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ALBANY WAVE ENERGY PROJECT 

Motion 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [4.01 pm]: I move — 

That this house refers to the Public Accounts Committee an inquiry into the McGowan government’s 
handling of the Albany Wave Energy Project, to determine whether decisions and processes engaged by 
the Minister for Regional Development have been in keeping with the strategic asset management 
framework. 

This government has consistently said it is doing things right and that it is upholding the highest level of financial 
integrity, yet we have raised a whole range of anomalies with this issue of the Albany wave farm project, a royalties 
for regions–funded project and a commitment taken by the Labor Party to the last election. When we have raised 
them, the government has persistently said everything is aboveboard and okay. Here is the government’s chance 
to put the record straight through a parliamentary committee, which is an appropriate forum to test the efficacy of 
our arguments and the response that the Labor government has put back to us on the issues we have raised. It is 
not hard. The Public Accounts Committee is absolutely the appropriate committee to manage and deal with that. 
A lot of these issues have been raised in this place before, so I just want to go through a few. 

This is an election commitment that the Labor Party took to the last election. Very, very quickly, 
Hon Alannah  MacTiernan took charge of the project; this was certainly a personal passion of hers. There 
is a whole heap of processes, which we have articulated, that landed the outcome that Carnegie Clean Energy was 
the company that won the project. We argued that it was the only company that could have won the project, because 
it had exclusive rights over an area of seafloor just off the coast of Albany that was in proximity to the wind farm, 
which was the only area prescribed in the procurement process the government was seeking a company to deliver 
on. Carnegie had exclusive rights to that and we believe it is the only company that could have landed the outcome. 
Therefore, there is a strong argument to suggest that the procurement process was flawed. 

Referred to in the financial assistance agreement are at least two quarterly reports, which the government should 
now have, that would give some sort of summation about the progress of the project—presumably, the financial 
stability of the company delivering the project. We have not seen those. We have not heard any discussion from 
either the Minister for Regional Development or the Treasurer; Minister for Energy on those reports. Presumably, 
the government has reports that give some visibility. It would be good for them to be tabled so we can see them. 
I think I have even asked for them in some questions on notice, but again we have not received them. We saw in 
July that Carnegie Clean Energy submitted to get a payment of $5.25 million of royalties for regions funds for 
what was to be the first milestone payment—which, by the way, expired on 1 July. Of course, there has been a lot 
of public commentary about the financial stability of the organisation—recording financial losses, writedowns of 
its assets and two senior executives resigning, not least of whom are the financial control officer and financial 
operations officer, so two pretty senior people. Most recently, the CEO of the organisation resigned from the 
company. These are not insignificant events as we look at the process this government took to work through an 
election commitment. 

What did we raise in the matter of public interest last week? We raised a few things. First of all, Carnegie missed 
the first milestone, which would have meant it got a payment of $5.2 million from the government. A payment 
was eventually approved by the minister—not the $5.2 million for the initial milestone, but a $2.6 million payment. 
That was presumably made under a new agreement, because the first milestone payment, as the financial assistance 
agreement points out, was for $5.2 million, but another payment was approved for half of what was requested, 
after what I understand were changes or modifications to the agreement. Clearly, there is a difference between 
what Carnegie believes it should be paid for the milestones it believes it has met and what the minister and/or 
government believes it has met, which has therefore meant a significantly reduced payment. Not only was there 
the negotiation of a new agreement and a halving of the amount being paid to Carnegie, but at the same time, 
a requirement was put on Carnegie Clean Energy to have a detailed funding plan to present to government 
nine weeks from the decision. I will now read from the ASX statement by Carnegie Clean Energy, issued on 
5 October 2018. It said — 

• Upon receipt of the plan, the State Government will then assess whether the company has the 
financial capability, in an altered Federal R&D tax incentive environment, to complete the project. 

The minister has made an approved payment of $2.6 million, which is less than the payment for the first milestone, 
which Carnegie Clean Energy believed it could meet, but the minister added an additional requirement for it to 
demonstrate to the government that it is capable of completing the project. In and of itself, that has to be grounds 
for someone having a much closer look at what has gone on. Why should we not put this matter to the 
Public Accounts Committee to assess the merits of what has happened and understand why there have been 
changes to the agreement—the nature of those changes, whether they are valid and whether the minister is not 
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simply pursuing her passion, which we know is strong on this issue, to take up a wave energy project off the coast 
of Albany and not be too fussed about $2.6 million of taxpayers’ funds going out the door? Why do we not have 
a close look at that? My reading of the financial assistance agreement is that there are any number of default 
options that the government could have exercised to get out of the agreement. The Minister for Energy in his 
response last week suggested the advice was that the government had to make some sort of payment because it 
could not step out of that, but I do not accept that. Again, there are grounds for the committee to have a look at the 
advice given about the decision and the decision the minister ultimately made. The default and termination clauses 
at page 16 of the agreement state when an event of default occurs. Paragraph (c) states — 

the Recipient fails to comply with or meet a Milestone, an Additional/New Milestone or any other 
milestone set by the Department in accordance with this Agreement and does not cure such 
non-compliance within such reasonable time as is notified in writing by the State … 

One of the milestones was not complied with. The first payment was not met by 1 July. Carnegie did not even put 
in a submission until 23 July and the milestone expired on 1 July. Again, there is a difference in the time it made 
its submission to get that payment. Of course, the option here, which is clearly black and white, sits with the 
government to say to Carnegie, “You’ve missed your milestone. We think this project’s a dud. We need to pull 
out and preserve the rights of the people of Western Australia not to be wasting their money.” Again, it is a simple 
point of saying that there is enough here to suggest that the Public Accounts Committee should have a closer look 
at this project, going through the steps that the minister has taken, to give us some confidence she is not just 
pursuing her passion. As I have cited in the motion, have there been appropriate processes that stand up to the 
strategic asset management framework? The Treasurer has mentioned on a number of occasions, in both estimates 
and in this place, the benchmark standards that the government wants to adhere to. 

Another couple of questions give us a little direction on this. I asked a question on notice that was answered on 
16 October, and I will go through the responses. My question reads — 

I refer to the Albany Wave Farm project, and ask: 

(a) Has the project proponent (Carnegie Clean Energy) given the Government any indication it is 
not able to meet the agreed parameters of the financial assistance agreement established with 
Government; 

The answer was no; Carnegie Clean Energy has not given the government any indication. Missing a milestone 
payment, I would have thought, might have been a pretty good indication. A bunch of issues reported in the 
newspaper might have been a bit of an indication. The company, as well as the Minister for Regional Development, 
has highlighted that the lack of these research and development credits seems to be a signal that puts the company 
in a position in which it is unlikely to progress the project. Again, there are statements here that, to me, are 
inconsistent with the decisions that have been made, and that is a concern to us. Another part of the question on 
notice reads — 

(d) Since the public announcement of financial write-downs by Carnegie Clean Energy, has the 
Government taken any steps to engage with Carnegie Clean Energy, to establish with confidence 
the company’s capacity to deliver on the Albany Wave Farm Project; 

The answer to that question was — 

(d) Yes. The Deputy Director General, Industry and Economic Development of DPIRD called 
a meeting with the Managing Director of Carnegie to discuss the company’s financial status 
following the release of Carnegie’s financial statements. This meeting was held on 
19 September 2018 and, subsequently, DPIRD requested that Carnegie provide an explanation 
of the financing arrangements in place to fund its contribution of the total project funding. 
Carnegie has confirmed it has the capacity and commitment to deliver the Albany Wave Energy 
Technology Development Project. 

Carnegie confirmed that it could do it. The minister does not believe that it can do it, but has still paid the company 
$2.6 million. The minister had all the options under the sun to be able to get out of the deal. We have enough here 
to pass on to the Public Accounts Committee, so that it can have a thorough look at the process from go to whoa, 
of a range of decisions and responses that just do not make sense, as far as the opposition is concerned, in a project 
that has significant taxpayer funds at stake. 

I will summarise the reasons for the inquiry. First of all, the procurement process has question marks written all 
over it. Only one company could land that outcome. That is what happened, so that needs a bit of closer scrutiny. 
Despite Carnegie being satisfied that it has met the milestone approvals, the government has said no. Carnegie 
believes that it has met its obligations, and the government has said that it has not. What is the discrepancy there? 
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Why is the payment being made if the government thinks the company has not been able to do it? There is a lack 
of a business case here. This did not have a business case right from the word go. I have been stretching my 
questions to both the Minister for Regional Development and the Treasurer about the government’s policy in and 
around business cases. I asked which projects the Minister for Regional Development has taken through cabinet 
did not have a business case, and I did not get a response. This is what I got back when I asked for a list of projects 
that did not have business cases — 

Funding submissions for individual projects and programs are considered on a case by case basis by the 
Expenditure Review Committee and recommendations considered by Cabinet. All funding submissions 
prepared by the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development are required to include 
sufficient supporting information to justify a funding decision. 

What about a business case? It is a simple yes or no answer—do we or do we not have a business case? The 
Minister for Regional Development, in responding to questions earlier in the year, said that this project did not 
have a business case because it was a research and development project, and therefore the normal business case 
methodology did not apply. So I went on to ask — 

(h) Did the project titled Building WA Grains Research and Development Capacity, on Page 170 of 
budget paper number 3 have a business case when it went to ERC and/or Cabinet; and 

(i) If not why not … 

The answer to part (h) was — 

The previous Liberal National Government had no long term commitment towards grains research and 
development … 

That is an irrelevant comment. The answer continues — 

The McGowan Government has guaranteed $10 million per year to underpin a long-term model for the 
sustainable delivery of applied grains research … 

That is an irrelevant comment. The answer continues — 

The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development provided a strong case for ongoing 
funding … 

There is nothing about a business case. What is the first recommendation of the Langoulant report? It says, have 
a business case. There is no business case here. With all the issues that we have identified, presumably the 
issues that the Langoulant report refers to, that the government sprayed over us in its witch-hunt, now the 
government cannot even maintain the standards it had aspired to adhere to. That is why this needs to go to the 
Public Accounts Committee. It is absolutely bizarre. We have more than enough evidence here for the 
government to support this. It would be the one decision that the government could make to take this off the 
table. Week after week, we are bringing up a range of very valid arguments, and doing a lot of research. It does 
not make sense that there is an inconsistent approach to decision-making, and that this is anything beyond the 
minister pursuing her passion with taxpayers’ funds to achieve that end. It concerns us. The government should 
support this matter going to the Public Accounts Committee. It has control of that committee, so it is not as if 
that will be an issue. Put it to that committee, hold hearings, take it up, get a report back to Parliament, and then 
we can respond accordingly. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [4.17 pm]: I stand in support of this motion. The 
Public Accounts Committee is the oldest and probably the most prestigious committee in Parliament. It is set up 
to look at issues of government finances. It is the appropriate committee, and the government has the numbers on 
it. There is no doubt that this issue needs to be looked at. We have had a lot of debates here, and the previous 
speaker went through most of them. The issue has a long history, and we are concerned that the Minister for 
Regional Development is pursuing a passion. It is a passion that is shared by the people of Albany. They have told 
me over and over again that they want their town to be a 100 per cent renewable energy hub. The area has some 
very good resources. The wind resource is one of the best, because it blends in very well with the demand patterns 
in the metropolitan area. 

When she was a minister in the previous Labor government, the minister promised to promote a wave farm with 
Carnegie in the Albany area, and she gave the company a monopoly licence to research the area in the harbour. It 
is a beautiful harbour. That is a valid thing. That was at the research stage in 2008, of Carnegie doing research on 
wave technology. It is a great idea. However, it appears to us that, eight or nine years later, in the run-up to the last 
election, instead of doing due diligence, the minister just dusted off a press release and went with it, promising 
$15 million. The problem was that, in the meantime, with the decision to lock in Carnegie, she locked in a certain 
firm and a certain technology without any due diligence. Carnegie had a monopoly right on the area around 
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Albany. Only it could do the wave energy project. The minister gave that right, and the Barnett government 
renewed it. That was fair enough. The minister also locked in wave technology, which is highly risky and high 
cost. Bloomberg did a report on it. Eight firms around the world had advanced wave technology; only one was 
left—Carnegie.  

Between when the minister was in government in 2008 and the present, the minister was on the board of 
Energy Made Clean, which was not part of Carnegie. It was a separate firm, but she was in the industry. There 
were a lot of rumours around this. It is a small industry, and the entities involved talk a lot. Fair enough—no 
criticism. It is a small industry with a lot of R&D. She should have known. If the then minister had done any due 
diligence, she would have known that in about 2008 or 2009, Carnegie Clean Energy got a grant from the state 
government to do research on wave technology in Albany; I think it was called a lead grant. Subsequent to getting 
that and doing some research, Carnegie came back to the Minister for Energy of the day—Hon Peter Collier—and 
said, “It doesn’t work. Can we move the grant to Garden Island?” He said, “No, no; you can’t just take a grant and 
walk away with it. You have to reapply.” Carnegie handed back what was left of the money and reapplied. It did 
that because there are good wave resources in Albany, but wave technology does not meet the situation in Albany 
in terms of the demand for and the cost of renewable energy. It is high cost. The attribute that people might want, 
but not in Albany, is high-pressure water, but it did not work. 

Carnegie moved from Albany to Garden Island. We gave it a lead grant, and it procured a substantial amount of 
money on top of that from private investors, the commonwealth and the state to develop a wave technology—
a wave farm and a microgrid—to meet the needs of the naval base. Carnegie told everybody who would listen to 
it that the only way it could make this technology work was to find a set of customers worldwide that would pay 
top dollar for not only wave energy, but also pressurised water. It identified that it would target island navy bases 
around the world that would pay top dollar for desalinated water and electricity in case their primary sources of 
water or electricity were blown out or compromised. Carnegie told everybody that Albany did not work because 
it had access to lower price renewable energy in the form of wind and electricity. Carnegie was very advanced at 
Garden Island. That was the state of play at the time it made the announcement. In fact, Carnegie had just got an 
arena grant from the commonwealth for an additional $10 million-plus to develop the wave farm at Garden Island. 
The commonwealth came in and offered Carnegie $15 million. Carnegie moved to Albany, but there was no market 
there, according to its previous statements. Carnegie also took the arena grant with it, abandoning the investments 
in Garden Island. 

In this situation there was no business case. Firstly, the government chose a single firm, with all the financial risk 
associated with that firm. Secondly, it was sold a single technology—wave technology—with high risks. Thirdly, 
the government chose the technology that belonged to the firm, so it was wedded to the success or failure of the 
technology of Carnegie. Fourthly, there was no business plan—none. That is galling for us because in its first term, 
the government commissioned the Langoulant report that said, number one, to do a business plan—do an 
assessment. The government just did not do it. It put in $15 million that it took from the allocation in the budget 
for the Albany gas pipeline that did not go ahead. It could have been used for anything else, but the government 
used it for this and did not do due diligence on Carnegie. 

As the previous speaker said, we have been trying to get to the bottom of this. The government has been 
obfuscating, hiding and whatnot on what it needs to do. The government signed a contract about a year ago with 
Carnegie because it had been predetermined. Things did not go well for Carnegie in 2017–18. On 1 July, its first 
payment of $5.25 million was due, and on 23 July it came to the government and asked for it. As indicated, the 
government had the full right to say no because it had not met its milestones. What did the government do? It 
agreed to alter the agreement. This information was given in response to questions asked by Hon Peter Collier of 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan. The minister’s people in the department altered the agreement and the milestone by 
splitting them into two. It split the sum from $5.24 million to $2.625 million. In other words, Carnegie came and 
asked for a payment, although it did not meet the milestones, so the agreement was renegotiated and Carnegie met 
half of the milestone. That payment was made on 5 October. 

On 1 October, Carnegie issued its annual report and it was a shocker. That should not have surprised anybody, 
because the stock market had given an indication, and the share price had plummeted. It peaked in about 2008–09 at 
39c; today it is below 1c. It had plummeted. The government could have just looked at the share price before it 
signed the contract and asked whether this firm had the financial capacity, and whether the technology, as 
promoted, had the capability, to successfully compete in Albany in the future with other forms of renewable 
energy. We are not against renewable energy; it is just a choice to make. But the government did not look. It is 
quite evident to us that when the government was renegotiating the terms of the agreement, it did not go to Carnegie 
and say, “How are you going? Show us your accounts. How is your cash position? What is the position of your 
intellectual property?” It did not do it. 
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After the government signed the contract, on 1 October the proverbial hit the fan and the CEO left. On 
3 October the annual report came out. As I said, it was a shocker. The report illustrates a $63 million loss—from 
$14 million in the previous year to $63 million. Most importantly, it writes down an impairment on its wave IP 
technology of $34 million. It does not give the standing stock value. It shows a whole range of other writedowns—
research expenses, write-off of goodwill, write-off of intangibles—and a massive increase in, by the way, 
employment and director expenses. Employee share-based payments and fair value for additional shares and 
options all went up sharply. In other words, this was a sinking ship that people were bailing from. 

The payment was made on 1 July. I will read out the note to the audited accounts of Carnegie for the year ending 
30 June 2018. It is very interesting. It reads — 

In order to fund its ongoing activities — 

In short, it does not have the cash. One of the interesting things in the 2017–18 annual report was that Carnegie 
had burnt over half its cash. It had burnt 50 per cent of the cash available at the start of the year, and the burn was 
escalating rapidly. I return to the note — 

In order to fund its on-going activities, the Group intends to seek to raise funds in the equity markets 
for its ongoing business activities by way of the issue of equity securities. The Directors acknowledge 
that there may be a risk that equity markets may not be favourably disposed when equity raisings are 
required to be undertaken and that this may impact on the Group’s ability to fund its planned levels of 
expenditure. 

I would say it is a problem when the share price plummets to below 1c. 

Let us do some numbers. Let us say Carnegie has to raise $1 million. It had 400 000 shares out there, so it had to 
increase the shares by about 25 per cent. That is the dilution of the share value. Even if someone would put the 
money in, it would dilute the share value so much that it would be a walk down the hill in terms of value. Of course 
it would—anyway. 

The Crowe Horwath independent auditor’s report states — 

Material Uncertainty Related to Going Concern 
We draw attention to Note 1 in the financial report, which indicates that for the year … 30 June … , the 
Group incurred a net loss after tax from continuing operations — 

As I mentioned — 

of $63,349,694 and net cash outflows from operating activities of … 

Seven million dollars. That is half its starting cash value. It continues — 

As stated in Note 1, these events and conditions, along with other matters set forth in Note 1, indicate the 
existence of material uncertainty that may cast significant doubt about the Group’s ability to continue as 
a going concern. 

That is the auditor’s report that was issued this year. The government had not renegotiated the agreement prior to 
this being issued. I suggest that the two outcomes may not have been totally independent. In any appropriate 
process, before signing the altered agreement on 28 September, the government would have gone to the firm and 
said, “Show us your unaudited books.” It was only about three days away from being published with the auditor’s 
report. The government should have said, “Before we give you $2.625 million, show me your books. Do you have 
the cash?” 

Anybody who had looked at the pattern of this firm’s share price, particularly its precipitous fall, would have said 
that it was a concern, but the government did not. The government did not look at the books until they had been 
published. Do members know what the minister’s department did? It scurried around and went back to Carnegie 
and said, “Listen, we just negotiated this agreement and gave you $2.65 million. Give us it back! We kind of 
goofed up. We didn’t know how badly off you were. We didn’t know it!” Carnegie said, “You must be joking! 
You have an agreement with us. You have paid us the $2.6 million” — 

Point of Order 
Dr A.D. BUTI: Did the Leader of the Opposition make a certain sign with his finger? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: No, I didn’t. I made the sound—whoop! 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I think there was a sign there, but I will let it be. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: That is the sound of money disappearing. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I do not think that is what you did, though. That is the point. 
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Dr M.D. Nahan: That’s what I said. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We got this information from questions asked by Hon Peter Collier of the relevant minister in 
the other place. After they saw the result of the CEO leaving and the annual report showing that it was probably 
not viable going forward, the minister, her department and legal advisers went back and said, “Give us our money 
back”, and Carnegie said, “Tough! We’ve got it. We banked it.” The ministers then said that she could not get the 
money back because we are between a rock and a hard place. That is where the government has put taxpayers. The 
minister put us there! That is the evidence we have. 

My concern is that being at the forefront of research in wave technology is not easy. Carnegie is a good firm and 
has had nearly $200 million invested in it over the last 10 years by state and federal governments and shareholders. 
They have what Bloomberg stated was the best technology for wave energy. However, it is high cost and it only 
fits certain markets. It had a market, hopefully, at the Garden Island naval base, which it was pursuing. The 
government pulled it from there and took it down to Albany to pursue a pipe dream. It could have contributed to 
the destruction of the firm and its intellectual property with it. That is worth investigating. 

John Langoulant set up a process and a set of guidelines for decision-making in government and assessed our 
government against it. As he assessed, we fell down in many places, but that applies to the current government, 
too. We need to find out what the government did on this important project. The people of Albany want it. They 
are dead keen on having renewable energy in their area. They look at this thing and think that it is $15 million 
down the drain and that they could have done a lot with that money. We need to find out whether we will be forced 
to stick the rest of the $13 million into this firm. Is Carnegie a viable firm? What is it going to do with the rest of 
the project? By the way, the project is not just Carnegie. This whole project depended upon Carnegie putting in 
about $30 million of its own money, but its balance sheet shows that it cannot do that. The proposal before us is 
to map this out. We can sit here and inquire into it in more and more depth—and we will—or the government can 
send it to the Public Accounts Committee, which the Labor Party has the chairmanship of and is the appropriate 
committee. It is the leading committee in our Parliament to assess it. It is still early days in this government. This 
is clearly driven by—as are each of the problems it has—poorly thought out election promises that were not subject 
to adequate due diligence, but it is following through with them despite evidence that says, with signs all over the 
place, “Stop because this is dumb.” The government is pursuing it and is getting to the point of squandering scarce 
money that could be put into renewable energy. We fully support this motion. It will be very valuable and will 
help the government. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [4.36 pm]: I rise to make some comments on this motion on 
behalf of the Minister for Regional Development. We obviously will not be supporting the motion, but I will make 
some comments on it. I know that the member for Dawesville will be surprised by the position of the government. 
Nonetheless, it appears, at first instance, that the motion is slightly different from the arguments that have been 
articulated. It is more that they want an inquiry into why the government has not terminated the contract as opposed 
to why Carnegie ended up with the contract. It is unsurprising that Parliament is debating this issue. I think we 
debated this issue in a matter of public interest debate last week. Suffice to say, it is alarming when the share price 
of the key deliverer of the expectations of a government grant does what it has done. Of course, the various 
executive changes that were outlined by the member for Warren–Blackwood in his contribution are clearly 
alarming for the government. That is why, as I think I outlined in last week’s MPI debate, which I think was 
brought on by the member for Warren–Blackwood, the Minister for Regional Development has requested that 
Carnegie prove its case on delivery within nine weeks. It has nine weeks to do it. Why is that? I suspect the 
minister, like the Leader of the Opposition and the member for Warren–Blackwood, has looked at Carnegie’s 
balance sheet, the share price, and the problems it faces as a result of some changes to research and development 
taxation treatment by the commonwealth government, which I will come to in a minute. The Leader of the 
Opposition is right. When the share price is as low as it has gone, it makes it incredibly difficult to raise money 
through equity issues. Carnegie will look for other ways to raise money. It has about eight weeks now to make its 
case to the Minister for Regional Development. 

I think I also dealt with the change made to the progress payment. It was initially $5 million but was changed to 
$2.5 million. From the answers the opposition has read out from the Minister for Regional Development in the 
other place, we took legal advice on the position of the state, and Carnegie clearly met its obligations in the delivery 
of some of those expectations under the contract that has been provided to both houses of Parliament, so the 
government was required to make a payment. Going forward, it will be up to Carnegie whether it can make its case. 

I want to go through some notes provided to me by the Minister for Regional Development. I get that the opposition 
does not like this project, but we went to the election with a commitment of $15 million—a significant amount of 
money—for an Albany wave farm research and development project. We took to the election not just the project, 
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but also the specific amount of money we were going to allocate it, and we were elected on that basis. I get the critique 
and that the opposition does not like the project. I think the member for Warren–Blackwood said it was a dud. 

Mr D.T. Redman: Yes. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Okay, I am relaxed that there is a difference of opinion around whether the project is worthy 
of investment. But we took that commitment to the election and stated it very, very clearly in Perth and certainly 
in Albany, and we were elected accordingly—both the government and the member for Albany were returned—
so we will continue to deliver on our election commitment. 

I think the Leader of the Opposition made the point that the Minister for Regional Development had 
a relationship with Energy Made Clean and that was purchased by Carnegie; therefore, it was effectively 
a Carnegie election commitment. I noted the statement put out by Carnegie after the election. At the time 
I thought it was premature, but so be it; it front-footed that. In any event, the process that we went through, 
which I will outline in a minute, arrived at Carnegie. In light of the fact that Carnegie is the leader in wave 
energy technology, as outlined by the Leader of the Opposition, it was unlikely any other players would get the 
grant, but the process we went through was open and rigorous. I will outline that in just a minute. I want to go 
through my notes to clarify those processes, because the motion refers to those processes, although it does 
appear that the opposition is now more concerned that the government has not yet terminated the contract with 
Carnegie. The member for Warren–Blackwood outlined the basis on which the government could terminate the 
contract. I have not seen or sought legal advice on that, but what the member said sounds right. But, of course, 
the government does not think it is a dud commitment, and I suspect that is why it has not been terminated. We 
want to give Carnegie every opportunity to deliver on that commitment. 

The grant was an election commitment to fund the development of a wave energy technology project. We have 
now moved to that. There are two components to that commitment: the project and the Wave Energy Research 
Centre at the University of Western Australia, which I understand is unaffected and being delivered well. But 
it is not a procurement activity for a strategic project. Let us be clear that this is a grant; we are not purchasing 
a strategic project as per the strategic asset management framework. We made the point, as was outlined last 
week and by the Leader of the Opposition today, that Carnegie has had the contract for that licence to do this 
research for some time. I think I quoted the licence last week, and the terms of the licence are for research and 
investigation or research and development. There has never been any doubt about what the project is and what 
the grant was for. 

Tabling of Paper 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Treasurer is reading from what appears to be an official document. I wonder whether 
you could ask the Treasurer to table the document please. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Two points: I am not reading from anything. I have some notes. They are the notes I was given 
for the debate, but I am not quoting from and I do not intend to quote from them. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Okay. I am happy with that. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Madam Acting Speaker — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I have made a ruling that they are his notes. If the member has a problem with my 
ruling, he knows what to do. They are fine, thank you. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will say when I am quoting my notes, but I do not intend to quote from them. I could pick up 
some of the Minister for Police’s notes and hold them as well, but I am not going to table them. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: It is all right; I have made a ruling. We do not have to canvass my ruling. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: As I said, I will say when I am quoting the document in front of me. When I do, no doubt the 
member can jump up and ask that I table them, but in any event, they are notes for the purposes of this debate. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: That is fine, Treasurer—keep going. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: As I said, it is not a procurement activity for a strategic asset as per the strategic asset 
management framework, and that is the entire point of the motion before us. It is all about a research and 
development project, not a strategic asset project, by way of a grant that Carnegie won in the end. In any event, 
the SAMF guidelines clearly do not apply to this case. 

I want to go through what we went through as a government. Although we committed to a wave project and 
a research centre project to the tune of $15 million in Albany, accordingly, we still had to go through a process to 
ensure that there was a tender process. I think some of the governance and documentation has already been quoted 
by the member for Warren–Blackwood today. Unsurprisingly, we had a comprehensive project plan and a funding 
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strategy to support project delivery. Then we effectively went through a two-phase process as per State Supply 
Commission policies. What is the purpose of those policies? They are basically to manage risk on delivery. I think 
perhaps that is the opposition’s other point of focus. We also had to have an open and competitive process that 
ensured probity, accountability and value for money. Members should bear in mind that we were committed to 
this project and a $15 million spend, and we took that to the election. 

By way of an aside, perhaps some of the tension here—the member for Warren–Blackwood will find this out in 
due course if he stays in this place long enough and moves back to this side of the house—is that when parties 
make commitments in opposition, they still deliver those commitments. The purpose of the State Supply 
Commission process that we went through and the request for proposal process was about assessing the viability 
of delivering what we intended to deliver, not whether we would deliver it, because we had already made that 
commitment during the election campaign. The request for proposal process took advice from my agency, the 
Department of Finance, and also the State Solicitor’s Office to ensure that it met those requirements under the 
State Supply Commission policies. The technology development project was on the Tenders WA website for 
five weeks. Members can all look at the Tenders WA website to see what tenders are being called for and what 
tenders are up. The request for proposal for the energy research centre was issued on a restricted basis—again, that 
is not unusual—to the four universities in Western Australia, because, clearly, the state government was looking 
for a university to provide a tender for a wave energy research centre. The request was on the Tenders WA website 
for five weeks—this has been outlined by the Premier and by the Minister for Regional Development in the 
other place—and the responses were evaluated by an independent panel with five voting members from the 
Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, the Public Utilities Office and the Great Southern 
Development Commission. The panel’s processes and deliberations were overseen in a review and advisory 
capacity by the Department of Finance’s government procurement. The election commitment was to be delivered, 
but the proposal around how and who was going to deliver it went through the normal processes of government, 
by which we then effectively gave a grant to the winner—Carnegie. 

I suspect Carnegie will speak for itself and no doubt provide the minister with the relevant information in due 
course; I am not here to speak for Carnegie. The problem we have had is that there was a change by the 
commonwealth government to the taxation treatment of research and development. I spoke at an event on Monday 
or Tuesday morning at the Town of Victoria Park and this issue was raised. In fact, someone got up and had a go 
at me for changing the research and development taxation arrangements. Thankfully, I had the opportunity to 
explain that the commonwealth government actually made those changes and unfortunately they are not levers that 
I have as state Treasurer. I suspect that the cap on cash refunds for R&D claims at $4 million a year has had the 
biggest impact on not just Carnegie, but also a range of companies in different industries around WA. 

The Leader of the Opposition outlined the balance sheet issues of Carnegie. I have no doubt that if it was assuming 
a much greater return on its research and development cash refunds, which were suddenly capped at $4 million, 
that probably had an impact on its thinking about delivery. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: It is only 43.5 per cent to 41 per cent. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: As I said, Carnegie can speak for itself and, ideally, in eight weeks it will come back to 
government and explain how it can deliver. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: But you used that as a major reason that they could not proceed. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I suspect it is. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: It is only 43.5 per cent to 41 per cent. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: When I sit down, there will be an opportunity for the member for Bateman to speak and outline 
his concerns. 

I suspect that it is an issue. When an organisation, as the Leader of the Opposition has outlined, has limited cash 
and a very low share market value, those sorts of impacts are significant. Ultimately, it is up to Carnegie to make 
the case around delivery. It has told the Minister for Regional Development, as outlined by the member for 
Warren–Blackwood, that it is still confident of delivery. Clearly, we have some concerns around that, which is 
why we have given Carnegie a time frame in which to come back to government and outline how it can deliver. 
Hopefully it can. This is a fundamental point because the opposition does not agree with the project. It thinks it is 
a dud. That is fine. We have a difference of opinion on that election commitment. That is why we have not 
terminated the contract. We want it delivered and we want to give Carnegie the opportunity to deliver. It went 
through the process, in accordance with the State Supply Commission’s procurement guidelines, to win that grant. 
It was not through the strategic asset management framework, as specifically referred to in the motion today. That 
is why we will not be referring this matter to the Public Accounts Committee. I suspect that this still has a way to 
go. I hope it is delivered because, ultimately, I think the people of Albany are excited by the project and the 
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University of Western Australia, with its research centre, is excited by the project. As I have said, it always has 
been a research and development project. Carnegie won the grant. If it is successful, I think it would be good for 
everybody and, in particular, the people of Albany. We will always have that difference of opinion with the 
opposition, which simply does not support the project and wants to tear it down in any way it can. I get that. That 
is what oppositions do. We are committed to the project and we want to see it delivered. The ball is in Carnegie’s 
court. It has been given nine weeks to come back to government and explain exactly how it can deliver a project 
that it is keen to deliver, and that is exactly what it has told the government it is keen to do.  

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman) casting her vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (15) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Mr D.T. Redman 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr W.R. Marmion Mr P.J. Rundle 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr A. Krsticevic Mr D.C. Nalder Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr K. O’Donnell  

 

Noes (30) 

Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr S.J. Price Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr F.M. Logan Mr D.T. Punch Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms J. Farrer Ms S.F. McGurk Ms C.M. Rowe Ms S.E. Winton 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr S.A. Millman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Ms A. Sanderson Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Ms E. Hamilton Mrs L.M. O’Malley Ms J.J. Shaw  
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  

            
Pairs 

Ms L. Mettam Mr J.R. Quigley 
Mr V.A. Catania Ms M.M. Quirk 
Mr P. Katsambanis Ms L.L. Baker 
Dr M.D. Nahan Mrs R.M.J. Clarke 

Question thus negatived. 
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