatise 
AlintaGas in breach of a firm undertaking given to the electorate at the time of the last election 
and that the Government continues to be obsessed with the privatisation of government 
services which has had negative consequences for the people of Western Australians 

MR RIPPER (Belmont - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.32 pm]:  I support the amendment moved by my 
colleague, the member for Burrup.  There have been at least two failures of accountability regarding the 
privatisation of AlintaGas.  The first failure is that the Government proceeded to privatise AlintaGas, a major 
asset owned by the people of Western Australia, without a mandate from the electorate.  In fact, the Government 
went to the last election telling the people of this State that it had no plans to privatise AlintaGas.  Just a few 
months before the last state election the Premier told this House - 

. . . there are no plans to privatise Western Power or AlintaGas. 
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He said that in this place on 22 October 1996.  That was the policy on which the Premier and the coalition went 
to the election.  Now we find that, having been elected, the Government proceeded to privatise AlintaGas.  It was 
not the case that the Premier made that statement only before the election.  Two years after making that initial 
claim in October 1996, the Premier again repeated that he had no intention of privatising AlintaGas, at least in 
the short term.  On 16 June 1998, the Premier told this place - 

. . .  the Government may be considering privatising AlintaGas and Western Power and it will look at 
that proposal after the next election. 

So we had a statement before the last election saying, “No plans to privatise AlintaGas”, and we had a statement 
two years after the election saying that the Government would look at the issue but not until after the next 
election.  Now we have the actual fact of the privatisation of AlintaGas.  This sequence of events gives us good 
reason to doubt the future of other publicly owned utilities, in particular Western Power and the Water 
Corporation.  How can we believe any assurances that the Government might give us on these issues, given its 
record with AlintaGas? 

Let us look to see whether we have anything decent in the way of an assurance from the Government on Western 
Power or the Water Corporation.  My quick search of the Hansard reveals that the Minister for Energy on 16 
September 1998 said, on the privatisation of Western Power, that any issues to do with privatisation or otherwise 
of Western Power would be considered during the next term of government.  We have an indication that the 
Government will be considering the privatisation of Western Power in the next term of government but we do 
not have any indication now, in the run up to the election, what attitude it will take on that issue.  We have no 
guarantee that this Government will not seek to privatise Western Power or the Water Corporation or elements of 
those two bodies if it is successful at the next election.  I ask government members, not that there are many of 
them present here given the afternoon tea time, whether they will give an unequivocal guarantee to this House 
during this debate that they will not privatise Western Power or the Water Corporation should they be re-elected 
at the next election?  I am not sure of the worth of any answer they might give to that question.  In the light of 
their record on AlintaGas, could we believe even an unequivocal assertion to this House from the Premier, the 
Minister for Energy or the Minister for Water Resources on the future of Western Power and the Water 
Corporation should this Government be re-elected?  Nevertheless, let us see what the Government is prepared to 
place on the record.  The public can at least then have something to judge against the history of the AlintaGas 
privatisation when it comes to making its decision about who, after the next election, can be trusted to keep the 
assets of the public in public ownership. 

The second failure of accountability is to do with the secrecy of this privatisation.  This secrecy is a feature of 
privatisation conducted under this Government.  The Minister for Energy will not release the documents 
surrounding the privatisation of the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  The asset sale agreement for the 
pipeline remains secret, yet we have a significant disagreement between the purchaser of the pipeline and the 
Government.  The purchaser of the pipeline says that it has what it calls a regulatory compact with the State 
Government regarding the tariffs to be charged for the transmission of gas on that pipeline in the future.  The 
Minister for Energy vehemently denies that there is a regulatory compact between the purchaser of the Dampier 
to Bunbury natural gas pipeline and the Government. 

Mr Barnett:  And so does the Auditor General, who audited the whole process. 

Mr RIPPER:  A major foreign investor in this State is alleging that there is a regulatory compact between the 
Government and that investor on the tariffs to be charged on the Dampier to Bunbury natural gas pipeline. 

Mr Barnett: Are you not accepting the conclusion of the Auditor General?  

Mr RIPPER:  I am pointing to the disagreement between a major foreign investor, which is a company of some 
substance, and the State Government over the terms and conditions of the sale of the Dampier to Bunbury natural 
gas pipeline.  If the Minister for Energy can point to the words of the Auditor General that conclusively deal with 
the question of whether there was a regulatory compact, I will have a look at them.  This dispute is damaging to 
the State's interests.  What must other investors think when they see a major investor such as Epic Energy 
alleging that there is a regulatory compact and that the Government's word cannot be trusted? 

Mr Barnett:  The Auditor General’s report made it quite clear that no guarantees or assurances were given by the 
State. 

Mr RIPPER:  Is the minister suggesting that Epic Energy is misleading the public and the independent gas access 
regulator? 

Mr Barnett:  I am saying that there was no agreement about future prices. 
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Mr RIPPER:  What does the minister say about Epic Energy’s submissions to the Office of the Gas Access 
Regulator?  Are they misleading? 

Mr Barnett:  They are incorrect as there is no agreement. 

Mr RIPPER:  It has not been widely reported in this State, although there was a small article in The West 
Australian, but I understand that the United States ambassador has written to the Premier about the dispute 
between Epic Energy and the State Government.  I regard that as an extraordinary and astonishing development.  
There must be very few other occasions when the United States ambassador has raised a commercial issue with 
any Government in Australia, and in particular with the Western Australian Government.  I am surprised that the 
issue has not received more attention.  I view as a very significant development the United States taking 
diplomatic action with regard to an investment by an American company.  I am surprised that the commentators 
in this State have not taken this development more seriously. 

Mr Barnett:  All the way with LBJ - Uncle Sam here we go!  One must be realistic.  We are an independent and 
sovereign nation. 

Mr RIPPER:  I am reflecting on the question of the State's reputation.  I am not taking  sides in this issue.  I am 
not saying that the United States Government is right in the action it has taken.  I am not saying that Epic Energy 
is necessarily right either.  I am saying that there is a significant disagreement between a major foreign investor, 
backed by its Government, and this State Government.  It is a disagreement which, no matter what are the rights 
and wrongs, will have an impact on the State's investment reputation.  The reason I raise the issue is that if the 
privatisation had not been kept secret and all the documents had been released, we would have, in the public and 
in Parliament, a means of judging the truth or otherwise of the allegations.  With AlintaGas we have the same 
failure.  The share sale agreement for the sale of the cornerstone investment in AlintaGas will remain secret.  The 
truth of the matter is that the cornerstone investor - Utilicorp - knows more than members of Parliament about 
the commercial activities of AlintaGas.  The failed bidders - AGL and Wesfarmers - know more than members 
of Parliament about the internal workings of AlintaGas.  There is a charmed circle of knowledge about 
AlintaGas which includes the Government, the cornerstone investor and the failed bidders.  It does not include 
members of Parliament and the small investors who will be asked to purchase shares in the public float, and it 
certainly does not include the previous owners of AlintaGas, the 1.8 million Western Australians who had public 
ownership of the utility.  I do not think it right that a few major companies have more access to information 
about the publicly-owned AlintaGas than members of Parliament or the 1.8 million citizens of Western 
Australia.  Those are the two failures of accountability with regard to the AlintaGas privatisation.  The 
Government proceeded without a mandate and it proceeded in secrecy.   

I will now refer to the outcome of the privatisation for the State as a whole and the consumers of gas.  The 
Government has emphasised the proceeds of the sale of AlintaGas.  It has not spoken about what has been 
forgone as a result of the privatisation.  Western Australia has forgone the dividends that would flow from 
AlintaGas to government accounts year after year.  Western Australia has also forgone the tax equivalent 
payments that would flow to the State's accounts year after year.  AlintaGas, if held in government ownership, 
would be paying over $133m in dividends and tax equivalent payments to the consolidated fund over the next 
four years.  With the privatisation of AlintaGas that money will be lost to the State Government.  Even worse, 
the majority of the funds will be lost to this State.  The new privatised entity will no longer pay income tax 
equivalents; instead, it will pay income tax to the Commonwealth Government.  This will mean that $72m will 
go to the Commonwealth Government over the next four years.  Let us make a brave assumption that Western 
Australia will get a per capita share of that additional payment to the Commonwealth.  Even on that brave 
assumption, Western Australia will get back only $7m.  The $61m in dividends will go to the new owners.  
Nearly half of those dividends will go to the cornerstone investor, which is an overseas-based company.  Fifty-
five per cent will go to other shareholders, and the Government estimates that 75 per cent of those other 
shareholders will be Western Australians.  Let us compare the two scenarios:  Before privatisation, a predicted 
$133m will  remain in Western Australia and can  be used to fund essential services in health, education and 
community safety.  After privatisation, only about $32m will remain in the State, and that will go to those 
Western Australians able to purchase shares in AlintaGas and not to the 1.8 million Western Australian citizens 
who now own AlintaGas. 

I want to look also at the impact of privatisation on gas tariffs that would be paid by consumers.  The Minister 
for Energy has boasted about the tariff record during the period of this Government.  In a media statement in 
May this year he stated - 

The Coalition Government has only increased gas and power charges once since coming to office in 
1993. 
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That may be the boast of the Minister for Energy but it demonstrates another point:  Under government 
ownership, tariff increases have been kept to a minimum.  The time of constant gas prices is now over.  We have 
already had a GST-induced price increase of 9.3 per cent for 2000-01.  After that, the Government will allow the 
new owner to increase prices.  In 2001-02 the new owner will be able to increase tariffs by the consumer price 
index, exclusive of the impact of the goods and services tax.  The Commonwealth Treasury is conservative in its 
inflation estimates and it predicts the consumer price index increase to be about 2.5 per cent annually.  After that 
time, tariffs can be increased on an annual basis by the consumer price index plus 2 per cent.  According to the 
Commonwealth Treasury forecast for inflation - before the goods and services tax is applied - tariffs may 
increase by up to 4.5 per cent a year from the beginning of 2002-03.  Already the GST has increased tariffs by 
9.3 per cent.  This Government's tariff regime under privatisation may mean a further 12 per cent increase in gas 
prices over the following three years.  That will be a total increase of about 22 per cent in four years.  The 
coalition policies of GST and privatisation mean that there will be a 22 per cent increase in the price of gas.  If 
Labor’s policy of no privatisation and no GST were implemented, it would mean that gas prices will remain 
stable into the future.  Instead, the GST has been introduced and AlintaGas is to be privatised; Western 
Australians will see an increase in their gas prices. 

Mr Tubby:  Will you buy shares in AlintaGas? 

Mr RIPPER:  I will not purchase shares, but I am concerned that my ownership of AlintaGas is being sold out 
from under me by this Government and I think many people in the community are similarly concerned.   

The Government says that privatisation will result in the introduction of competition.  However, it is selling 
AlintaGas in a vertically-integrated form.  The trading arm of AlintaGas will be the same organisation as its 
distribution arm, which is essentially a natural monopoly.  The Government said that it chose not to disaggregate 
AlintaGas before it sold the utility because that would affect the price taxpayers would receive and the viability 
of the resulting organisations.  Instead, the Government has ring-fenced the two organisations.  Everyone in 
business says that ring-fencing is a poor relation to disaggregation in promoting competition.  Where will the 
competition come from?  AlintaGas has not been disaggregated in a way that will promote competition.  
Therefore, the competition must come from outside and against a vertically-integrated utility.  Any organisation 
that wants to compete with AlintaGas will need to have in place a big billing system, otherwise it will find it too 
expensive.  The only possible competitor is Western Power, and this Government has prohibited Western Power 
from competing with AlintaGas for three years.  The future under privatisation will be the loss of a big income 
stream for the Government and higher gas prices for consumers.  After the Government's actions with AlintaGas, 
we should all fear for Western Power and the Water Corporation. 

MR BROWN (Bassendean) [3.53 pm]:  I support the amendment.  When an economic entity such as AlintaGas 
is in public hands, its owner – the taxpayers of Western Australia and, through them, the State Government – has 
an obligation to ensure that it operates in the public interest.  Its functions and operations – the delivery of the 
service and operations generally - should be carried out in the broader public interest.  A private entity, on the 
other hand, is responsible to its shareholders and is obligated, under the Corporations Law, to ensure that it 
maximises the returns for its shareholders.  If the directors of a private entity fail to carry out that obligation, 
they are in breach of the Corporations Law.  It is important that members understand that the privatisation of a 
government asset involves the shaping of that entity into an entity of another form.  When a publicly owned 
entity becomes a privately owned and operated entity, its motives and the rationale for its operations change 
substantially.  Nothing is intrinsically wrong with either a publicly or privately owned financial entity.  Both are 
legitimate operations; however, each has a different focus.  When the Government wants to transfer a publicly 
owned entity into private hands, it must consider the ways in which that is likely to impact on the broader 
community; that is, the taxpayers of Western Australia and its clients.  The Government must question whether 
the public interest is served by the sale of that entity to the private sector.  Generally, we do not need to ask 
questions about buying a private entity, because Governments do not buy those any more.  The debate goes only 
one way.   

A number of arguments supporting privatisation have been raised.  One is that an organisation is more efficient 
when in private hands.  Aligned with that is the argument that it is sometimes more cost effective; that is, a 
private entity can operate at a lower cost than a public entity.  The final argument advanced is that skills are 
available in the private sector that are not available in the public sector; therefore, the private entity would have 
greater access to a skilled work force.   

What is this Government's reason for privatising AlintaGas?  Is it saying that AlintaGas is not effective; its 
management is poor, it is not an efficiently run organisation, its systems are weak and its expertise is low?  I do 
not think it is saying any of those things.  The Government has not argued - in the public arena at least - that 
AlintaGas is a poorly performing public asset and should be privatised because it is moribund and not 
performing in the public interest.  Is the Government publicly arguing that the transfer of AlintaGas into the 
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private sector will result in cost reductions?  Consumers have not seen that.  The proposal for the AlintaGas sale 
is that the current domestic prices be held for two years, after which time the owners can increase prices 
according to the consumer price index plus up to 2 per cent.  On the surface, it does not appear that the proposal 
to sell AlintaGas is based on the premise that costs may be reduced.  If that were the case, gas prices would fall 
and the formula indicated by the Government would be unnecessary.   

If the organisation is cost effective and working well, and if we are not talking about price reductions to 
consumers, what is the motivation for the sale of AlintaGas?  From what the Minister for Energy has said, the 
motivation is that deregulation of the gas industry will mean that the Government will become only one of the 
players in the market.  Is that such a bad thing, particularly when we are talking about a system that provides 
power, which is an essential service for the community?  There is a question about the degree of competition; 
however, notwithstanding that there may be competition in the market place, is it appropriate in those 
circumstances to sell this asset?  I say it is not.  What is the motivation for it?  Why is it not in the public interest 
to retain AlintaGas?  What is wrong with retaining it?   

The minister seems to argue that if it is not sold now, the value of AlintaGas will diminish.  This is an interesting 
argument, because if that were the case, it would mean that the people who have invested in the company are so 
thick that they have paid today's price for an asset that will diminish.  I do not believe that the companies that are 
seeking to invest in AlintaGas are that stupid; they are astute.  If it is true that the value of the asset will 
diminish, obviously those companies seeking to buy the asset will  buy it at a price that reflects  the diminishing 
returns to be expected from that entity.  That does not appear to be the case.  Given the price that has been 
offered for AlintaGas, we cannot see that the companies in the private sector that are purchasing the entity 
believe that the value of the entity will diminish.  If that is the case, what is the purpose of the sale?   

There is only one good reason from the Government’s perspective that the sale should take place, and it is 
political.  The political reason is based on the fact that if the asset can be sold, it will free up hundreds of millions 
of dollars for the Government to use to hopefully buy its way through the next election.  That is the only reason.  
There is no other reason for the sale of this asset.  If that is the only reason, and it seems to me that it is, one must 
ask is it in the broader public interest.  The answer to that question is no, it is not.  AlintaGas belongs to all 
taxpayers, whether they happen to be supporters of the Government, the Opposition, other parties or individuals.  
It belongs equally to each and every one of them.  The Government is nothing more than the custodian of the 
assets for the time it is in power.  It is not the owner and it does not have the moral right to sell significant assets 
of this nature.  The only caveat I would put on that is that if a Government goes into an election campaign on the 
basis that if it is elected, it will sell specific assets to do certain things, and if it is then elected, in my view it will 
have a mandate from the electorate to do those things.  In the absence of that, it does not have the moral right to 
get rid of those assets if it is not acting in the public interest.  It is acting in the public interest only if the 
organisation is moribund, not cost effective or not operating correctly.  No-one, but no-one, has suggested that 
that is the case with AlintaGas.  No-one has said that it is a basket case that should be offloaded to the private 
sector because the private sector will manage it more effectively than the Government.  A consideration of those 
matters shows no justification for the sale.   

What is the motivation?  The sole motivation is to raise hundreds of millions of dollars for the coalition’s next 
election campaign.  If that ever became apparent, it was the other day in question time when the Premier was 
asked about what the Government intended to do with the proceeds of the sale of the asset.  The Premier either 
did not know or was not telling.  This is an extraordinary state of affairs.  When companies in the private sector 
decide to sell assets, as they do from time to time, and move back to core business, they do so with a clear 
strategy in mind.  They do it either to trim down because they have been involved in loss-making ventures; to get 
a war chest to go on the hunt for other assets which they think are more in keeping with their businesses; to 
restructure their business operations; or to do a range of other things.  In the corporate sector, statements are 
made by companies that they will sell certain parts of their operations in order to get a cash injection to do other 
things.  One can understand why that is done.   

What do we see with this Government?  It says that it will sell this asset.  When asked what is the purpose of 
selling it, the answer is that there is no real purpose apart from a political one.  When asked what the 
Government will do with the money once the asset is sold, the Government says that it has not worked that out 
yet.  I think that the Government has worked out what it will do with the proceeds.  Of course, the Premier is 
seeking to keep the announcements for later in the year for blatant political purposes to try to curry favour with 
the electorate and get the Premier back in that seat after the next election.  Frankly, if that is the sole purpose of 
the privatisation of AlintaGas, it is being sold for exactly the wrong reasons.  That is why there is great cynicism 
in Western Australia about the sale of this asset.  In my electorate, a number of people are running around with 
petitions - not that they will have any influence, obviously - because they are very much opposed to the sale of 
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AlintaGas and cannot see any reason for it.  If they thought the organisation was not performing well, they might 
not be opposed to the sale, but they can see no reason for the sale of this asset.   

I will give a couple of examples to demonstrate what happens when an asset is privatised and the way the focus 
shifts from the public interest to the private interest.  The State Government Insurance Office was privatised in 
1994.  That body has offices throughout Western Australia.  A short while ago, SGIO announced, surprise, 
surprise, that it was closing its offices in a number of regional areas.  The office in Karratha is closing, and five 
people in Karratha have been offered the opportunity to either transfer back to Perth with SGIO or lose their 
jobs.  That is a corporate decision.  There is nothing wrong with that corporate decision being made by SGIO.  It 
is obviously being made for sound and rational financial reasons.   

However, if SGIO were a public entity, it would be looking at not only that aspect of its operation but also the 
public interest.  It would be looking at the issues of regional development and keeping staff in the regions.  It 
would be looking at the question of service delivery in the regions and what all that means, because service 
delivery in Karratha and the surrounding areas will decrease as a result of SGIO moving out of its office in that 
area.  A different type of behaviour occurs with a private sector organisation than with a public sector 
organisation.  That different type of behaviour is not wrongful behaviour, but it is not in the broader public 
interest.  With the sale of AlintaGas, the same sort of thing will occur.   

Quite often when we compare the effectiveness of public and private organisations we do not compare apples 
with apples.  In that regard, when costings are done on whether an agency, department or organisation can 
deliver a service at a specific cost, we do not look at whether the work is privatised or contracted out or whether 
the cost structures of the private operation will be the same as those of the public organisation; nor do we look at 
whether the people who work in both public and private organisations will receive like incomes.  For example, 
the Government has just commenced a contract with a private company, Corrections Corporation of Australia, to 
take prisoners from prisons and police stations to courts and to supervise the courts.  The Premier and the 
Minister for Police have been talking about the  "savings" that will be made by the Government as a result of that 
contract.  That is true; there will be considerable savings.  How will those savings be brought about?  They will 
be brought about quite easily by the fact that the CCA employees who have taken over the role of police officers 
and prison officers will be paid about $8 000 to $12 000 less than the employees they have replaced.  Therefore, 
it is easy to see why the cost structures of CCA will be significantly less than those of either the Ministry of 
Justice or the Police Service when their employees carried out that work.  It is of concern to me that we continue 
to have these privatisations.  I believe, like the Deputy Leader of the Opposition, that if, unfortunately, the Court 
Government is returned at the next election, we will see the sale and privatisation of both the Water Corporation 
and Western Power, both of which would not be in the public interest; yet the Government has remained silent 
on that issue.  

MR BLOFFWITCH (Geraldton) [4.13 pm]:  I have listened to the member for Bassendean and I think he has 
lost the plot.  He does not understand that when the national competition policy comes through, every gas 
supplier in the north - two more gas producers are starting up - will be using that pipeline to supply the Perth 
market.  Under the national access regime all the domestic market in Perth will be available to these people.  A 
gas regulator will decide the tariff.  AlintaGas will become a competitor in the market.  When I look at some of 
the prices for which these suppliers are selling gas overseas, it is not hard to imagine that, with a bit of extra 
effort, they could be supplying the Perth market at very reduced prices.  When I say "very reduced prices", I 
mean it.  Is this the sort of market that we as a Government want to get into, in which four or five other 
companies can undercut us and sell gas cheaper?  I do not think it is.  Because of the national competition policy 
and the access that will be given to all the domestic markets in Perth and to the central pipeline coming from the 
north - there is nothing to say that another pipeline will not be built alongside that one to bring more gas into the 
market - we will see some fierce competition within the gas market.  I do not believe that is something with 
which government wants to be involved.  I do not believe we want to tell people that they should be supporting a 
government enterprise at double the price and be buying our gas.  If ever there was a time for us to get out of the 
gas market, it is now.  If ever there was a time to sell off our assets and allow a public company to compete with 
other companies, it is now.  

Mr Thomas:  Why didn't you tell the people that before the last election? 

Mr BLOFFWITCH:  I was not the minister before the last election.  Before the last election, we did not know 
there would be a national access regime on all the pipelines.  

Mr Thomas:  Yes, you did. 

Mr BLOFFWITCH:  No; we knew it would be on railway lines, but not on gas pipelines.  I certainly did not 
know that.  When that happens, it will become a very competitive market and, hopefully, it will bring benefits to 
every Western Australian in the price of gas.  I do not believe that competition is something with which we as a 
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Government want to be involved.  It is up to the domestic market to compete in those markets and that is why the 
State Government is selling AlintaGas.  It will further enhance gas.  Gas will play a major role in this State's 
economy.  I note that a couple of manufacturers are now proposing to make gas cars as a standard model.  
Motorists can pay 40¢ a litre for gas as opposed to 90¢ or $1 a litre for petrol.  Why would people not compete 
for gas?  Of course they would.  I believe it has an enormous future.  Our gas reserves are absolutely enormous.  
I do not think it is something a government department should be controlling and regulating.  We should allow 
the market to operate freely and, in doing so, give consumers the benefit of competition and better prices in the 
future.  I am sure that is exactly what this Bill will do.  I look forward to enjoying lower prices for my domestic 
gas.  

MR McGOWAN (Rockingham) [4.18 pm]:  I support the amendment moved by my colleague the member for 
Burrup.  It concerns me that core businesses of government that provide services to ordinary people are being 
sold off into private hands.  Such a sale process never had the permission of the people of Western Australia 
before it took place.  If members go into the wider community, they will find that people do not always follow 
what the elites tell them to follow.  People do not always say, do and believe what The Australian Financial 
Review tells them they should say, do and believe.  People are most often right because they know what affects 
their pay packets and the cost of living.  They know about the ordinary rules that apply when there is a monopoly 
provider for a service, so they are concerned about the sale of these core assets - our electricity, water and gas 
assets. They believe that these core monopoly assets should remain in the hands of the people who own them.  If 
the Government were to ask people about the key strategic assets, it would find that people do not want them 
owned by overseas companies and in private hands so they lose control in every sense.  Therefore, the 
Opposition opposes the sale of AlintaGas and wants to keep this core business of government in government 
hands.   

I now deal with a related issue.  The Premier said in this place on 10 March 1999 that the Government has a plan 
for a rail link to the southern suburbs of Perth.  At that time he tied the rail link to the sale of AlintaGas and said, 
“You will not get a rail link without selling off the monopoly gas supplier.”  He was most determined about that.  
He told the people of Rockingham that if they did not allow the Government to sell off AlintaGas, it would not 
be able to construct a rail link to the southern suburbs until 2020.  That was a blatant threat or point of view.  He 
said that if the gas utility were sold, it would enable the Government to build a rail link to the southern suburbs 
prior to 2020.  The Premier received a favourable editorial in The West Australian and some interesting articles.  
The front page of The West Australian contained an article headed "Court Ties Rail Link to Gas Sale".  In a 
range of articles he was definite about the fact that unless AlintaGas were sold, we would not receive a rail link.  
The Australian of 11 March quoted the Premier as follows - 

“We have an opportunity to proceed with the Alinta sale and, on the assumptions that we can receive a 
good market price, we've got the opportunity to proceed immediately (on the railway).” 

On a number of other occasions he said that the sale was integral to the construction of the southern rail link.  
While these comments were being made, the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party, the person responsible for the 
sale of AlintaGas, was not as definite as the Premier on this issue.  The Minister for Energy refused to endorse 
the Premier's comments and said that the Government would determine the distribution of the proceeds of 
AlintaGas in due course.  He was not as committed to use the proceeds for the rail link.  That may result from the 
fact he was a former executive director of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, which 
is well known to not support a southern rail link.  I suspect that when the minister received his advice from Mr 
Rowe and the other boys at the chamber, they convinced him that building the southern rail link was not the right 
way to go. 

At about that time, the Premier said if the Government could complete the successful sale of AlintaGas and 
produce surplus funds, the Government could use that money to invest in another public asset.  “We will be able 
to build the Perth to Mandurah railway line pretty quickly”, he said.  It was a definite commitment.  That 
followed other government commitments.  I remember during the 1996 election campaign the Liberal candidate 
in my seat - he is well known for his love of teddy bears - said that the Government would build a rail link.  A 
commitment was also made in 1993 to build the rail link. 

What is the current situation?  The Government has put the AlintaGas sale Bill through Parliament and will 
proceed with the full sale of the asset shortly.  However, different comments are heard from the Government on 
this issue now.  The Premier's 1999-2000 budget speech, on page 4, reads -  

The successful sale of AlintaGas and Westrail would allow no increase in net debt and substantially 
fund the Perth to Mandurah railway. 
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The Administrator of Western Australia, Hon Geoffrey Kennedy, made his speech on Tuesday, which we all 
attended; however, the speech failed to mention the time frame for this project or any commitment of AlintaGas 
funds to it.  He said -  

Work associated with the South West Metropolitan Railway to Mandurah has commenced.  There is an 
allocation of over $8m for the construction of the first stage of the railway tunnel at Kenwick as part of 
the Kenwick Joint Project and this work will be completed mid-2001.   

I note that no mention was made of any further commitments to take the railway south.  No definitive statement 
was made about the proceeds of the AlintaGas sale.  Nothing indicated that the Government would follow 
through on the commitment the Premier made in March 1999.   

Mr Bradshaw:  If we are building the tunnel, do you think we would not build the railway? 

Mr McGOWAN:  The member for Murray-Wellington has taken some pep-me-up pills in the past few weeks.  I 
heard him say nothing for three years, and he has suddenly jumped into action.  It must be around preselection 
time. 

Mr Bradshaw:  That has passed. 

Mr McGOWAN:  Is the member back again?   

Mr Bradshaw:  Yes.   

Mr McGOWAN:  We know what to expect then next term.   

The commitment to build a tunnel in Kenwick does not equate to building a railway to Rockingham and 
Mandurah.  The commitment to build a tunnel in Kenwick is at a cost of about $8m.  A further recent statement 
by the Premier was that by the end of next year, the Government will have spent in the vicinity of $40m on 
earthworks, planning and preparatory work in the area.  That does not equate to the promise made last year; that 
is, that the railway line to Mandurah would be finished by 2006 using the proceeds of the AlintaGas sale.  Why 
will the Premier not be so fulsome in repeating his earlier promises?  I can only assume that he has gone soft on 
them.  It is obvious that the Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party and the CCI oppose the project, and I would not 
be surprised if the Deputy Premier also opposed it.  Everything said in the past few months, in comparison with 
what was said in March 1999, indicates that the project has gone backwards in terms of the Government's 
commitment.  The Premier was asked on 3 August about the project, and he would not commit again as he did in 
March last year.  His statements were wishy-washy:  It is up to Cabinet to make the decision; we will make that 
decision when we come to it.  He was definite last year:  The majority of the proceeds from the sale of AlintaGas 
will be used in the construction of the rail link south.  I suspect the Government will not proceed with that 
construction project.  If the Premier is successful at the next election, in due course he will leave the Parliament 
and hand over to one of his colleagues who will then repudiate the promise he made.  There will be a bit of 
earthworks out there in Kenwick and that will be the end of this project as far as the Liberal Party in this State is 
concerned. 

Mr Omodei:  If the Labor Party were to win the election and did not sell AlintaGas, how would it fund the 
railway? 

Mr McGOWAN:  We had a fully-costed promise at the last election.  I cannot tell the member the details now. 

Mr Omodei:  You will borrow the money.  Is that right or not? 

Mr McGOWAN:  The member can go back to sleep and continue reading whatever he is reading. 

Mr Omodei:  I am reading Hansard; it is very important. 

Mr McGOWAN:  We have caught that minister before in this Chamber with a novel in the middle of Hansard.  
He should go back to reading his novel and we will do the work on this side of the House. 

It is of great concern to me and the people in my electorate that this promise has apparently been repudiated by 
the Government.  Another ironic aspect of the overall project that concerns me is although the Government 
appears to be backing away from its earlier commitment which the Premier will not repeat, on the other hand it 
appears to be spending a fairly significant amount of money on earthworks and a tunnel construction to connect 
the Kenwick area with the Armadale line through to Jandakot.  I assume that the Government is trying to rule out 
the option available to a future Government to construct a Fremantle railway link.  The Government has already 
ruled out that option as far as it is concerned.  The people I represent - and also, I believe, the people of 
Mandurah, Cockburn, Jandakot and so forth - would much prefer a link that stretches from Mandurah, 
Rockingham and Kwinana to Fremantle, which was the original idea 20 years ago for this project.  I suspect the 
Government is trying to use the tunnel and earthworks in the Kenwick area to rule out that prospect by entering 
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into arrangements with various parties which it will be difficult for a future Government to circumvent.  It is of 
great concern to me that if the Labor Party were elected at the next election, it would be difficult to circumvent 
that obstacle and  proceed with a Fremantle rail link.  

For some time I have circulated a petition on this issue in my electorate.  Some people are not prepared to sign 
the petition because they do not want a rail link using that route.  However, I want a rail link built and, if that is 
the second-best route, it is better than nothing.  I would prefer to see an option left open for a Fremantle route 
and I suspect the Government is using this technique to try to rule it out as an option for a future Government.  

That concludes what I have to say.  I have done my research and I have noticed that the Premier has backed 
away from what he said previously on this issue.  If the Government is re-elected I suspect it will not proceed 
with the project because the Premier will not be in this place and his promise will be repudiated by his 
replacement - whether that be the member for Riverton, the member for Cottesloe or the member for Alfred 
Cove - and we will be left with some earthworks in the Kenwick area.  I believe the Government is trying to tie 
in a future Government to that route which is distressing to the people I represent who would much rather see the 
rail link go through Fremantle. 

MR BARNETT (Cottesloe - Minister for Energy) [4.34 pm]:  I recognise that the issue of privatisation may 
divide major parties in this House on a philosophical basis, which is fine.  However, beyond that, a few claims 
have been made by members opposite that do not stand up to scrutiny.  This motion refers to the Government's 
breaching commitments and the like.  I know members opposite will disagree with this.  However, at the last 
election the coalition released an energy policy that I wrote which referred to part privatisation of the Dampier to 
Bunbury natural gas pipeline. 

Mr Thomas:  You said you had no plans for the privatisation of AlintaGas. 

Mr BARNETT:  Can the member quote that? 

Mr McGowan:  He just did. 

Mr BARNETT:  No.  I am afraid members will not find that in the policy document. 

Mr Thomas:  I will find the quote from you at the time. 

Mr BARNETT:  If the member reads the coalition policy, he will not find that.  What I am telling the member, 
because I wrote the policy - 

Mr Thomas: What did the policy say? 

Mr BARNETT:  Madam Acting Speaker (Mrs Holmes), I have been on my feet for less than a minute.  I will 
explain what was in my mind and what was in our written policy.  At the time of the last election we made a 
commitment for privatisation of at least 50 per cent of the pipeline.  We subsequently decided on 100 per cent 
privatisation of the pipeline. 

Mr Thomas:  A Labor policy? 

Mr BARNETT:  Whatever, I do not care; that is what we did.  At that stage there was no discussion or view 
about proceeding with the AlintaGas privatisation.  Frankly, to the extent it was on my mind, if at all, it would 
have been to achieve the privatisation of the pipeline and that would have been enough during that term of 
government.  That was what we had in mind for privatisation of the energy sector. 

Mr Thomas:  And that is what the people of Western Australia are entitled to expect. 

Mr BARNETT:  That was the start and finish of it.  There was therefore no secret agenda and no prior intent to 
do anything with AlintaGas, Western Power or anything else.  The reality was that the pipeline was sold, it was a 
successful privatisation financially and was received well by the community.  Given that a number of subsequent 
policy decisions were made for full deregulation of the gas market by July 2002 - we are already at the point of 
96 per cent deregulation - and given some of the developments in the gas industry, in particular nationally, a 
subsequent decision was made to proceed with the privatisation of AlintaGas.  It was not a foreshadowed 
decision and it was not a decision kept under the carpet or anywhere else, but a decision made mid-term and 
implemented by the Government. 

Mr Thomas:  Without a mandate. 

Mr BARNETT:  The member may argue that point. 

Mr Thomas:  You have no mandate. 

Mr BARNETT:  I concede that is a valid argument.  We did not enter the election seeking a mandate to privatise 
AlintaGas as it was not on our mind to do so.  It was a decision made only after the privatisation of the Dampier 
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to Bunbury natural gas pipeline.  That is the fact.  We will just have to agree to disagree on that.  However, I am 
telling the member that that was the policy decision of the Government.  There was therefore no commitment not 
to privatise AlintaGas and there was no policy on AlintaGas.  I will read from the coalition policy document 
released prior to the election.  The only thing that was said about AlintaGas in that document was that, through a 
staged process, by 1 January 2000 it will remain the utility supplier of gas to the small business and household 
markets in the south west, but otherwise 96 per cent by volume of the total market will be open to competition 
by suppliers.  That was the only thing said about AlintaGas in the whole policy.  It was said in the context only 
of what would happen, which is that AlintaGas would be a utility during a process of deregulation, and that is the 
case. 

Mr Thomas:  Do you think that under normal democratic principles when people are concerned about the public 
ownership of AlintaGas, they should be entitled to assume, given that you said nothing about privatising it, that 
you were not going to do so? 

Mr BARNETT:  The member can argue the mandate point.  I do not agree with his conclusion but I agree it is a 
valid argument to make.  However, the Opposition's amendment, that the House regrets to inform his Excellency 
that the Court Government is moving to privatise AlintaGas in breach of a firm undertaking given to the 
electorate at the time of the last election, is simply not true. 

Mr Kobelke:  It was clearly made in a press statement before the media and broadcast to all the people of this 
State that you would not privatise AlintaGas. 

Mr BARNETT:  I do not know the words of that statement.  There was no intention to privatise AlintaGas at the 
time of the last election.  The issue was not discussed.  It was discussed only after the sale of the Dampier to 
Bunbury natural gas pipeline when I reassessed the energy sector, particularly gas, and took a proposal to 
Cabinet to proceed.  After the recommendation was initially made to me by the board of AlintaGas that it was 
the best way to progress, we took it from that point.  For that reason the Government opposes this amendment.  
That is the reality.  We can talk about many other issues, but I believe the public has responded well to the 
privatisation process so far. 

The price achieved of $319.5m for the cornerstone investor will, in broad terms, value AlintaGas at about 
$950m. 

Mr Kobelke:  Can you explain that, minister? 

Mr BARNETT:  Briefly, yes.  After the retirement of AlintaGas' debt, which is around $330m, plus the 
deduction of the cost of sale, which will probably be $30m to $35m, a net amount in the order of $565m will be 
returned to Treasury.  That is a very good return.  It will allow the Government to retire debt and invest in capital 
projects. 

Mr Kobelke:  How do you get $565m?  If the cornerstone investor is paying nearly $320m, and your anticipated 
price for the other shareholders is $180m, that makes $500m.  How can you return $565m to Treasury after 
costs? 

Mr BARNETT:  The simple explanation is that AlintaGas has been restructured, in a financial sense, as of 1 July 
this year.  At this time last year, prior to the beginning of the financial restructure, AlintaGas had about $240m-
odd worth of Treasury debt.  The rest of AlintaGas, whatever it was worth, was government equity.  AlintaGas 
has been restructured so that it now carries $450m of outside debt that has been put in place.  It has been 
refinanced, and part of the major cost of the sale has been the refinancing of AlintaGas.  That has been done so 
that AlintaGas is set up on an equity to debt ratio as if it were a privately owned listed company.  That has been 
done for the simple purpose of maximising the return.  When AlintaGas is fully privatised, it will carry on its 
books and service $450m worth of commercial debt.  The amount of capital that came across from that 
borrowing simply flows through to Treasury.  That is money free on board to Treasury, plus the other equity.  
The member's numbers do not add up in a simple arithmetic sense because the cost of equity is different from the 
cost of debt in terms of valuations. 

I will deal with the shares.  If one takes $1b as being what AlintaGas is worth, it will have $450m-odd worth of 
debt.  The other $450m or $500m, or whatever it might be, is equity.  Of that equity, UtiliCorp has purchased 72 
million shares at an effective value of around $4.28 a share, from memory. 

Mr Kobelke:  Which is the $319.5m. 

Mr BARNETT:  Yes.  Therefore, 72 million shares have been bought for $319.5m, which I think works out at 
$4.28 a share.  A further 88 million shares will be sold to the public at a price below that, which will generate 
something in the order of $180m or $200m - who knows what the final price will be.  The 72 million shares plus 
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the 88 million shares - 160 million shares - make up the equity of AlintaGas.  However, in addition to that 
equity, which is $319m plus, say, $180m, there is $450m-odd worth of debt. 

Mr Kobelke:  Which will be owned by the shareholders. 

Mr BARNETT:  It is debt that AlintaGas has.  When a person buys a share in the company, that person buys a 
share.  The company holds debt, and it is financed by both equity contribution and debt contribution.  Therefore, 
AlintaGas has been restructured.  If the member goes back and reads what I have said, he will see that I have 
said that the debt of AlintaGas has increased substantially over the past 12 months.  One of the major reasons for 
that is that AlintaGas has financed the debt, so the cost of refinancing and raising that debt has, in the short term, 
increased AlintaGas' own debt.  I do not pretend to understand all the intricacies of that, but all of those things 
have been done to get AlintaGas structured correctly to maximise its final value so that the market pays the 
maximum premium.  The cornerstone investor has paid a premium price, which is captured for the people of the 
State.  The challenge now, and the interesting issue over the next couple of weeks, is to pitch the public offer at a 
price which is reasonable in order to give people a secure investment, hopefully good returns and some capital 
appreciation.  It should be low enough to give the cornerstone investor a good result, but not so low as to deprive 
the taxpayer of a fair return.  The level at which the price is set is an element of judgment, and a large amount of 
work is going on now to achieve that.  That is probably the final significant decision to be made on the 
privatisation.  Then it will simply roll out. 

For the interest of members, I indicate that the public has reacted very positively.  As of yesterday, something 
like 75 000 pre-registrations for shareholdings had been received.  It has been a very wide and strong response.  
Eventually, we expect that the figure will be at least double that by the time the pre-registration finishes.  The 
public is certainly interested in buying shares in AlintaGas.  If I were not a member of Parliament, I would buy 
some. 

Mr Tubby:  I'll buy some. 

Mr BARNETT:  There we go.  We should debate privatisation.  I do not mind debating it. 

Mr McGowan:  When you are not Minister for Energy you might be able to buy some shares. 

Mr BARNETT:  I do not have any shares.  I used to have a small bundle of shares, and mercilessly the 
Opposition and the media targeted my shareholding in a company called Ashton Mining, in which, from years 
ago - almost university days - I had about 200 shares.  The only problem I had was that it was such a small, 
unmarketable parcel I could not sell it, and it was actually very difficult to finally give away those shares.  
Therefore, I have no shares. 

MR KOBELKE (Nollamara) [4.45 pm]:  In response to the minister, I will briefly take up some points.  I thank 
him for answering by interjection the question I asked.  I will comment on the last point the minister made; 
namely, the next decision that must be made - perhaps it is not made formally by the Government - by the board 
of AlintaGas on the share price for the share float.  The minister quite rightly pointed out that a decision must be 
made about the level at which the price of those shares will be set.  Clearly, market forces are involved, and the 
decision will be made within the confines of what is acceptable to the market.  Therefore, it is obviously not 
possible to put on too high a price because all the shares will not be sold.  If the price is too low, clearly a state 
asset will be given away. 

My concern is that the Government may have the share price put at the lower end of that range rather than at the 
higher end.  If the share value is at the higher end of the range, that will maximise the return to the State.  
However, to do that will mean that there will not be too many mum and dad investors. 

Mr Barnett:  Yes, there will. 

Mr KOBELKE:  No, I said that if the share value is put at the top end of the possible range, there is likely to be 
more buying by corporate entities, and the potential profit margin will be much smaller, whereas if the share 
price is put at the lower end, the asset that now belongs to all of the people of the State will be passed on as a 
profit to those who are well enough off to buy some shares.  I give the example of Telstra.  I totally opposed the 
flotation of Telstra.  However, taking a rational approach to it, I advised members of my family, quite rightly, to 
buy shares, because something that belonged to the people of Australia was being flogged off, with a clear 
benefit to those people who could buy shares.  If people were to lose money because the Howard Government 
was getting rid of that asset, why not pick up some of the benefit by legally buying shares on the market?  The 
value of those shares increased to over twice the issue price, which meant they were sold well under value and 
there was a loss to the Commonwealth and to the people of this State. 

Mr Omodei:  Will you advise your family to buy some AlintaGas shares? 

Mr KOBELKE:  No. 
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Mr Omodei:  Why not? 

Mr KOBELKE:  First, it is too close to home in terms of the politics and, secondly, I am not sure that there will 
be any profit in it.  In order for this Government to make it popular among the voters prior to the election, there 
is a real temptation to set the value of those shares at the lower end, which means that the Government will give 
away the asset of the State in order to pick up the political bonus of having people in the community very happy 
that they acquired shares and made a profit.  It will not be an easy decision for the Government.  Does the 
Government maximise the return to the State, or does it maximise the political advantage in selling the shares at 
a lower price, thereby having many happy investors, from which the Government will benefit? 

Mr Barnett:  You seem to assume that we will make a political decision on the share price. 

Mr KOBELKE:  Quite rightly, because that is what the Government has done all along.  I will quickly put that 
on the record before I close.  I refer to the decisions that the Government has already made.  It had the choice of 
selling AlintaGas, which the Opposition totally opposed, as a vertically integrated structure, as it has done, or, 
alternatively, disaggregating it.  If AlintaGas were disaggregated, the Government would receive a lower price, 
so there would have been less return for the State and less political kudos.  However, the advantage to the State 
in the longer term would have been far greater, because the energy industry in this State would be more 
competitive.  That would have created more economic growth and more jobs, and it would be much better for the 
State in the longer term.  However, it would not have been to the Government's political advantage, and the 
Government needs the political advantage now in the run-up to an election. 

It will be of no consequence to this Government if it sells the State out over the next five, 10 or 15 years.  This 
Government wants the quick return politically, so it has sold the organisation as a vertically integrated operation 
and did not take what was a proper and necessary step of disaggregating AlintaGas for the long-term benefit of 
this State.  The Government has sold out the State for its short-term political gain.  The Government has 
excluded Western Power from competing for nearly three years because that helped the Government get the 
short-term political gain of a better price to help fill the hole in its budget deficit.  It did not help encourage 
competition, which is crucial to lower and competitive energy prices and producing a growth in industry and 
more jobs.  So again the Government sold out on growth and jobs for its short-term political gain.   

With the sale of AlintaGas, the Government had the option of going for a trade sale or a float.  If it had gone for 
a float, the advantage would have been more money returned to the State.  However, that was not as politically 
palatable as trying to keep the ownership in Western Australia, so because of that political consideration the 
Government went for a trade sale.  When one looks at all of the decisions so far, one sees that the Government 
has been driven by politics, not by what is good economic management for Western Australia. 

I now turn to the fourth decision - the one that is coming up - and that is the level at which the Government sets 
the share values, whether they are set at the higher end of that margin to therefore maximise the return to the 
Treasury and to the people of the State, or at the lower level, in which case it will have a political bonus of 
providing a windfall gain to its supporters who buy shares.  Given the Government’s record on this issue, and 
clearly prior to the last election - not in its policy documents in written form but in statements to the media - 
when questioned on the issue a clear undertaking was given that the Government would not privatise AlintaGas.  
That promise has now been broken by this Government, as have so many other promises.Therefore, I am very 
concerned by the Government’s statements now that there is no interest in privatising Western Power.  Really, 
the Government’s statements do not amount to much. 

Mr Barnett:  Before the election we will come out with a written policy on energy which will address Western 
Power. 

Mr KOBELKE:  I am sure the minister will, but will it be worth anything?  Will it have the same credence as the 
clear undertaking that there would be no gold tax - and we saw a gold tax - and the undertaking that there would 
be no sale of AlintaGas, which is now being sold? 

Mr Barnett:  There is nothing about that.  I can refer only to my two policies.  The member can go through our 
education policy and our resource and energy policy and he will find almost to the letter everything that has been 
done. 

Mr KOBELKE:  That is really ducking the issue. 

Mr Barnett:  No, it is not. 

Mr KOBELKE:  It does not befit someone such as the minister who usually addresses the issues and does not 
play the silly nonsense games that most his colleagues do.   

The fact is that during an election campaign parties issue election policies on paper which are in black and white 
and are distributed widely, and a clear commitment is made.  They also put out advertising that is authorised by 
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the party and that is a commitment for the election.  It may not be what is in the platform, but it is a clear 
commitment. 

Mr Barnett:  On the gold tax? 

Mr KOBELKE:  Advertising was put out which said there would be no gold tax. 

Mr Barnett:  Not by the Liberal Party. 

Mr KOBELKE:  By the coalition; and there was a gold tax.  Similarly, in addition to paid advertising, the media 
asked a direct question of the Premier or the responsible minister about whether AlintaGas would be privatised.  
A clear, unequivocal answer was given which was broadcast to everyone prior to the election: “We will not be 
privatising AlintaGas”; yet that is what the Government has done.  That was an election promise; it is another 
broken election promise. 

I thank the House for allowing me to speak briefly on this issue. I A major issue still confronts the Government 
with respect to this matter.  The Government has sold this State out very badly by breaching that undertaking.  
We will certainly point that out to the electors at the forthcoming election.  The electors should be aware that if 
this Government is re-elected Western Power and other very important utilities will also be sold off, regardless 
of what undertakings might be given by the coalition parties prior to the next election. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result –  

Ayes (15) 

Mr Brown Mr Carpenter Dr Edwards Dr Gallop  
Mr Kobelke Ms MacTiernan Mr McGowan  Ms McHale  
Mr Thomas Ms Warnock Mr Cunningham (Teller) 

 

Noes (23) 

Mr Ainsworth Mr Baker Mr Barnett Mr Barron-Sullivan 
Mr Bradshaw  Mr Court  Mr Cowan Mr Day 
Mrs Edwardes Dr Hames Mrs Hodson-Thomas Mr Marshall 
Mr McNee Mr Minson Mr Omodei Mr Osborne 
Mrs Parker Mr Prince Mr Shave Dr Turnbull 
Mrs van de Klashorst  Mr Marlborough  Mr Riebeling  Mr Ripper 
Mrs Roberts Mr Wiese Mr Tubby (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Ms Anwyl Mr House 
 Mr Grill Mr Johnson 
 Mr Bridge Mr Kierath 
 Mr McGinty Mr Masters 
Amendment thus negatived. 

Motion Resumed 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr Barnett (Leader of the House). 
 


