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ELECTRICITY INDUSTRY (WESTERN AUSTRALIAN RENEWABLE ENERGY TARGETS) 
AMENDMENT BILL 2005 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 13 June. 

DR S.C. THOMAS (Capel) [4.01 pm]:  It is now some time since we were dealing with the Electricity Industry 
(Western Australian Renewable Energy Targets) Amendment Bill in June before the long break.  The bill was 
brought into this place by the member for Churchlands.  I will try not to go over some of the same ground that I 
went over previously in this debate. 

We had dealt to a large degree with some forms of alternative energy.  If members can remember that far back, 
they will know that we addressed, to some degree, the nuclear question and the need for nuclear energy in 
Western Australia and how that was a long-term prospect.  We discussed fourth-generation nuclear power plants 
and how far off they could be.  I presume we do not need to go over that ground because that will otherwise 
prolong the debate and make life difficult.  I am very pleased to see the government and the minister so much in 
favour of geothermal technology - which is something I raised in my previous address - and their proposal to use 
nuclear energy in the form of geothermal energy to power the state into the future, and their acceptance of 
nuclear energy in that form.  I think it is a very wise prospect to allow that to develop.  Some members have 
done a bit of work on geothermal technology, which we discussed this week.  We would hate to think that there 
was a movement or leakage of radioactive materials as a result of the fracturing of rocks, in which case there 
would have to be a disposal process.  If there was a problem that needed to be extracted, it would have to be 
stored or dealt with in Western Australia.  We would need a facility to do that, which, of course, occurs for 
medical nuclear waste at the moment.  I am pleased to see that the government is going down that line and 
accepting nuclear power sources in one form but not the other. 

Let us move on to other energy sources.  What we are debating here is the need to set a mandated renewable 
energy target.  The question we need to face is why we need a mandated target.  Could we not simply set, as the 
government has tended to do, an aspirational target?  Could we not simply say that we are going to aim for a 
goal?  The government has said it will aim for a 15 per cent renewable energy target by 2020 and potentially 
move that to 20 per cent by 2025.  That is an aspirational goal of the government.  The answer is that we need a 
mandated renewable target but the community of Western Australia cannot trust this government in its promises 
and aspirations.  That is the problem it faces.  If this government has mandated targets, what about the next 
government?  This government will not last forever and, of course, there will be a turnover.  Governments in the 
future will have a mandated target that they will be required to work towards as opposed to an aspirational target, 
which could be one of those non-core promises that we often see from the current government.  We have seen a 
non-core promise to get railroads and all the rest of it in my area.  Because the goal is not mandated and just 
aspirational there is distrust.  Why is there distrust?  Let us look at the history of renewable energy; let us stick to 
the topic otherwise Mr Acting Speaker (Mr G. Woodhams) will remind me of it. 

When this bill was introduced to the Legislative Council with some fanfare this government said, “Holy 
mackerel, we have got some bad press here; we will have to do something about it.”  In a fairly clever piece of 
spin - for which this government is famous - it said that it would source 20 per cent of government energy from 
renewable sources.  It was a very clever piece of spin because if a person read the press release - I think it was 
the Premier’s press release; although I might be wrong, it might be the minister’s - it was very cleverly designed 
to make people think that the government was actually setting a target of 20 per cent renewable energy. 

Dr J.M. Woollard interjected. 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It was not, actually.  We will get back to the desalination plant later.  I am glad the member 
raised it.  We can come back to it in a little bit.  I will have some fun with that later, member for Alfred Cove.  
The government set a target of 20 per cent renewable energy.  Of course, that is not 20 per cent renewable 
energy across even the south west interconnected system - that 3 500 megawatt monster in the south west corner 
to which most Western Australians actually subscribe.  It was not that system; it is 20 per cent of the energy 
purchases of government.  What does that mean in reality for increased renewable energy sources for Western 
Australia and the south west interconnected system?   

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  Two per cent maybe? 

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Not quite.  The great announcement from the government was designed to make people 
think that they were going to get 20 per cent renewable energy.  In fact, it was a 35 megawatt increase in 
renewable energy. 

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  One per cent. 
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Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Thank you, member for Avon.  It was a one per cent increase in renewable energy.  That is 
a bit less than half of the Emu Downs wind farm, for example.  That was this government’s response to the 
pressure that was brought to bear by the originator of the bill - the Greens (WA) - with support from the Liberal 
Party and the National Party in the Legislative Council.  This was the government’s response: a one per cent 
increase in renewable energy from approximately five per cent to six per cent for all renewable energy sources in 
Western Australia.  That was the promise.  We do not know exactly how that will be done because we need to 
get back at some point to the member for Alfred Cove and the transfer of energy to the desalination plants and 
future desalination plants.  A one per cent increase is a fancy to pretend that this government has concerns about 
renewable energy and climate change and all of the things that go with that.  Of course, it was exposed relatively 
quickly: certainly by us at a press conference not long after the minister’s and Premier’s press conference to talk 
about their great plan to increase the renewable energy component.  Some people were certainly hoodwinked by 
this government in its pretext of a significant increase in renewable energies.  This is why we require a mandated 
renewable energy target because there is, dare we say it, a coalition of people and parties who do not trust this 
government to deliver on its aspirational targets and to deliver on the promises it might choose to make during 
the next period.  The opposition does not think this government will deliver and it has the proof to demonstrate 
that.  This government, in its general deceptive manner, has tried to hoodwink the community of Western 
Australia, as it has often done.  That is the reason that a mandated renewable energy target is required.   

Members may ask why we require a 20 per cent renewable energy target.  In June, when we were debating this 
issue, I said my personal preference for energy services and delivery for the south west was approximately a 40-
40-20 split; that is, 40 per cent coal, 40 per cent gas and 20 per cent alternative and renewable energies.  That is a 
reasonable target.  I would like to see this state aspire to that 40-40-20 split.   

Clean coal technology is something that we talk about a lot.  We accept the proposition of climate change and 
that something is required to be done about it.  Therefore, we accept that energy is an integral component in 
addressing that issue.  However, coal will remain a significant component of energy generation in this state until 
such time as those significant alternative energy sources become viably economic in comparison.  I suspect that 
both nuclear energy and hot rock technology will not become economically viable for decades - probably 25 to 
30 years plus.  The technology for other forms of energy is available but commercialisation is difficult; for 
example, biofuels and biodiesel, which interestingly are the most efficient methods of generating energy from a 
carbon-based fuel source.  Both biodiesel and natural diesel are very efficient energy producers.  In fact, they are 
more efficient than gas.  Gas is obviously more efficient than coal.  Gas can be built up to become comparatively 
close to diesel if the radiant heat is taken out and re-used by effectively putting a second unit on the back of a 
steam-driven generator and collecting the heat in either co-generational or cyclical terms.  That heat can be used 
for another process or to generate energy.  When that is done, natural gas becomes about as efficient as diesel.  If 
we had access to product, diesel could be used far more quickly.  Is it environmentally sound?  It turns the 
carbon over very quickly.  It is not necessarily the great panacea that people believe it to be, but it would be an 
integral component of that 20 per cent of energy generation into the future.   

My dream for power generation is for a 40-40-20 split.  We need to make coal-fired power stations efficient and 
effective with the minimum possible carbon output.  It is a big ask.  It has been said that clean coal technology is 
just around the corner, but that is a bit like saying a fourth generation nuclear reactor or hot rock technology is 
just around the corner.  There is a long way to go.  A lot can be done in this area.  Western Australia has made 
great strides.  The emissions from the old Muja A and B generators could not be controlled and that resulted in 
those generators being shut down.  The emissions from the Muja B and C generators are much improved.  In 
terms of emissions, the Collie coal-fired power station is one of the most efficient and effective power stations of 
its kind.  We have to hope that future coal-fired power stations not only live up to the emission levels of the 
Collie coal-fired power station but exceed those levels.   

[Member’s time extended.]  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  One of the Liberal Party’s promises in the last election campaign was that Collie B would 
have been more efficient than Collie A.  We have to believe that to be the case.  We need to go down the track of 
coal-fired power.  Completely clean coal is out there and we should try to maximise its use.  I understand that 
about 37 per cent of this state’s energy comes from coal.  It needs to increase to 40 per cent, particularly 
considering the growth of the industry and the issues arising out of the supply of gas, which are interesting.   

Western Australia should be a world centre for natural gas.  It is a low emissions fuel source compared with coal.  
Western Australia needs to invest in that process.  Western Australia should be a centre of excellence for 
research into not only natural gas extraction and processing, but also gas and energy conversion.  If Western 
Australia is to move into the future it must become the centre of excellence in this field.  Natural gas is an 
integral component of the energy industry and there has not been enough investment in it.  We need to take the 
private sector with us.  Into the future we will have not only coal-fired power stations, but also gas-fired power 
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stations.  I do not have time to go into the issue of obtaining the resource in this debate.  Gas resource will 
continue to be a problem.   

The 20 per cent energy source remaining needs to be a bit imaginative and we need to consider renewable energy 
sources.  Currently, wind power is the only source that is effectively competing on the market.  It does so with 
some subsidies.  Let us be realistic about it.  Renewable energy would need to be subsidised in the foreseeable 
future to compete with coal-fired and gas-fired power generation.  Compared with gas-fired power generation, 
the construction cost of coal-fired power generation is one of the most expensive, but its production and 
operating costs are the cheapest.   
The government’s claim in previous debates that it will not subsidise renewable energy because it needs to 
compete on an open market is an absolute furphy if it thinks it will get additional renewable energy into the 
system.  Two levels of government need to be involved; that is, the federal government and the state 
government.  The federal government needs to look at its renewable energy certificates and begin to build into 
that a price that might stimulate the development of renewable energies.  Would it be in the form of a subsidy?  
Of course it is a subsidy.  The state government subsidises renewable energy through its renewable energy 
certificates.  The state government, through the power entities, buys renewable energy certificates.  It costs the 
state government money to be involved in renewable energy.  It is a subsidy and always will be and it is the price 
we pay for having available renewable energy sources and encouraging the renewable energy industry.  We will 
not reach the 20 per cent mandated target unless that process is continued.  It is absolutely essential that 
renewable energy continues to be subsidised.  It will be subsidised irrespective of whether the renewable energy 
certificates move back to their original price of $35 or $36 - they are now about half that - or whether the price of 
carbon is attached to the development of energy, which will probably be $30 a tonne.  That would equate to 
something similar.  That is the process that will eventually drive renewable energy up to 20 per cent.  We have to 
not only be a part of that process, but also assist to drive that process.  If the people who have an understanding 
of this process do not drive it, and we are willing to bring that understanding to the government, it will never 
happen.  That is what is required if we get to a 40-40-20 split.  If we are to deliver 20 per cent renewable 
energies, we have to understand the price of carbon and the renewable energy certificate process and drive it in a 
way that makes renewable energy competitive with other energy sources.  The alternative is for the state to tax 
everybody and put that money into generation and that would not be cost effective.  No market force drives 
down the cost of renewable energy.  It stops being competitive.  In this process we do not need a bundle of 
money handed out by way of a subsidy, but competition in the renewable sector to drive those technologies and 
make renewable energy competitive.  We can see those things starting to happen.  It is good to see the 
government involving itself in some of those initiatives, and I give it credit for that.  The development of hot 
rock technology has some merit, and it may eventually become economically feasible.  However, it is not 
feasible now; it will take some seed funding to get it started.  Wave technology is probably the other alternative 
that is bubbling along at the moment.  I recommend that people look at wave technology. 

Mr D.T. Redman:  Excuse the pun!   

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  Excuse the pun; it was not meant.  Wave technology is starting to be used internationally.  
It is floating around - again, excuse the pun - off the coasts of Ireland and Europe.  There is a great deal of 
potential in wave technology.  Its use is not yet practical but it may well be in the not-too-distant future.  I 
suspect that wave technology has the potential to beat hot rock technology into the marketplace by decades.  
Solar technology is probably still some years away from being competitive.  At this stage, research is being done 
and more work needs to be done.  It is still not economically worthwhile putting solar panels on our roofs and 
selling electricity back to the state, based on the capital cost of putting up the solar panels and a 25-year lifespan.  
In some areas they do not have 25 years, but I gave it 25 years to round off the figures.  In Germany, the cost of 
installing solar panels is subsidised.  If people sell their solar electricity back into the grid, they are paid more 
than they pay for the electricity they buy.  That is a reward; it is subsidised.  It means that, in Germany, the 
government is driving the solar energy system.  That does not happen in Western Australia.  We pay an 
additional cost.  We do not get a premium for the electricity we feed back into the grid.  The rate is so low that 
we lose money on the overall process.  A subsidy is required.  We cannot just whack a few solar panels on the 
roof and ensure our electricity consumption will remain in the black, as it were.  There is still a cost, and that is 
before we add in the carbon cost to install it.  Solar energy is not viable yet.  However, we need to encourage and 
increase its use by subsidising it, as happens in Germany.  Why do members think all the solar technology that is 
being installed in Western Australian comes from Germany?  The subsidy from BHP Billiton and the federal 
government is bringing in German technology.  It is not for hot water systems but for electricity generation.  
There are difficulties with solar energy.   



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 19 September 2007] 

 p5361b-5384a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Mr John Day; Mr Terry Redman; Ms Sue Walker; Acting Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr 

Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Fran Logan; Dr Janet Woollard 

 [4] 

Wind power is the one alternative energy at this stage that is looking at least somewhat competitive.  Although 
there are technical difficulties with wind power, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), as you will know, given 
wind power is used in your electorate, or your extended electorate, perhaps -  

Mr D.T. Redman:  It is in my electorate.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It is in the member for Stirling’s electorate.  What electorate will it be in after the 
redistribution?   

Mr D.T. Redman:  Albany.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  It will be there for at least 18 months.  

Mr D.T. Redman:  He could be your colleague then.  

Dr S.C. THOMAS:  We will see how that goes.  The Acting Speaker cannot respond so let us not have any jest 
at the moment.  

Use of wind power has difficulties.  Even in Albany the wind does not blow all the time so there is a capacity 
issue.  I have a question on notice for the minister, to which I will no doubt get an answer at some point, about 
exactly how much energy is coming from the Emu Downs wind farm.  It operates for only a certain period; it 
does not operate 24 hours a day.  There is an issue with the movement of the energy that is generated and that 
creates its own issues.  At this stage at least, wind power is technically feasible and relatively competitive and it 
will be the biggest component of alternative energy for the short term.  The new growth area is biological 
energy, such as biodiesel, which is difficult because of the competition in the marketplace.  Nevertheless, there is 
huge potential to use other biological fuels, particularly waste.  The government has taken over the process at 
Bridgetown where it is installing a plant.  Energy is being tapped from old landfills around the area.  We need to 
look in other directions for reusing what is in effect waste to generate energy.  As we said earlier this week, 
energy does not move; it changes its state.  One of those states is matter, which can be transformed into energy 
rather than simply remaining as waste.  We are doing that to some degree, but we need to do it much better so 
that we can get better outcomes environmentally.  Those are key components.   

We need to get serious about renewable energy and the only way we can do that is to give ourselves a real target, 
not an aspirational target that this government can walk away from when it suits it; not an aspirational target that 
is more about spin than about getting results on the ground.  That is why this government needs to be nailed 
down to making real progress in renewable energy and not simply giving it lip service.  That is why this bill is 
very important, and the Liberal Party, the National Party and the Independents will support it.  

MR J.H.D. DAY (Darling Range) [4.25 pm]:  The member for Capel has covered a lot of the issues.  The 
purpose of this Electricity Industry (Western Australian Renewable Energy Targets) Amendment Bill 2005 is to 
ensure that 20 per cent of stationary energy in Western Australia will be generated from renewable sources by 
2020.  In other words, in 13 years’ time.  The origin of this bill is, of course, the concern that exists in the 
community about the effects of global warming.  I think most people accept now that global warming is a result 
in part, at least, of increased carbon emissions in the atmosphere, which have the effect of retaining some of the 
solar energy that would have otherwise been reflected back out to space.  That energy is retained in the form of 
heat in the atmosphere and, therefore, on average, appears to be causing an increase in global temperatures.  
They are not huge variations of degrees; nonetheless, they are apparently sufficient to be causing a significant 
impact on climate, on storm activity and on cyclone activity in some cases, and changing the patterns of rainfall 
in different parts of the world.  There is some debate of course about the extent to which the phenomenon we are 
seeing now is as a result of natural variations that have occurred over millions of years, or whether the changes 
are occurring more as a result of human activity, which has developed over the past few thousand years, and 
certainly the past few hundred years or so.  Probably most people will accept that both factors are involved in 
producing global warming, but certainly human activity is an important part of that.  Whatever the case, billions 
of people are now living on the face of the earth who were not present when the last significant global warming 
occurred.  Many of those people are living close to coastlines which, if there is a rise in sea levels, will mean that 
they will be much more impacted on than would otherwise be the case.  Although some people are sceptical 
about that, there is valid scientific debate about the factors involved and the extent to which the changes are 
occurring.  It is my understanding that the majority of the scientific community who are informed on these issues 
support the notion that, on average, an increase in atmospheric temperatures is occurring.  

The issues surrounding global warming have been very much increased in the public consciousness over the past 
year or so.  Debate has been going on for the past five or six years, I guess, to a much greater extent than was the 
case before.  Over the past 12 months in particular, the issues have been brought to the forefront of the minds of 
most in the community as a result of two factors: firstly, the film produced by Al Gore, An Inconvenient Truth, 
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which I am sure many members of Parliament have seen.  Some of us had the wonderful opportunity of 
attending the dinner he addressed in Perth slightly less than 12 months ago.  

The second major awareness has been brought about by the Stern report produced in Britain, also about 12 
months ago, which discussed some of the expected economic impacts as a result of global warming.  As a result 
of all those factors, I believe there is strong public support now for increasing the amount of energy that is 
produced from renewable sources; in other words, from sources that do not involve the emission of carbon into 
the atmosphere.  I think I am right in saying that currently about six per cent of electricity in Western Australia is 
generated from renewable sources.  The government says that it has a target of increasing that to 15 per cent by 
2020.  This bill will mandate that the proportion be 20 per cent by 2020.  At the very least this bill is a good 
opportunity for debate about these issues.  If the government has a good argument as to why it thinks it is very 
difficult or impossible to achieve that target of 20 per cent by 2020, this is an opportunity for it to clearly lay out 
the reasons and to give very good explanations if it is indeed in a position to do so.  I certainly look forward to 
the response from the government in that respect. 

The opposition is supporting the bill.  We had a discussion in our party room last year about our position on the 
bill.  It is somewhat notable and perhaps a little unexpected that a pretty clear view was expressed that we need 
to support this sort of target.  There is an acceptance in the Liberal Party that these issues must be properly 
addressed and that more must be done to increase the proportion of renewable energy and, therefore, to reduce 
the amount of carbon emissions into the atmosphere.  As I said, that change has occurred in the Parliamentary 
Liberal Party largely because of the sorts of factors I referred to earlier.  As I said, we need to hear from the 
government if it believes it has good reasons for not supporting the bill or for why that particular target is not 
achievable. 
There has been a great deal of rhetoric in recent times from the government on climate change and on 
environmental issues; for example, there is a lot of publicly funded advertising at the moment in newspapers, on 
billboards, in bus shelters and on television.  In particular I am mindful of the “Act Now for the Future” 
campaign, which tells the community almost nothing except that the state Labor government is trying to impart a 
feelgood message about what the government is purporting to do about these issues that are of genuine concern 
to the community.  There has been a large amount of taxpayer-funded advertising, and I understand the total 
amount of government advertising is costing around $1 million a week; that is, about $50 million a year.  Not all 
of that advertising is wasted.  Some of it is genuinely necessary government advertising, but I suggest that 
probably at least half of it is much more in the feelgood category and is designed to make Labor members of 
Parliament feel good.  It is designed to try to hoodwink the public into thinking that this Labor government is 
actually doing things when, in reality, all it is doing is putting together glossy newspaper advertisements and 
showy television advertisements with lovely little turtles playing around, lovely looking environmental scenes 
and pictures of sprinklers on lawns and that sort of thing.  They tell members of the public absolutely nothing 
about genuine actions that they can take and they provide information that is of no genuine use to anybody.  As I 
said, it is feelgood advertising and virtually Labor Party advertising at taxpayers’ expense.  I will be very 
interested to hear whether the minister chooses to respond to this aspect of the debate; I suspect he will not, as it 
is too difficult to address. 
We can compare the spending of lots of taxpayers’ money on feelgood advertising by the Labor Party with the 
debate on electricity prices that we had two to three weeks ago in this chamber.  A deliberate action was taken by 
the state government to increase the cost of electricity to those people in the community who are doing the right 
thing and choosing to pay more for household electricity that is generated from renewable sources.  In other 
words, people who choose to pay that extra amount are taking an action that ensures extra funds are available to 
enable additional amounts of renewable energy to be generated in Western Australia.  The government has 
increased the cost of electricity to those householders by 8.25 per cent, a substantial increase relative to the 
general tariff that applies.  If the government had increased electricity prices overall so that the differential did 
not increase as much, I could perhaps understand the action that it has taken.  However, it is discriminating 
against those people in the community who are doing the right thing - unlike the state government - and who are 
putting their money where their mouth is to ensure that additional renewable energy is generated so that the state 
can get closer to the target of 20 per cent that this bill mandates. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Members!  Quite a few members are having little meetings and 
little chats.  It is very hard for the Hansard reporter to hear, so I ask them to keep their conversations down or to 
take them outside, please. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  This government is acting with a substantial degree of 
hypocrisy.  On one hand it is spending large amounts of taxpayers’ money and trying to hoodwink the 
community about what it is doing; and on the other hand it is actually penalising people in the community who 
are doing the right thing by choosing to pay more for renewable energy sources.  The government is also 
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penalising people who use SmartPower, about which we had a debate two weeks ago.  That does not relate 
directly to the debate about climate change; it is more peripherally associated in that people who pay for 
SmartPower are doing their bit to ensure that the state uses less peak-load generation capacity.  This government 
is increasing the cost of SmartPower to consumers by up to 25 per cent, an average increase of 17 per cent across 
all of the different charging rates.  That is a substantial increase and another act of substantial hypocrisy on the 
part of the state government in that respect. 

As has been covered in the debate so far to some extent, many forms of renewable energy are currently available 
to the government and to the community.  Wind power is being increasingly used.  Certainly a lot of action was 
taken when the previous coalition government was in office to initiate the use of wind-power sources.  In 
particular I am mindful of not only wind-power generation at Esperance but also the larger wind farm that was 
built at Albany in your part of the world, Mr Acting Speaker, which I think produces about 24 megawatts or so 
of energy.  Since then, as time has gone on, much larger wind farms have also been established in Western 
Australia.  It is also true that solar energy is possible, in particular through the use of photovoltaic cells, for 
which a substantial rebate of up to $8 000 is now being made available by the federal government.  I think there 
is a payback time of at least eight years or so before people can expect to recover the difference between the net 
outlay that they must make if they install photovoltaic panels, but there are people in the community who are 
keen to take that sort of action.  We had a debate yesterday about the prospect of using geothermal energy as an 
energy source to generate electricity in Western Australia.  Wave power has also been referred to and is an 
increasingly prospective form of renewable energy.  There are many other forms that are prospective as well. 

Certainly we will have a debate, I assume, when the government chooses to do so, on the government’s Nuclear 
Facilities Prohibition Bill, which will attempt to prohibit the use of nuclear-powered energy in Western 
Australia.  The opposition regards that bill as nothing more than a stunt.  It is certainly not necessary.  If the 
government chooses to bring on that debate in the near future, it will very much indicate that it does not have an 
agenda for passing any serious legislation through this house.  If the government brings on that debate, it will be 
nothing more than a stunt.  The opposition will be very happy to debate that bill on the basis of good science and 
rational arguments, rather than the emotive stunts that have come from the government.  It is, of course, true that 
nuclear energy produces very little in the way of greenhouse gas emissions.  That does not mean to say that the 
opposition believes in any way that nuclear energy will be necessary for Western Australia in the foreseeable 
future, if ever.   

While we have large amounts of coal and gas and increasing forms and levels of renewable energy, it will not be 
necessary for us to build a nuclear power plant in Western Australia which, by necessity - at least using current 
technology - would need to be much larger than our system would ever require.  That is a debate for another day, 
but it worth putting on the record, in the context of the debate that we must reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
do more to encourage the use of renewable energy in the community, that other issues must be considered in a 
rational and sensible way and not through the stunts in which this government seems to be fond of engaging.   

The opposition supports this bill.  At the very least, the government must provide a good and serious response as 
to whether it will agree to a 20 per cent target by 2020.  If it is not going to agree to that target, it must have good 
reasons as to why such a target is unachievable or unaffordable.   

MR D.T. REDMAN (Stirling) [4.43 pm]:  On behalf of the National Party, I will make some comments about 
the Electricity Industry (Western Australian Renewable Energy Targets) Amendment Bill 2005.  My colleague 
the member for Avon will also make some comments.   

When this bill was first introduced in the upper house, I took the time to get a briefing on it.  Although a number 
of the things the Greens (WA) say and do push the limits, I believe that they have put quite a bit of effort into 
this bill.  The bill has been supported by the National and Liberal Parties in the upper house.  It is an absolute 
credit to the Greens to put forward a proposition that is acceptable to those two parties.  I would like to think that 
it is also acceptable to the government.  I recognise that effort.  

I will not touch on the issues raised by the members for Capel and Darling Range, because there are some givens 
in terms of the issue of global warming and the recognition of that in the world forum, and our need to respond 
to that issue.  Clearly a number of energy generation options are available to us in Western Australia.  It is 
interesting to note that in most, if not all, cases, those energy generation options are regionally focused and are 
likely to come from regional centres.  Part of what I want to talk about is the regional development opportunities 
that will come from a bill such as this.   

Members may be aware that the Oil Mallee Company set up an integrated wood processing plant in Narrogin to 
trial energy generation.  It was a successful trial that was strongly supported by the member for Wagin.  The 
plant highlights the opportunities that come from the regional generation of electricity and some of the by-
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products that come from that.  The Minister for Energy has taken steps to further the opportunities that have 
come from that trial.  We will certainly be watching closely to see where those steps lead.   

There is a wind farm in my electorate, near Albany.  There was also a controversial proposal to build a wind 
farm in Denmark.  I do not want to go into that in too much detail.  In essence, we support wind farms.  The 
Albany wind farm is very successful.  The west coast also offers successful examples of energy generation form 
wind farms in regional centres.   

Regional centres also have an opportunity to build biomass energy plants.  Two companies - one is called 
Beacon; I cannot recall the other - are looking at biomass generation in the Albany region.  That proposal is 
supported by most people.  As yet it is not up and running.  We hope that that reaches fruition at some stage.  
Bridgetown is considering building a biomass plant.  The possible location of that plant is causing friction in the 
community.  I am sure that a resolution will be reached.  Certainly the biomass production of energy in Western 
Australia will be an asset, because there are strong opportunities for those regional centres from not only an 
environmental perspective, which the bill supports, but also an economic sustainability perspective.   

I have strongly pushed the idea of biofuels.  I was able to secure government support for a biofuels task force, 
which reported early this year.  It is interesting to note that members of the biofuels task force strongly 
deliberated the notion of a mandate versus an aspirational target.  Although I could talk at length about biofuels, 
I want to pick up on that point.  It was a point also made by the member for Capel.  The committee’s research 
into biofuel opportunities in other places around the world made it patently clear that there are almost no 
examples of the successful introduction of biofuels into the transport fuel system without strong government 
support in the form of mandates, subsidies or other intervention.  It is clear that if we are serious about 
introducing biofuels into Western Australia and making them a part of our transport fuel mix, it is important that 
the government offer an incentive to do so.  As the member for Capel mentioned, we cannot achieve support for 
renewable energy generation without some form of subsidy.  The setting up of a mandate will, in effect, put a 
government subsidy in place to ensure that there must be a proportion of renewable energy generation in the mix 
that forces it to happen and that sets up a contestable marketplace for that level of energy generation.  That is 
important to its long-term success of being a sustainable contributor to the energy generation market.   

Geothermal energy is high on the government’s agenda.  I am not quite sure why it picked geothermal energy 
from the pile.  However, it has the support of the National Party and will be strongly centred on regional areas.  
The regional development opportunities in particular, along with the environmental benefits of renewable energy 
generation, are some of the main reasons that the National Party supported the bill in the upper house; and, for 
the same reasons, the National Party will support the bill in the Legislative Assembly.  There has been a lot of 
discussion in the communities that I represent about their future energy sources.  They are a little concerned 
about the reliability of energy that comes via the powerlines from Muja Power Station.  I support that as a short-
term option for those communities.  Recently, I attended a meeting in Walpole at which people were engaged in 
the very early stages of a discussion about how they might look at local generation of energy.  They will go on 
having that discussion until they reach a point at which they feel a stronger need to consider how they use energy 
and how they might achieve localised generation to support their community.  That is the difficulty with the way 
the south west interconnected system is set up.  Its very long wires run from a central source and the further 
those wires go, the more issues there are.  Apart from issues about where the powerlines should go - I am sure 
that you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), are familiar with that debate - there is the issue of reliability at 
the end of those lines.  There is a strong argument for having small local generation options for regional 
communities.  Clearly, that would need government support.  When Australia and the world put a price on 
carbon so that we have a much more carbon-constrained world, we will be forced to take up some of these 
options more readily than would otherwise be the case.  This bill sets us on that path.  It sets an achievable and 
appropriate target for renewable energy generation so that we can be the shining light in terms of world options 
for the generation of electricity.   
Today’s newspaper has an article on the opportunities for biofuel production in areas around the Ord River.  
Clearly, people in that area are looking at regional options to sustain some of their industries.  They are having 
keen discussions about the potential to produce ethanol and the co-generation of electricity from sugar industry 
by-products.  A raft of examples show how this bill can support very strong regional development in isolated 
regional communities that can supplement and support the current system of generation of electricity that they 
are receiving from either Horizon in the very isolated regional centres, or Western Power in the south west 
interconnected system.   

The Nationals support this bill.  We believe it is an achievable target.  We support the mandated approach to 
achieve contestability in the marketplace and to drive down the price of renewable energy.  We certainly support 
the regional development benefits that will flow from this legislation. 
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MS S.E. WALKER (Nedlands) [4.50 pm]:  I was not quite ready to speak on this bill but I can see that 
everyone else in the chamber is a little timid today.  I was unaware that this bill was coming on to be debated 
today but I am very pleased to support the Electricity Industry (Western Australian Renewable Energy Targets) 
Amendment Bill 2005.  The reason I am happy to support it is that I have taken a particular interest in the 
Western Australian environment, and in particular the “State of the Environment Report Western Australia 
2007”, which was released not long ago by the Department of Environment and Conservation.  It should be 
mandatory reading for every member of Parliament so that they will see what is happening to the environment in 
Western Australia.  I have read it.  It was eye-opening and very informative.  It was put together by an 
environmental steering group that comprised 16 subgroups, including government and non-government agencies, 
consultants and independent reviewers, totalling more than 200 individuals.  Those individuals spanned the 
political, social, industrial and environmental spectrum of Western Australia.  Their comments and their report 
have met with widespread community acceptance. 

When I look at the bill that is before us today, which deals in part with the south west, I am pleased to be 
supporting anything that will contribute in any way towards alleviating the pressures that could possibly be 
generated by human activity.  The fact is that climate change is here.  The debate rages about who contributed to 
that or whether we have contributed to it.  I read in a book recently that it will be a field day for lawyers because 
of the legal issues that arise when industries impact on individuals.  The “State of the Environment Report 2007 
Western Australia” states in its introduction - 

Human activities are now so extensive that all ecosystems on the planet have been modified to some 
extent.  In the rapid cultural evolution of humans, most societies have become physically and 
psychologically detached from the natural environment.  Humans have established institutions (such as 
financial markets, government structures and social networks) and developed technologies to further 
social and economic wellbeing.  This has led to an overuse of natural resources (e.g. wood production, 
water supplies, fisheries, land for agriculture) and resulted in the dramatic modification of many of the 
Earth’s ecosystems . . .  Large-scale changes in natural systems, including the global climate system, are 
occurring as a result.  Population growth and consumption of natural resources are central to the nature 
and scale of these impacts. 

How we respond, as a society, in managing these fundamental pressures will affect the health of the 
natural environment on which humanity depends. 

This report is about Western Australia and its environment and was put together in part by representatives from 
the industrial industry, the environmental industry, political and social groups, and government and non-
government agencies.  The list of people who are on that committee is very impressive.  The report graded the 
most important environmental issues for Western Australia.  The most important issue was greenhouse gas 
emissions.  I have said before in this house that recently Lord Levene, the chairman of the insurer Lloyds of 
London, has said that the emission of greenhouse gases will cause insurance premiums for property to increase 
as global warming raises sea levels and creates more frequent and intense storms.  The facts are that carbon 
dioxide is the biggest contributor to the enhanced greenhouse effect, because it contributes about 70 per cent to 
it.  The amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is about 30 per cent higher now than it was 200 years ago 
because of the burning of fossil fuels such as oil, coal and natural gas to generate electricity and to provide fuel 
for transport, and the burning of vegetation. 
Western Australia has experienced changes in average climate conditions, climate variability and the frequency 
of extreme events.  WA’s environment and socioeconomic structures are vulnerable to the impact of climate 
change.  According to this report, in the south west there has been between a 10 per cent and 20 per cent 
reduction in annual rainfall since the 1970s.  WA’s biodiversity, natural heritage, water resources and some 
climate-dependent industries - for example, agriculture and forestry - are already being affected by the decreased 
amount of rainfall in the south west.  I could go on. 
I want to give members just a partial picture of what is happening in Western Australia.  The report mentions 
that WA is heavily reliant on fossil fuels for stationary energy supplies and for transport, with 98 per cent of 
primary energy needs supplied from either oil, coal or natural gas.  The 10 warmest years on record have all been 
recorded since 1990.  2005 was the worst year on record for natural disasters for property insurers, with claims 
of $US83 billion worldwide.  Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in the United States accounted for claims of 
$US66 billion.  In Western Australia, the objective should be to reduce our absolute contribution to greenhouse 
gases into the atmosphere. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Member for Nedlands, can you speak closer to the microphone.  
It is hard to hear you from here. 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  I support this bill to amend the Electricity Industry Act 2004 to impose as a condition of 
holding a retail licence to sell electricity in the south west interconnected system an obligation to acquire target 
levels of electricity generated from renewable energy sources.  For the benefit of the people in my electorate who 
may read this and wonder what renewable energy sources are, I turn to page 6 of the bill, which states that 
“electricity from renewable energy sources” means electricity generated from the following sources: hydro; 
wind, solar, bagasse co-generation, black liquor, wood waste, energy crops, crop waste, food and agricultural 
waste, landfill gas, municipal solid waste combustion, sewage gas, geothermal-aquifer, tidal, wave, ocean, 
photovoltaic and photovoltaic renewable stand-alone power supply systems, wind and wind-hybrid renewable 
stand-alone power supply systems, micro hydro renewable stand-alone power supply systems, solar hot water, 
co-firing, fuel cells, hot dry rocks and such other sources as may be prescribed.  The bill goes into more detail, 
which I can put into an edited speech myself. 

The bill states in proposed section 14A(1) that -  

It is a condition of every retail licence to sell electricity in the South West interconnected system that 
the licensee must, in each year in which the licensee holds a licence, acquire an amount of electricity 
from renewable energy sources that equals or exceeds the licensee’s renewable energy target for that 
year.   

Additionally, proposed section14B states - 

It is a condition of every retail licence to which section 14A applies that the licensee must, as soon as is 
practicable after December 31 of each year, submit to the Authority a renewable energy statement for 
the year containing the following information: 

(a) the amount, in megawatt hours, of electricity acquired by the licensee; 

(b) the amount, in megawatt hours, of electricity from renewable energy sources acquired 
by the licensee; 

The bill lists other details.  The reason for the introduction of this bill is that although electricity retailers in 
Western Australia currently operate under the commonwealth renewable energy target scheme, that scheme has 
only a limited impact in Western Australia.  The general view is that the potential for renewable generated 
energy is not being mobilised.  It can be produced economically in Western Australia.  I note that the targets 
under this bill are higher than under the commonwealth scheme and that the targets will increase incrementally 
between 1 January 2008, when they commence, which is contained in the bill, and 2020, when the target will be 
20 per cent.   

For those who are interested in looking at this bill, the percentages for those yearly targets are contained in 
clause 5.  Failure to meet the target may result in a penalty being imposed on the licensee.  I note that the penalty 
is quite flexible and depends upon what the Economic Regulation Authority finds when it conducts a review of 
the system.  The penalty imposed is calculated with reference to the difference between the number of megawatt 
hours the licensee is required to acquire, and the number of hours actually acquired.  The Economic Regulation 
Authority can waive the penalty and can also take into consideration a surplus from a previous year when 
considering the issues. 

I hope that this does not let anyone off the hook.  I have taken an interest in climate change.  I recognise that 
there is a group that thinks that climate change is a natural phenomenon and that no-one can really prove whether 
it is the result of human activity.  However, I take note of what the member for Darling Range said - that the 
government comes to Parliament with silly little ideas to try to placate the public and make people think it is 
doing something when it is doing nothing.  It is doing nothing in relation to the environment in Western 
Australia.  When I was on leave I took the time to read quite a number of documents, one of which was the 
Environmental Protection Authority’s “State of the Environment Report Western Australia 2007”.  It is a 
marvellous, well-researched and well-written document. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I agree with you.  It is a very good document. 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  It is a very good document, written by some very clever, knowledgeable people.  It is a 
document that both the government and the opposition should read and respond to in relation to environment 
policy.  We are dealing with the south west of Western Australia.  The report provides a marvellous and 
terrifying insight into what we as humans have done to the natural systems in Western Australia since we have 
been here.  I think I remember reading somewhere that 40 dams have been built along the Swan River.  We have 
distorted the river system and made an enormous impact.  In chapter 3 of the report, it talks about settlement 
patterns.   
Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 
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Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes.  Settlement in Western Australia has significantly impacted the environment.  
Urbanisation has recently increased, particularly along coastal areas.  Perth’s population growth has contributed 
to substantial loss of biodiversity on the Swan coastal plain.  Less than 28 per cent of native vegetation remains 
in the Perth metropolitan region due to clearing.  Nearly 2 000 hectares were cleared between 1998 and 2001.  
Between 1996 and 2004, approximately 1 500 hectares of conservation-class wetlands of high ecological value 
were lost due to urbanisation, and much of the rest is in poor condition.  Motor vehicles contribute significantly 
to poor air quality in Perth.  Photochemical smog is a case in point.  Low-density urban development also 
impacts upon the environment through the increased use of natural resource materials, such as water and energy, 
and the provision of expanded infrastructure such as roads, water and electricity.  This sort of development now 
occurs in the Peel-Harvey catchment and along the coastal corridor of the south west.  Such growth will increase 
pressure on native vegetation, wetlands, estuaries, beaches and dune systems.  Ironically, some rural populations 
are now in decline as a result of land clearance, which has led to land degradation. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  Is that the report you’re reading from? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  Yes; and my analysis of it. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  What is the report? 

Ms S.E. WALKER:  The “State of the Environment Report Western Australia 2007”.  It is an excellent report; 
it is easy to read, enlightening and frightening.  It suggests that as a state, our policies should address the system 
in Western Australia.  It is not anti-business or anti-industry, because those people sat on the committee and 
helped produce the report.  It has stated what needs to be done.  It is a step-by-step report on what needs to be 
done in order to try to claw back, in any way, some of the damage we have done to Western Australia’s beautiful 
environment.  As a Parliament one of our mission statements should be to ensure that the exploitation of Western 
Australia’s environment is undertaken in an ecologically sustainable manner so that the benefits of the present 
generation do not become a burden to future generations.  We have industrialised and reaped wonderful benefits 
from that, but we have scarred the earth.  We did not realise at the time that we were having such an impact on 
the environment.  Business recognises this.  Businesspeople are not stupid, they are clever; they did not get to 
where they are without being smart.  I feel, from the debates I have seen on the ABC and SBS, that they have 
realised that they have to make a contribution and meet some renewable targets.  I think this is the first step in 
the right direction.  I will be looking at the bill, and if these targets are not met, I will want to know how the 
Economic Regulation Authority will respond to those licensees that do not meet the targets.   

I took a lot of time to research that report, and I am glad I have had the opportunity to speak on it today.  I very 
much commend the members of the environmental steering group that looked at the report.  As I say, there 
always seems to be tension between environmental considerations and industry; not so with this report.  It is 
insightful and is a wonderful way to gain a picture of flora, fauna, climate and water issues in Western Australia.  
I was a little disturbed that water was not further to the forefront.  I want to put on record how grateful I am to 
the person who referred the report to me and who conducted research and made comments, and that I have 
benefited greatly from it.  I also thank Hon Paul Llewellyn for bringing this bill to Parliament, and I fully support 
it. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [5.07 pm]:  I endorse the words of the member for Stirling in outlining the 
National Party’s support for the Electricity Industry (Western Australian Renewable Energy Targets) 
Amendment Bill 2005.  Firstly, I take the time and effort to congratulate Hon Paul Llewellyn.  Not many 
members in opposition undertake work of this depth.  It was a considerable effort by Hon Paul Llewellyn and 
must have taken a lot of time and the consultation of a raft of people to get the process to this stage.  I also 
acknowledge Hon Paul Llewellyn’s efforts in convincing the Liberal Party and the National Party in the other 
place, and in holding briefings for me and my colleagues, to persuade us to accept the bill.  I was the opposition 
spokesperson for energy at the last election.  I feel sorry for the current minister for the disaster - the shipwreck - 
he has picked up in the portfolio of Energy.  The breaking up of Western Power has been an unmitigated 
disaster.  Verve is losing $1 million a week.  The whole process is in gridlock, and the chances of the 
government being able to resurrect anything from its statements and the commitments it made prior to the last 
election, which it has obviously abandoned, are close to nil.  The reality is that the government’s position on 
alternative energy is all smokescreen.  It is a typical US government process - all words and powder but 
absolutely no substance.   

Where has this government’s commitment to renewable energy been?  There is not one.  The only thing that has 
occurred in this state since the government’s election six years ago is wind farms.  Those wind farms have been 
generated by the federal government.  It has not been by the state government.  The wind farms were generated 
by energy certificates out of a federal government program.  I congratulate the minister - 
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Mr A.D. McRae:  How can you say that when the federal government has a two per cent mandated renewable 
power use and we have six per cent in Western Australia?  How can you get from two to six with issuing 
certificates? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The government has got to that position only because of the federal government.  
The federal government has given this government whatever it has now.  It has not obtained any of it from off its 
own bat. 

I congratulate the minister on his efforts and the statement he made in York and his obvious passionate pursuit of 
renewable energy through biomass.  I think that has potential.  However, those plants will produce only about 10 
megawatts of energy.  They will be very important if they are established throughout regional areas.  Ten 
megawatts in a local supply will be very important.  It is an area that the minister can clearly claim is his.  I will 
give it to him 100 per cent.  I counter what I said a few minutes ago; it is a matter that the minister has taken on 
and I will give him 100 per cent credence for that.  I hope he is successful in his outcome.  He can always look to 
my support in the process. 

I also ask the minister to consider a few things I said yesterday.  If the minister is to be successful in getting to 
these targets, wave power must be a significant part of the process. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  This is not my bill; it was introduced by the member sitting next to you. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I am not talking about this bill; I am talking about the commitment of the minister 
and the government.  I am not talking about the 20 per cent stipulated in this bill, only the government’s 
commitment.  There is clear evidence that the technology is available in wave power.  Maybe the evidence that it 
is a long-term operating process does not exist; nonetheless, wave stations have been available for a while.  New 
technologies are around, and people are putting them in at high cost.  There is one I would have loved to have 
seen that is in the south of France, almost into Spain.  It is close to operation. 

Mr F.M. Logan:  North Fremantle. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I know they are doing some work here.  It is hoped that the locals are successful.  I 
am also saying to the minister that there are other people who have developed the technology, but all power to 
the locals.  If they can do it, fantastic.  It is an important process. 

The reality is that the government cannot turn its back on coal; the government will be talking about coal.  
Despite what the Prime Minister says about coal, clean coal is a long way away.  I fully support individuals and 
corporations that are doing a lot of work in trying to get clean coal.  The best estimate from professionals that I 
have read is that clean coal is at least 15 years away, possibly further.  No economy is going to ignore the fact 
that we have to generate power and that we must generate power within a reasonable cost.  I am interested to 
learn about all those Western Australians and Australians who say they are happy to get a higher power bill and 
what they will say when they actually get a higher bill, along with a few other bills.  I think that when those bills 
turn up, there will not be anything near the enthusiasm for the pledges people have made.  Let us face it, if we 
read today’s business section of The West Australian and see what is happening to the price of food and oil in the 
US economy and our own economy, and if we add those up for Mr and Mrs Average in the community and say 
that we will take a 30 per cent increase in our power, a 10 per cent increase in our fuel and a 10 to 20 per cent 
increase in our food prices, what happens to the family budget?  We just cannot take those things for granted.  
What we need to do - I know the minister will not argue this - is get a blend of what is reasonable, mixed in with 
base load production.  That is why I say that wave power might just be for us in some sections of the state, 
because these stations will be built in modules, and we will be able to get smaller modules that might be useful 
in coastal areas such as Albany and Bunbury and some places along the north west.  They are at least base power 
stations.  Biomass is definitely an opportunity, and wind power is well known.  The fact is that we are not 
moving at any great rate of knots towards renewable energy.  In fact, the minister’s government is absolutely 
static in the process.  As I said, if we take away the certificate process for wind power and other power sources 
in this state that are available because of federal government programs, we basically have nothing.   
I strongly support Hon Paul Llewellyn’s bill.  I congratulate him on his efforts.  It is a rare thing to see a private 
member’s bill go through this house.  I can remember the former Independent member for South Perth getting a 
couple of bills through.  I often wonder what he thinks about his heritage bill these days and how local 
governments have reacted to it.  That went through because it was supported by the government.  He also 
introduced a shipwrecks bill that went through.  I thought that was a really good piece of work by the former 
member for South Perth.  They were good examples of what happens when a member concentrates and 
introduces in good-quality bills.  Maybe now and again a government will pick one up.  I suspect that this one 
will not be picked up.   
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MR D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN (Leschenault) [5.16 pm]:  I also congratulate Hon Paul Llewellyn.  I 
appreciate the advice he gave me on a number of these matters when I held the relevant shadow portfolio.  I 
vehemently disagree with many of the Greens’ social policies but, after a period of time, I have come around to 
the fact that some of their policies on energy, in particular, make sense.  I do not mean that from just an 
environmental point of view.  One thing that perhaps has not come out of this debate yet is the fact that the 
economics of power are already changing.  They will change dramatically over the next 10 to 20 years, whether 
we like it or not.  As we see systems of carbon credits and the like being put in place and becoming more 
prevalent, we will see the economics of some forms of power supply turned completely upside down.  That will 
be true for sustainable energy sources such as wind power, solar power and tidal power which, at the moment, 
have enormous capital costs and high recurrent costs and which, on their own, certainly do not stack up for either 
base or peak power supply in the same way as coal or gas do.  All we have to do is factor in carbon credits or 
some other form of positive assistance for forms of renewable or sustainable energy and the economics look very 
different indeed.   

Some time ago I looked at some studies that investigated a range of power supplies based on the sorts of policies 
that are prevalent globally today.  There was a bit of speculation and projection about what the economics might 
be in 10 or 20 years if some of the other variables were factored in.  It was very interesting.  On the more 
controversial scale, it looked at places which could use significant power supplies and which might be able to 
rely, for example, on nuclear power, and found that that particular form of power would not be viable today 
because of the huge upfront capital costs, in particular, that have to be metered in over the life of a plant.  
However, when all these other factors, such as carbon credits and so on, come into play, nuclear power suddenly 
looks extremely viable.  The same thing happened with renewables.  A lot of people today think that they are 
suitable only for smaller applications or top-up purposes.  A lot of people have concerns that it is very hard to 
plan an even power load or a power load that can cope with peaks in demand if we have a mandatory 
arrangement for sustainable power.  However, as I said, the economics of power will change.  I think that, down 
the track, a lot of people will look back on this legislation and breathe a sigh of relief that it was put in place and 
that it provided the impetus for Western Australia to head down the path towards a greater reliance on 
renewables.   

I accept that, in the past, renewables would have been very difficult to plan for in our electricity supply system.  
We have, I suppose, a little island called Western Australia and it is nigh on impossible, economically, to 
connect it up to the national grid.  Therefore, we must provide not only our own power supplies, including in 
peak times during summer and winter, but also a contingency in case there is an interruption to any of those 
power supplies.  Putting it simply, if one of the plants at Muja goes down, we have to make sure that we have 
sufficient capacity to cope, including in peak periods.  In the past, it has been difficult to plan a power supply 
system in Western Australia and, at the same time, to contemplate a mandatory regime for sustainable energy.  
However, I do not think that those arguments apply today. 

The other reason, of course, that the economics of sustainable power will look a lot better in the future is that - I 
know I am not the first one to predict this - gas prices will go only one way in about 10 to 20 years’ time.  I 
would hazard a guess that as the big Arabian fields start to dominate the world supply of gas, we will see a 
similar thing happen to what occurred with petroleum.  It is interesting that a lot of the contracts for gas supply 
will run out in about the same period, when we will see a huge reliance on the Arabian states for gas.  It would 
not surprise me if in about 15 to 20 years’ time we had massively increased gas prices tracking along a global 
pricing system dictated to by, perhaps, a future gas equivalent of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting 
Countries.  Again, I think we will breathe a sigh of relief that someone took the initiative now to really promote 
renewables, the price of which is not contingent on some cartel operating in North Africa.  Of course, that is 
precisely what happens at the moment with petroleum and petroleum products such as liquefied petroleum gas.   
The liquefied petroleum gas situation is crazy; we have far more LPG than we could ever need to satisfy our 
domestic market.  I digress for a moment: the government recently undertook a study - I think that the member 
for Avon was a National Party member who was invited to participate in that - into the price of bottled LPG.  It 
has been a bone of contention for many years.  Looking at LPG as a whole, we have to wonder why we pay such 
massively high prices for it, when it is relatively cheap to extract and transport.  The reason is very simple; that 
is, we have a virtual monopoly situation with LPG.  The main company that provides it, Kleenheat Gas - or 
Wesfarmers - and the other company that provides it as a by-product, BP, are able to simply follow the world 
pricing for LPG, which, of course, ultimately is dictated by OPEC.  I have a couple of very good contacts in the 
industry, and a while back one of them said to me that they could be selling LPG autogas at the pump for 20 to 
25c a litre and making a massive profit.  I have to tell members that it is more than double that at the moment, 
and we need only look at the annual reports to see the sorts of profits that are flowing through.  It does not take 
much to speculate about what could happen in 15 or 20 years’ time to natural gas prices, and that the whole 
global pricing mechanism for natural gas will look totally different.  As I said earlier on, that is when a lot of the 
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contracts that are being entered into at the moment for some of the gas-fired power stations will come up for 
renewal.   
The other very important point that I think needs to be made about this bill, and the drive towards a greater 
reliance on sustainable energy resources, is that it has particular relevance for specific applications.  It is ideally 
suited as a solution for good, sustainable, reliable power supplies for some regional areas, and to top-up the 
mainstream power supply in some regional areas.  The other interesting thing is that it could be of some future 
relevance to our water supply.  At the moment, the government is trying to make us all believe that the water 
supply for its desalination plant somehow or other comes from sustainable energy sources, even though when we 
actually look at the detail, we find the government is claiming credit when that sustainable energy is used at least 
twice.  The point is that if it were possible to more directly link the provision of desalinated water with electricity 
generated from sustainable power sources, we would have not only an environmentally friendly supply of power 
to counter some of the environmental disbenefits of desalination, but also a buffer for Western Australian water 
consumers against any price increase in power supplies in the future, particularly the impending risk of increased 
gas prices.  I cannot remember, but I think it was Malcolm Turnbull who coined the comment that desalination 
really results in bottled electricity.  Essentially, that is it; we are pouring masses of power into a process to 
produce water.  The worry, of course, is that as the power price goes up, the water price goes up with it.  Would 
it not be marvellous if we had our desalination plants genuinely and directly linked to a power supply based on 
sustainable energy sources right into the future?  Then, if the price of gas went up, and if the carbon credits or 
whatever it might be, God forbid, put the coal industry out of business, so that the price of power really started to 
go northwards, we would not pay for it every time we turned the tap on.  Again, I think there should be a bit of 
visionary thinking in any sort of mandatory target for renewable energy that applies not only to energy, but also 
other public utilities, particularly the water supply.   

The other thing I mentioned was future risks, which we are seeing already, and this relates to the supply of gas 
from our fields up north.  There have been concerns about access to the pipeline and how much different product 
can be carried down it.  This is nothing new; it has been the case for a couple of years now.  Concerns have been 
expressed by gas producers and by people who transport gas.  We need only go back in time to when the gas 
pipeline was sold off to see that the whole idea was to create competition.  That was certainly the point made in 
the Parliament.  I do not know whether anyone at the time could have foreseen what would happen.  However, in 
hindsight, it is easy to see that the owners and operators of the pipeline would simply expand the pipeline’s 
capacity through looping and through building up its capacity without actually having to build a twin pipeline; in 
effect, they would crowd out any potential competition.  We have a difficulty there and it is something that I 
think is more of a short to medium-term problem compared with some of the issues that I referred to earlier on.   

Certainly, if we can promote sustainable energy supplies, either throughout the south west interconnected system 
or in relation to specific allocations; in other words, if we can put in more sustainable energy supplies to bolster 
the supplies, particularly in regional towns, then we will negate some of these other problems.  However, the one 
thing that this legislation lacks - and I think the whole of government policy lacks it at the moment - is an overall 
plan to demonstrate how we will improve efficiencies in the non-contestable electricity market, and how 
sustainable energy will feature as part of that plan.  Again, I have not had the energy portfolio for a while, but 
when I had it, I was quite happy to go down the path of disaggregation, provided a number of safeguards were 
put in place.  One safeguard we required at the time was that, for the whole of the current four-year pricing 
period, that there be no increases in power costs for the non-contestable market.  The then minister, the now 
Premier, agreed to that, although now the government differs over the terminology and has tried to justify 
increasing tariffs to one part of the non-contestable market.  I will not go into that again now.  The reason that 
we pushed for that is obvious.  If members had read my speech in the second reading debate, they would have 
been aware that my concern was that this bubble was expanding and that in four years the bubble would burst.  
By that, I meant that we had been leaked information that showed that Western Power was operating at a huge 
cash flow deficit and there had been a push, not once but twice, for an increase in tariffs under this government.  
It was very hard to get the government to go anywhere near to confirming that.   

All indications were that the old Western Power entity was saddled with very inefficient power units, the 
infrastructure was well and truly run down and there was no comprehensive plan to provide funding within 
Western Power’s capacity or through a subsidy from government.  Quite frankly, without some sort of plan, it 
was obvious there would need to be a real big increase in tariffs to counter that.  The last thing we wanted was to 
head down the path of disaggregation and for tariffs to be increased immediately with people saying that that 
was the result of disaggregation.  I have news for anybody who thinks that that is the case.  These problems have 
not happened in the past 12 months.  The government was aware of the situation beforehand.  I do not want to 
keep pointing the finger at the now Premier, who was the minister at the time, but a plan was needed so that we 
in Western Australia would know the situation in 10, 15 or 20 years in relation to a power supply for what is now 
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the non-contestable market.  Anyone who is a big player in the contestable market could do well for himself; he 
could negotiate a very good deal and arrange to buy power from relatively efficient power supplies.  The 
question has to be asked: how long will it be before people in the non-contestable market -  that is, householders 
and small business people whose electricity bills are around $8 000 a year - can genuinely look forward to 
enjoying a more efficient energy supply system that reduces costs and provides electricity more reliably than it 
does at the moment?  That is what is lacking from the government.  There is no plan for that.   

It has been a while since I had a briefing with the relatively new independent market operator.  It struck me that 
the emphasis was on ensuring there was enough power to meet peak power supply, but there was no emphasis on 
ensuring that the efficiencies in the non-contestable market are improved, let alone any serious consideration of 
alternative energy supplies.  I am not a big fan of bringing nuclear power into Western Australia.  Currently it is 
not relevant.  I asked at that time what consideration had been given to nuclear power in WA.  I was told that the 
government had some press cuttings on it, or something like that.  What we are waiting for from the government 
is its policy, plan or vision - some indication of how it will make the energy supply for the non-contestable 
market more efficient and how it will genuinely drive prices down.  In other words, how householders and small 
businesses can gain the same sorts of benefits as the big end of town when they buy power through the 
contestable market.   

[Member’s time extended.]   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  That is what is lacking and it would be nice if the bill that we are dealing 
with was being treated in the context of that sort of plan.  I will use one example of how the government is 
generating power without sufficient consideration for either the environmental implications of its policy or for 
the efficiency and cost implications for householders and small businesses.  It is in my backyard and it is called 
Kemerton.  As members are probably aware, Kemerton was built as a peaking plant.  In other words, it was built 
as a very expensive way of generating a significant amount of power at very short notice to meet peak supply 
during summer and, perhaps, during winter.  Originally it was planned that Kemerton would be fired up, in total, 
for about four days of the year.  I do not mean four full days or four consecutive days, but Kemerton would be 
needed for about four days of the year, on the really hot days.   

A range of other policies were put in place.  One of the cleverest was obviously the interruptible supply policy 
that also involves Kemerton, because the single biggest power user is in Kemerton.  Negotiations had been 
undertaken with that user of power so that the switches could be flicked and the power was interrupted to that 
industry for a short time in order to cope with the peak times, particularly in the metropolitan area.  Therefore, 
people would not have to turn off their air conditioners and so forth.   

I come back to the Kemerton power supply.  Instead of four days of the year, or whatever it was meant to be, but 
obviously not a huge number of days, last summer there were situations in which that power station was running 
seven days a week, feeding very expensive power into our grid.   

Mr G.M. Castrilli:  Don’t forget the diesel.   

Mr D.F. BARRON-SULLIVAN:  Exactly.  As the member for Bunbury said, “Don’t forget the diesel.”  It was 
hard to miss the diesel when truck after truck would go down the road to Kemerton throughout summer feeding 
this power supply, because the government could not get gas to it.  The member for Bunbury will correct me if I 
am wrong, but I do not think Kemerton is running on gas to this day.  If it is, we would have had a ministerial 
statement or some fanfare.  Correct me if I am wrong, but if the government could get gas burning at Kemerton, 
it would reduce the operating costs to about one-third of what they currently are.  That is one example of very 
bad energy management by this government.  It has done two things.  It has resulted in a poor environmental 
outcome by having to burn this distillate in Kemerton in such vast quantities, and a very expensive outcome for 
everybody involved in the non-contestable market.  By that I mean householders and small businesses.  It builds 
pressure on that bubble I was talking about earlier.  Members are now aware that there is one tangible example 
of why this government is staring down the barrel of a major tariff increase.   

This bill could play a very important role in a plan to produce not only efficient, cost-effective power supplies in 
Western Australia, but also result in a remarkable change in the way that the environment factors into our energy 
planning.  One of our minister’s portfolios includes climate control.  I wonder whether he has been to Kemerton 
or looked at the paucity of energy policy in this state.  If this government was dinkum about doing the right thing 
by the environment, it would be developing a medium and long-term plan for the non-contestable market so that 
householders and small businesses could enjoy the most efficient possible generation of electricity and know that 
that was being done in a very environmentally friendly way.  Down the track it does not mean we will 
necessarily be paying more for it.  In fact, that plan really should include consideration of how the sort of 
sustainable energy supplies that have been talked about today could eventually become very attractive from a 
cost point of view, as the economics of power get turned upside down.  
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I congratulate Hon Paul Llewellyn.  It might be the only thing I ever congratulate him on.  I was not too keen on 
what his party did by stripping country voters of their voice in Parliament and I am not particularly keen on some 
of the Greens’ social policies.  However, I know how much work he has put into this bill; he must be pretty 
proud to see such strong bipartisan support for the broad direction he enunciated.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe) [5.39 pm]:  I will make a few brief comments on this bill.  As members are 
aware, the bill sets a target of 20 per cent of renewable energy on the south west integrated system by 2020.  
There is no doubt that that is an ambitious target.  However, compared to the current level of renewables of 
about six per cent, it is a worthy target, and I have no difficulty supporting it.  However, I raise the question: 
what is the aim of this bill?  Is it to increase the renewable energy sector or is it to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions?  They are consistent objectives but they are not the same objective.  I can support this bill if its aim is 
to increase the use of renewable energy as a way of encouraging the development of that industry.  There is no 
doubt that, simply because of its geographical size - it stretches 2 500 kilometres north and south - Western 
Australia has a variety of climatic and geological conditions that make possible a variety of renewable energies.  
We have wind farms; the potential for wave; solar, which has great potential, but it has not been developed well; 
biomass; and other renewables such as tidal, which may even be developed one day.  

In the good days when I was a minister, there were some significant renewable energy projects.  Some began 
before I was minister.  In fact, one of the first things I did as energy minister was to open the wind farm at 
Esperance.  

Dr G.G. Jacobs:  Thank you.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I hope the member for Roe polishes the plaque every time he visits!  That project was 
developed under the previous Labor government.  As a new minister, I got to open it and was presented with a 
lovely aerial photograph of the wind farm, which I have in my office.  There is justice in this life, because as a 
minister I had a fair bit to do with developing the Albany wind farm.  At the time, it was the largest wind farm in 
Australia.  The now Deputy Premier got to open it a few weeks after the 2001 election.  
Mr P.B. Watson:  It is not in my electorate; it is in the member for Stirling’s electorate.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Sorry, yes.  That is the way it works. 
Mr P.B. Watson:  It is a tremendous wind farm, congratulations.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  It is a good wind farm.  The Esperance projects started with a small wind farm and then a 
larger one was developed.  However, the Albany wind farm is powered with individual generating turbines of 
such size they actually achieve economy of scale.  That is being replicated in wind farms to the north of Perth.   

Mr P.B. Watson:  It is also our biggest tourist attraction.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, it is a good tourist attraction.  Of the renewable energies, wind is the one that is, at 
least at the margin, competitive with fossil fuels.  Also, it has made the most significant technical and 
commercial advances.  Most of the renewable energy, certainly in Australia, is hydro.  There are very limited 
opportunities for further hydro power schemes.  I had an involvement with the hydro power project on the Ord 
River, which I hope members have seen.  It is quite an interesting project and provides sufficient power from 
renewable energy for Kununurra, the Ord River irrigation area and the Ord River expansion, when that happens.  
Another project, the Kalbarri photovoltaic project, is quite innovative.  It was designed to try to provide some 
stability of power supplies, given that Kalbarri is at the end of a very long line.  Unfortunately, Kalbarri is 
continuing to have power supply problems.  An innovative wind turbine scheme was established at Denham, 
which worked on a flywheel concept.  The aim was to capture an infrequent, powerful gust of wind, which 
would set the flywheel spinning, and that would generate power for seven or eight hours after the gust had 
passed.  They were genuinely innovative, and some were almost experimental, projects.  Through systems of 
renewable energy on the grid and systems off the grid, and remote area power schemes, which started in that 
period, this state has a wide variety of renewable energy applications and has the potential to develop and 
commercialise them.  Setting that objective for the industry and showing a level of government and 
parliamentary support for the renewable energy industry is important.  
However, if the objective was, more simply, to reduce greenhouse gas emissions or to reduce them to below 
where they otherwise might be, that would be a different objective.  While not wishing to dwell on the past, 
between 1995 and 2000, the period in which the gas industry was deregulated in this state and a number of major 
gas pipelines were developed, about 1 300 megawatts of new power generation was established in Western 
Australia.  Of that 1 300 megawatts, 1 000 megawatts was private and 1 000 megawatts was natural gas.  Only 
300 of the 1 300 was coal, and that was the Collie A power station, which, as members have said previously, is 
efficient and generates comparatively clean electricity.  That had the effect of seeing gas for power generation in 
this state rise from about 35 per cent at the beginning of the 1990s to more than 50 per cent by the end of the 
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decade.  That was a significant change in the nature of the energy industry.  Given that gas has about half the 
greenhouse emissions that coal has, it was a substantial change that reduced greenhouse emissions to a level 
below what they would have otherwise been.  
I make those comments to show that, in this state, not only with renewables but also in the use of gas, there has 
been a substantial advance and indeed, in my opinion, Western Australia has been leading the nation.  If we look 
at the national level, we do not get the same picture.  The reality is that about 80 per cent of all power generation 
across the country is based on coal.  Coal is also Australia’s largest single export industry, worth about 
$25 billion a year.  To put it bluntly, the reality is that Australia is hooked on coal.  That is not so much the case 
in this state, but it certainly is nationally.  We can see, in the current federal election campaign, the consequence 
of being hooked on coal.  There has been a debate about energy and everyone will say that renewables are a 
good thing.  It is a bit like motherhood; everyone is bound to support it.  However, nationally, renewables 
account for only about 10 per cent of power generation.  Of that, about 80 per cent is hydro power from the 
Snowy Mountains scheme and from the schemes in Tasmania.  Almost exclusively, Australia’s energy is 
generated from coal.  Some of the coal, particularly the brown coals used in Victoria, are low grade, provide low 
heat with low efficiency and are highly pollutant.  It is not a good story.  
What is the solution, nationally, as we go into this federal campaign?  Both sides of politics support clean coal.  
The coal industry supports clean coal.  John Howard supports nuclear energy; Kevin Rudd does not, and both 
sides of politics support carbon trading.  That is the state of the national energy debate in Australia.  Let us look 
at clean coal, about which the member for Capel made some comments.  Clean coal is an unproven technology.  
It assumes that we can somehow capture the carbon dioxide and other emissions from the coal station and then 
inject them below ground into some geological structure that will contain the CO2 for, hopefully, thousands of 
years, if not forever.  This assumes that it is a practical thing to do this on the dozens of existing coal-fired power 
stations in Australia and that there happens to be a suitable geological basin or structure underneath or next to the 
power station.  The reality is that that will be a very rare occurrence.  Even if the technology could be proven, 
clean coal is not a practical option for Australia or any country for a long time.  I have no doubt that at some 
stage science will advance and clean coal will play a role.  However, anyone who is sensibly looking at the issue 
will recognise that clean coal will not be the great salvation some might pretend it is.  Even if it does start to play 
a more significant role, that is probably, at a minimum 10 and more likely 20, years away.   

That therefore leaves the other option of nuclear energy.  There is a philosophical divide over nuclear energy, but 
at least we can say nuclear energy is proven technology.  It accounts for something like 16 per cent of world 
power generation.  It does work.  It may be unpopular in some quarters but it works.  The time frame to set up a 
nuclear industry in this state - a network, not one, would have to be set up - is probably at a minimum 10 years 
away.  Construction time is long and tedious.  We are having a national debate in which both sides of politics 
have differences but neither side of politics has come out with any serious proposal for reducing CO2 emissions 
within the next decade at a minimum, and perhaps in reality within the next 20 years.  It is like a great non-
debate.  Both sides of politics also agree with carbon trading.  I have heard members, particularly government 
members, talk with great fascination about carbon trading, and I have heard the financial sector talk about carbon 
trading.  Carbon trading is a so-called economic solution.  It is by definition a second-best solution.  It assumes 
that the trading of credits will somehow miraculously change the engineering and basic economics of power 
generation.  Carbon trading will play a role, but it is almost a passive, indirect policy measure.  There is nothing 
better in policy than direct measures.  Carbon trading is an indirect measure.  It can play a role but it will not at 
all solve the problem of greenhouse gas emissions, for the simple reason that the demand for energy, particularly 
electricity, is price inelastic - to use a bit of jargon.  The cost will be passed on to consumers.  People will pay for 
energy, even if the price goes up.  They will continue to consume energy and they will continue to pay for it.  
Carbon trading will not change that.  Like other measures, it will play a role.  The Premier and other members 
made comments, and I as a minister have made comments, along these lines. 

It is astounding that a country like Australia is ignoring its natural gas resource off the north west coast.  
Australia’s gas resource is in the order of 113 trillion cubic feet, and in reality probably will be closer to 
200 trillion cubic feet when further discoveries are made.  Why are countries in the rest of the world falling over 
themselves to put their fingerprints on natural gas reservoirs?  They are not signing contracts but they are writing 
letters of intent and so on, whether it be for Gorgon, Pluto, Browse basin, Scott Reef or whatever else.  It is 
because those countries have realised the obvious: natural gas is a clean, efficient and flexible fuel.  They realise 
that the solution to cleaner energy and to reducing their greenhouse gas emissions can be achieved in the 
immediate term by switching to natural gas and, in the longer term, probably by leaning more towards nuclear 
energy. 

Mr A.D. McRae:  It’s a transition. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT:  Yes, but it is a transition period that is probably 30 to 50 years away; it is a long period.  
Yet, in Australia nationally the debate completely ignores natural gas.  It is extraordinary.  I can recall as a 
minister going to South Korea and talking to the head of its energy utility Kogas.  He explained to me that South 
Korea - bear in mind this was in the mid-1990s - had built a pipeline infrastructure system right down the Korean 
Peninsula, yet at that time it had not found suppliers of gas.  South Korea made a conscious policy decision to 
switch from coal to natural gas.  America has been doing the same and will do more.  We are selling gas to Japan 
and China.  We should - presumably we will - also be selling to North America, and probably to Europe given 
the behaviour of the Russians in recent times.  The rest of the world is snapping it up and essentially gaining 
control of our natural gas. 
We as a country are crazy.  We have no sensible solution for reducing greenhouse gas emissions across Australia 
for the next 20 years.  Yet all that is required - it came up during the Whitlam government for different reasons, I 
promoted it as a minister and the Premier of today has promoted it - is a natural gas pipeline connection from the 
north west region of Australia to central Australia, to the Moomba Gas Hub and to the Cooper Basin region 
where there are existing pipelines to all major cities on the east coast.  No-one will invest in large-scale gas 
usage and gas power generation if they do not have a long-term reliable supply of gas.  The gas reserves on the 
east coast have fewer than 15 years’ life left in them; they are a limited, short-term resource.  Australia has a 
world-class natural gas resource, the largest resource in the Asia-Pacific region, yet Australia is not using it.  We 
are probably the dumbest country in the world in terms of energy policy.  We are even dumber in the way in 
which we impose taxes and royalties on natural gas, as the gas that is sold out of Australia will go without a cent 
being paid for it for at least 10 years.  We are ludicrously stupid on energy policy. 
If energy, climate change and greenhouse gas emissions are the big issues, which all the polls tell us they are, 
why in the federal campaign is there no sensible policy debate or proposal for doing anything about Australia’s 
greenhouse gas emissions within the next 20 years?  All the debate is about something 10 to 20 years out; it is 
incredibly disappointing.  The debate today on energy policy and renewables has probably been better than 
anything that has been said in the federal Parliament for a long time.  It has been a good debate.  I compliment 
Hon Paul Llewellyn for bringing on this issue for debate in the Legislative Council and the member for 
Churchlands for bringing it on in this house.  It is an ambitious renewable target.  I think we should do it, but we 
should be sensible and realistic about it in our minds.  We are setting a target to encourage renewable energy, 
which is not the easiest way of reducing greenhouse gases.  If the objective were to reduce greenhouse gases, we 
would immediately switch 100 per cent to gas.  That would do more than anything else to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Members should not be deluded by this bill.  It is a good measure for encouraging renewable energy, as it should 
be encouraged, but it is not the most efficient or best way for reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  The use of 
natural gas for the next 30 years is the best way to do that. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn - Minister for Energy) [5.55 pm]:  I am pretty surprised by the support that this 
bill has received from the Liberal Party and the National Party.  The support from the Independents is neither 
here nor there, but I am surprised at the strong support for this bill from members who probably should know 
better and who should have a better understanding of energy policy than do other members around this 
parliamentary precinct.  If members do support it that strongly, I ask them to look at it in far greater depth than 
they have.  I thought the member for Cottesloe was coming to a point when he started his speech by asking about 
the intention of the bill and whether it was for the purposes of improving and expanding the amount of 
renewable energy in the system, or whether it was about expanding the renewable energy industry.  I thought the 
member for Cottesloe was going to take that debate further, which is why I interjected and said that it is about 
expanding the renewable energy industry.  The member for Cottesloe was quite right.  I think if he read the bill 
very carefully, he would see exactly the intent of the bill, and if he were Minister for Energy today, particularly 
as he is a former energy minister, he would not approve of this bill.  I found it very surprising that the member 
for Cottesloe stood in this place today and not only supported the bill but also congratulated Hon Paul Llewellyn 
for the structure of the bill.  I will explain to the member for Cottesloe why he should not congratulate Hon Paul 
Llewellyn and why he would not have congratulated him had he been speaking as Minister for Energy today. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You weren’t here during those good days when the utilities were strong and prices were 
falling. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It makes no difference.  From the member for Cottesloe’s background and understanding, 
he would know why the bill is flawed and should not under any circumstances whatsoever be accepted. 

Mr J.E. McGrath:  It is because it’s not your bill. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No.  This is a stunt.  That is what it is.  I am surprised that so many members opposite, who 
certainly should know better, have been conned by this stunt. 
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Mr J.H.D. Day:  Why don’t you try to give a good statesman-like speech as to why? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I will go through the bill blow by blow, member for Darling Range. 

First of all, let us just deal with some of the statements that have been made by members opposite.  Instead of 
actually speaking to the bill, it gave them an opportunity to attack the government on its current policies and 
directions on renewable energy.  This government went to the 2005 election with a commitment to achieve a 
six per cent renewable energy target by 2010, and we are on track to do that.  The announcement just recently of 
a biomass power station to be built at Bridgetown by Babcock and Brown will take the total amount of 
renewable power generated in Western Australia to more than six per cent - approximately 6.5 per cent.  We 
believe that, with the approvals process going smoothly, the power station will be up and running by 2010, and 
therefore the targets that we set at the 2005 election will be met.   

We can compare that with the one per cent that we were faced with when we came to power in 2001.  Three 
quarters of the way into the first term of office we achieved more than five per cent, and by the end of our 
second term of office we will have achieved more than six per cent.  That is a dramatic turnaround.  The 
opposition has no right to come into this chamber and criticise the government about its commitment to 
renewable energy, because when it was in power it delivered only one per cent.  Member for Darling Range, 
wind turbines are not new and renewable energy has not just arrived on the scene.  The member for Cottesloe 
was crowing about the wind farm at Esperance and the other measures he took when he was the Minister for 
Energy.  What did those measures lead to in terms of the total amount of renewable energy generated?  They led 
to a level of one per cent.   

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Everything has to start somewhere.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It is no good whining and whinging or interjecting as I explain the good things this 
government has done.  The coalition had eight years in office.  The member for Darling Range was a minister 
during the coalition’s time in office.  He could have driven policy within his government to improve the 
situation.  However, he did nothing.  After eight years in office the coalition achieved only one per cent 
renewable energy.  It has since discovered green power and renewable energy and is suddenly saying that this 
issue is the most important issue facing Western Australia today.  We are debating a bill that has been 
constructed by the Greens (WA) and endorsed by an Independent.  Liberal Party members have jumped on 
board.  They should know better.   

I will outline the government’s concerns with the bill.  The government does not agree with many aspects of this 
bill and nor should members opposite.  I refer to clause 5, which inserts sections 14A to 14D into the Electricity 
Industry Act.  The provisions in clause 5 require a retailer to purchase renewable power in certain tranches to 
20 per cent by 2020, starting with six per cent by 2008 and effectively going up by one per cent every year 
thereafter until 2020.  Retailers will be required to physically purchase electricity.  Member for Darling Range, 
one of the big problems with that structure and the way it ramps up is that it does not fit Western Australia’s 
energy market.  I am directing my comments to the member for Darling Range because he is the shadow 
spokesperson on energy.  Further, because this system involves the physical purchase of electricity, there is 
nothing in the bill about certificates being generated.  There is no flexibility in the system whatsoever because it 
does not allow any trade.  The mandatory renewable energy target scheme allows renewable energy certificates 
to be created for the purchase of electricity.  This bill does not allow intrastate, interstate or international trade.  
We will be stuck with having to purchase renewable energy within the state and with having to prove that 
purchase to the Economic Regulation Authority.  The bill will wipe out the flexibility offered under the 
mandatory renewable energy target scheme.  It does not allow the current scheme to interact with other state-
based schemes.  Victoria’s mandatory renewable energy target scheme, which generates certificates, is based on 
the commonwealth’s mandatory renewable energy target scheme.  The scheme proposed in the bill has no 
bearing on the Victorian scheme.  There is no room for the interchange of certificates.  That is a fundamental 
flaw of the bill.  I have consistently pointed out to Hon Paul Llewellyn that this bill is flawed.  It is rubbish.  
Hon Paul Llewellyn should go away and think about it again.  

The second point is that the discretion of proving how much renewable power is being generated is given to the 
Economic Regulation Authority.  The ERA is the body that licensees would have to tell how much power they 
have generated so that the overall state requirement could be reduced.  Does the member for Cottesloe know why 
Hon Paul Llewellyn ensured that everything was referred to the ERA?   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Clause 5 creates a system whereby a retailer has to purchase real electricity.  Under the 
mandatory renewable energy target scheme a certificate is issued, but under this scheme, a certificate will not be 
issued.  A retailer must physically purchase the electricity; therefore, it cannot be traded.  The system is 
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inflexible.  This scheme does not interrelate with the commonwealth’s mandatory renewable energy target 
scheme or the Victorian renewable energy target scheme or any international scheme, should one come along.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I am not surprised, because your system is a standing joke.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Cottesloe should not worry about my system.   

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Western Australia’s energy industry is a laughing stock.   

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Member for Cottesloe, we should stick to debating the bill.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  It is a joke.  How much are prices going up - 40 per cent or 100 per cent?  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Cottesloe should know better given that he was a former Minister for 
Energy.  The member for Cottesloe is supposed to be an economic rationalist and yet he is supporting this bill.  If 
he had really considered what it proposes, he would not be supporting it, because it is inflexible and it does not 
allow for trading.  Further, retailers will have to prove to the ERA the electricity that has been purchased.  The 
bill does that because its architects have not taken the time to look at the sophistication of this type of system.  
They have not put in the hard yards that are needed to determine what needs to be in place to make it viable.  The 
member for Cottesloe should look at the MRET legislation, which comprises 136 pages plus regulations.  This 
bill comprises 13 pages.  Why does the MRET legislation contain so many pages?  It contains many pages 
because these systems - the member for Cottesloe should know this as a former Minister for Energy - are 
complex.  A series of difficult technical aspects are involved in the financing of such a system and in the 
introduction of this type of energy into the system.   

Page 4 of the bill details the formula, which will be ramped up between 2008 and 2020.  The problem with that 
is the cost of ramping up this type of power.  Both the member for Darling Range and the member for Cottesloe 
have referred to how expensive renewable energy is.  They have both said that it is significantly more expensive 
than normal fossil fuel power.  Members should think about that, about the figures on page 4 of the bill that they 
are endorsing and about the impact on retail prices in Western Australia. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Do you know what your representative in the Legislative Council said about this bill?  He said 
that he welcomed the bill and he indicated that he very much appreciated the fact that Hon Paul Llewellyn had 
raised the issue. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  He may well have done, but he is not the Minister for Energy. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  He is your representative as the Leader of the Government in the Legislative Council. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I think the member will find that he was referring to the fact that the bill seeks to set some 
targets for renewable energy.  I do not have any problems with the concept.  This government does not have a 
problem with the concept of this bill; that is, to set targets for renewable energy.  However, let us do it sensibly.  
Let us do it in such a way that we do not whack consumers over the head completely with the price of renewable 
energy coming onto the market and, member for Cottesloe, supporter of gas and clean coal, lock out any other 
form of energy coming onto the grid.  The member should not screw his eyes up.  He should know this; he is a 
former Minister for Energy.  If he had read this bill properly and had looked at the ramp-up rate of the amount of 
renewable energy to come into the system between 2008 and 2020, which he is supporting, he would know that 
all other forms of energy generation would be locked out under this bill.  All the people in this chamber who said 
that what BP and Rio Tinto Ltd are doing with clean coal is great should tell those companies to forget about 
doing it in Western Australia, because if this bill is passed, that will not happen.  The demand for electricity 
between now and 2020 will be met by renewable energy; it will not be met by other fossil fuels, including gas 
and clean coal, and other forms of technology.  The reason that that demand will not be met is that the demand 
will be completely eaten up by the provisions in this bill.  That is what the figures indicate. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Is that such a bad thing? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Okay; the member for Cottesloe says first of all that he supports clean coal.  He has just said 
how everybody in Australia has it wrong, the federal government strategy on energy is wrong and the state 
government strategy on energy is wrong, and we should all embrace gas.  However, at the same time, he is 
supporting a bill that will lock it out. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Don’t be ridiculous! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No; my friend the member for Cottesloe should not be ridiculous.  He should read the bill.  
How long has he been a member of this place?  He has been in this place for a long time - a lot longer than I 
have - and he has not made the effort to read the bill and consider how it will impact on the energy system.  How 
long was the member for Cottesloe the Minister for Energy? 
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Mr C.J. Barnett:  Eight good years. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It does not show.  He clearly did not learn much.  How many times has the member given 
us a lecture on what he knows about the energy system and about energy economics, yet he is supporting this 
bill.  He is a joke.  Clearly, he has been a fraud for eight years; otherwise, he would not be supporting it.  That is 
the point I am making. 

Mr J.H.D. Day:  Can you tell me one thing, minister?  Why did the Labor Party not oppose this bill in the 
Legislative Council, given the views that you are now expressing? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I believe that the Leader of the Government in the upper house was accepting the fact that 
this bill would set targets for renewable energy, and that is not a problem.  As the member for Darling Range 
would know, only just recently I released a discussion paper on renewable energy and how we are to reach the 
targets set by the Premier in his climate change action statement in April this year; that is, 15 per cent by 2020 
and 20 per cent by 2025.  We did not pluck those figures out of the air.  The reason we chose those figures is that 
they will allow a ramp-up from where we are now at six per cent renewable energy to 2015 in an orderly, 
rational, sustainable way that will minimise the impact on the normal A1 tariff customers, while at the same time 
allowing space for other power generators to come into the system.  The member for Darling Range has probably 
seen the Independent Market Operator figures, so he will know what the demand for energy will be over the next 
four, eight and 12 years.  What the member for Churchlands is doing by introducing this bill in this place is 
sucking up all that demand with one form of technology.  She is basically underpinning and supporting with 
taxpayers’ money one particular industry and, ultimately, one type of technology.  Members know the 
technology that will use up all that demand.  They know what it will be.  It will be wind.  Why would Hon Paul 
Llewellyn be promoting that?  I wonder. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  So that’s what this is about. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  He is a very strong supporter of wind. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Now we know.  Eventually, the grubbiness of Labor comes through. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Does the member for Cottesloe agree with that?  Does he agree that we should support one 
particular industry? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No; I said in my speech -  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No, we should not; he is right. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  No; don’t put words in my mouth, my friend.  What I said was that of the renewables, the 
most competitive right now is wind.  Solar has been disappointing.  I said that.  I expect solar to improve. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  If this level of demand is to be absorbed under this bill, I can guarantee that it will probably 
be absorbed by the only technology that is readily available at the moment, and that is wind.  Therefore, any 
competition will be taken out of the market, even in the renewable energy industry itself, because the dominant 
player at the moment is wind and that will come in and just take it up. 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT:  I believe that the minister may have - maybe he did not - reflected on a member of the 
other house, Hon Paul Llewellyn, and implied that he had a vested interest, if not a conflict.  The minister 
certainly implied that this bill would bring on wind power.  He certainly drew attention to the fact that Hon Paul 
Llewellyn has some interest in wind technology.  He certainly said those words.  I ask, Madam Speaker, that you 
consider that point. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  I do not believe that the minister did that.  However, we will take 
note of what has been said. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  If the member had been listening properly, he would know that I said that it was no wonder 
Hon Paul Llewellyn would support this bill because he is a very strong supporter of wind.  That is what I said. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You didn’t say that, though. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No? 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You can try to rewrite the record if you want to; good luck. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Yes, he is both.  If the member for Cottesloe wishes, he can check Hansard.  He can help 
himself. 

The irony of this issue is that people such as the member for Cottesloe and the member for Darling Range - one 
is the shadow spokesman on energy and the other is a former Minister for Energy - come into this place and 
crow that they know about energy economics and that they understand the industry, yet they are supporting a bill 
that will totally distort the energy market in Western Australia.  That is what this bill does.  Is the intent of the 
bill okay?  It is.  Setting targets is okay.  Is setting mandatory targets okay?  Yes, it is okay.  Is it okay to set 
mandatory targets at the state level?  It is at this point in time because there is no federal leadership on 
mandatory renewable energy targets beyond two per cent.  It is set at two per cent and is stuck at two per cent.  It 
has not gone any further.  Is it appropriate that we set a state target?  At this point it is.  As a state government, 
do we prefer one consistent national mandatory renewable energy target or a plethora of different state targets?  
We prefer a single consistent national target.  We prefer a consistent national target on greenhouse emissions 
reduction and abatement and a consistent target on mandatory renewable energy.  Given that we do not have that 
federal leadership, we will promote, and have promoted, a state-based system.  That was announced by the 
Premier, as I said, in the climate change statement in April.  As I said earlier, that is a target of 15 per cent 
renewable energy by 2020 and 20 per cent by 2025.  The calculations of those targets that we set show that it 
becomes far more expensive the closer we get to 15 per cent.  That is a significant component of energy in 
Western Australia.  Renewable energy is very expensive.  The more that the south west interconnected system 
dominates with renewable energy, the more expensive it gets.  It is getting very expensive at 15 per cent.  When 
we go beyond 15 per cent to 20 per cent, the additional five per cent becomes very expensive. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are nowhere near that level.  This is hypothetical claptrap.  It is nonsense. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  We have put out a paper based on a scheme designed for a renewable energy target for 
Western Australia that is based on 15 per cent renewable energy by 2020 and 20 per cent by 2025. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Will that be mandated by legislation? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It will be mandated by legislation if we need to mandate it by legislation.  The reason I say 
“if we need to” - 

Several members interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I shall tell members why.  It is obvious.  We are just approaching a federal election, and the 
two other proposed schemes may well override that.  This scheme highlights some of the design factors which 
are needed in a mandatory renewable energy target in a state scheme but which are not in the bill that is currently 
before us.  I have already referred to the compatibility with other schemes, particularly nationally.  The bill does 
not include the start date for liable parties, target specification, the technology-neutral versus portfolio approach 
or the scheme duration.  What exemptions are given?  Are exemptions given for energy-intensive export 
industries?  No, they are not. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I can see why you will never get anywhere in this portfolio. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The resources sector will be beating a path to the member for Cottesloe’s door. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I don’t think so. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member does not think so! 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  You are so overwhelmed by the bureaucratic claptrap in your portfolio that you have no idea 
what you are doing. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I cannot believe that he was ever a minister when he says things like that.  He will end up 
having the resources sector knocking on his door wondering what the hell he has been up to. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  They are knocking on my door now. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I know they are. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  They are saying, “What the hell do we do with this useless government that can’t make 
decisions?”  Every week I get a resources company knocking on my door. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  They are knocking on his door now and asking him why he is flip-flopping over the Burrup 
Peninsula. 

Mr C.J. Barnett:  I am not flip-flopping at all. 
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Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member is, compared with when he was a minister.  They are wondering where he is 
going and whether he is losing his marbles over state development in this state.  They will certainly be knocking 
on his door over this because there are no exemptions in it. 

Point of Order 

Dr J.M. WOOLLARD:  I ask the minister to table the document that he has just referred to. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  That is not a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I am more than happy to table it.  It is a paper that has already been distributed publicly and 
we are asking for submissions on it.  It is on the Sustainable Energy Development Authority website.  The 
member need only go to the website. 

[See paper 3117.] 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The bill does not deal with certificate creation or with who the eligible sources of renewable 
power are and the certification of all the various other boring administrative things that must be done to make a 
mandatory renewable energy targeted scheme work; nor does it deal with shortfall charges and the charges 
relating to the intermittent power of wind.  It does not deal with any of that.  It does not deal with banking or 
borrowing and it does not deal with the administration of the scheme.  It just says that the Economic Regulation 
Authority can deal with all those very technical aspects because the member for Churchlands is not interested in 
them.  It is a shambles of a bill.  It is a disgrace of a bill because it does not deal with the administration of the 
scheme that it proposes.  It does not deal with the review process, or with challenges or disputes.  This is 
supposed to be a complex and sophisticated renewable energy scheme. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Do you think that members of the opposition have the capacity to put together the bills that the 
government has the capacity to put together? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Merredin has relied on somebody who does not know anything about 
putting a bill together and who has a very shallow understanding of the energy system in Western Australia.  The 
member has relied on that person to put a bill together for him.  Members opposite are a joke.  Fancy relying on 
somebody who has no ability to understand the energy system and then walking in here with a flimsy 13-page 
document. 

Dr E. Constable:  Come on, grow up! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Do not tell me to grow up!  The member for Churchlands is the proponent of this bill.  I 
suggest that she start to act a little more sensibly.  The member for Churchlands says we should start discussing 
the issues.  I am going through the member’s bill bit by bit and showing her where the flaws are.  That is what I 
am doing.  If the member cannot understand that, there is something wrong with her.  She has walked in with a 
flimsy document putting up a proposal that binds generating retailers in Western Australia to purchase expensive 
renewable energy in tranches between 2008 and 2020.  Does the member expect me, as the Minister for Energy, 
to say, “That’s fine.  Fantastic!  That’s wonderful!  Thanks very much indeed”?  There is no explanation in the 
bill of how the system works or the administration of the system.  There is no explanation either about any 
appeals or challenges or about how the system interrelates with a scheme in another part of Australia.  Worst of 
all, it comes at a time when the federal government and other state governments are introducing schemes that 
may possibly override it.  Other governments are introducing schemes that will override it. 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER:  Order, members!  Member for Cottesloe!  Hansard is having a great deal of trouble 
keeping up with this.  I remind the minister that when he invites interjections, we end up with unruly behaviour.  
Can members please try to keep the debate flowing. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I have stood up in this place before and talked about the federal government’s proposals for 
renewable energy.  I have pointed out that proposals put forward by the federal government on renewable energy 
would take away states’ powers to set targets and to record any emissions from any state-based industries.  I 
have talked about this before in this house, but nevertheless a bill is introduced that seeks to put up a mandatory 
renewable energy target for Western Australia even though the federal counterparts of members opposite are 
seeking to introduce legislation that will make that target redundant anyway.  The worst part about it is that not 
one of the speakers from the opposition addressed that issue.  It is not as if they are unaware because I have 
spoken about this and the dangers of what the federal government is doing for any state-based mandatory 
renewable energy target scheme, whether it is put forward by Hon Paul Llewellyn or by the government.  
Nevertheless, not one opposition member addressed that issue, including the former Minister for Energy.   
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Mr B.J. Grylls:  Your legislation will probably come after the federal election.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The draft was released in August and it is out for public comment between now and 
Christmas.  Obviously, there will be a federal election between now and then.  After the federal election, 
regardless of who wins, we will know a great deal more about a mandatory emission trading scheme for the 
entire country.  One of the things that must be taken into account in any national emission trading scheme is the 
interrelationship of the scheme with any existing renewable energy targets, including the federal government’s 
own mandatory renewable energy target.  Will we keep two parallel schemes of emission abatement and 
renewable energy, or do we abandon renewable energy targets altogether and deal with all forms of emissions 
reduction, including renewable energy as part of that?  There is a very strong argument for doing that.  We are 
not too sure whether the federal government intends to do that. 

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I accept that interjection.  We know what type of scheme an incoming federal Labor 
government would introduce, which is the NET scheme - the national emissions trading scheme - that was 
established by the states.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Were you were involved in that? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  We were involved in developing the national emissions trading scheme.  

Ms S.E. Walker:  Were you involved? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  We were involved as a state, member for Nedlands, in the creation of the model national 
emission trading scheme. 

Ms S.E. Walker:  Were you involved in the task group? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Not personally, no.   

Ms S.E. Walker:  They didn’t invite the state, did they?  You’re not standing up for Western Australia.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The member for Nedlands is so pathetic.  This is why I should not accept her interjections.  
She put up an interjection, and I answered it.  Then she repeats back to me the opposite of what I said. 

Ms S.E. Walker interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Order, member for Nedlands! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  “Were you involved in it?” she asked.  The states were involved in it.  We actually created 
it.  “Well, why weren’t you there?” she asked.  For God’s sake! 

The national emission trading scheme has been created by the states and adopted by federal Labor.  However, it 
is still not clear, and was not part of the brief in developing the scheme in the first place, how that interrelates 
with the existing MRET scheme or a future MRET scheme that may be developed after the federal election.  The 
same applies to the federal coalition parties.  They are proposing a scheme very similar to the national emission 
trading scheme, but they too have not given a clear indication about whether that scheme would absorb the 
existing mandatory renewable energy target scheme, allow it to continue or be beefed up, or allow existing state-
based schemes to continue.  We are not too sure about that.  The latest we have heard from federal Labor is that 
it would be looking at a continuation of the MRET scheme and possibly an increase in the percentage of the 
MRET scheme.  That nevertheless must still be interrelated with a national emission abatement scheme, and that 
work is still to be done.  Unfortunately, the bill before the house does not allude to that at all.  That is a fatal flaw 
in the bill because, firstly, it could be overridden and made completely irrelevant by federal legislation; secondly 
it could be overridden by any national emission abatement scheme - to which both parties have committed; and, 
thirdly, even if this bill were to pass - which it will not - it needs to identify how it interrelates with a national 
emission abatement scheme, which all other schemes in the country will have to do. 

I will go back through the issues I have raised.  The first is the licence condition contained in clause 5 and the 
fact that it requires the real purchase of electricity.  That is another fatal flaw in the bill, because it does not allow 
the generation and tradability of certificates.  There is nothing fungible about any effort put into proving that a 
retailer has established renewable energy and therefore reduced emissions.  It cannot be traded at all.  A supplier 
cannot actually prove that has been done, and then take a certificate elsewhere, either nationally or 
internationally, and trade it.  Clause 5 simply says that a retailer will have to show, ultimately for the approval of 
the Economic Regulation Authority, that it has physically purchased electricity.  That is the first fatal flaw. 

The second fatal flaw is the way in which the ramp-up rate for renewable energy is proposed: from six per cent 
in 2008 to 20 per cent in 2020.  That will have a dramatic impact on the retail price of electricity in Western 
Australia, and nobody in this house has addressed that issue in any part of this debate.  Speakers have simply 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Wednesday, 19 September 2007] 

 p5361b-5384a 
Dr Steve Thomas; Mr John Day; Mr Terry Redman; Ms Sue Walker; Acting Speaker; Mr Max Trenorden; Mr 

Dan Barron-Sullivan; Mr Colin Barnett; Mr Fran Logan; Dr Janet Woollard 

 [24] 

said that it would be nice to have 20 per cent renewable energy.  It is all warm and fuzzy, but they have not dealt 
with the economics of the impact of the cost factors on the 800 000 customers on the south west interconnected 
system, whether they be farmers, small business people or ordinary householders.  That is also a fatal flaw.  As I 
have indicated, the figures and modelling that the government has produced show that bringing renewable 
energy into the system starts off fairly cheaply, up to a level of 10 per cent.  Between 10 per cent and 15 per cent, 
it starts to become very expensive.  After 15 per cent, with the types of projects that would have to be brought on 
to meet the target, it becomes very expensive indeed.   

The third fatal flaw in this bill is the forward demand assessment.  We do not know exactly what electricity 
demand will be, but we have estimated it into the future.  If that demand is swamped with one form of renewable 
energy technology, all other sources of generated power will be locked out. 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  Can you give an idea about actually creating a market and how that drives investment in all 
renewable technologies, to try to ensure that there is a mix, not just wind power, by creating a market so that 
companies know that they have something to aspire to, and how that drives investment?  I think that is really the 
argument, isn’t it? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  The government does not interfere with the market; it is an open energy market.  This bill 
will impose onto that energy market, through retailers, a requirement that this renewable energy must be 
purchased to this percentage - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  I have conceded your plan of 20 per cent by 2025.  I have conceded that that is what it is going 
to be.  I want the debate to be about how we are going to get there.  That is what I was hoping you would provide 
today. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  What I have said to the member is - 

Mr B.J. Grylls:  You don’t need to tell me how bad Paul Llewellyn’s bill is.  I’m assuming you’ve got the 
numbers for that. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Okay. 
Mr B.J. Grylls:  Tell me about the industry; that is what we’re here to debate today. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  As I have said, the government has set 15 per cent for 2020 because it is a lower rate.  It is a 
lower rate because there is a slower and lower ramp-up rate to get to that point by 2020.  That makes it far more 
achievable for other power producers to also come into the marketplace.  Renewable energy would dominate the 
marketplace.  Everything else would be locked out.   

Mr B.J. Grylls interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Because it will be mandated; it would no longer be an open market.  It would be like saying, 
“This marketplace is open and free; however, this percentage of the marketplace must be renewable energy.”  
That would lock out all other forms of technology.  The government’s proposal involves a slower, smaller ramp-
up rate which allows the space for other companies and competitors to come into the marketplace with other 
forms of energy.  As I have pointed out to the member for Merredin, BP and Rio Tinto have planned to do an 
assessment on clean coal by 2010 and actually bring the plant on by 2014, right in the middle of this ramp-up 
period.  This bill would lock that out.  That is 500 megawatts of clean coal power, which is an awful lot of power 
in a system of only 4 000 megawatts in total.  The amount of actual power we consume on an average basis is 
anywhere between 1 600 and 1 800 megawatts.  We could be dropping 500 megawatts of clean coal power into 
that, but we would be required to purchase all this renewable energy.  The two do not go together.  That is why 
this bill is fatally flawed.  The other points that I have raised - 
Dr J.M. Woollard:  Has a state agreement been signed to say that we will utilise so much coal? 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No. 
Dr J.M. Woollard:  So there is no reason as to which energy source we will select? 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  No, there is not, because it is an open market, so whichever energy source that can be 
generated at the best price will be the one that is picked up by the customer.  The government is not binding 
anybody.  This bill will bind one particular type of technology and one particular industry to dominate the 
marketplace.   
The fourth fatal flaw of the bill is that it hands over all of the powers for administering a complex system such as 
mandatory renewable energy to the Economic Regulation Authority, which is not a proper body for that purpose.  
It is a regulatory authority; it is not there to manage mandatory renewable targets.   

Ms S.E. Walker interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs J. Hughes):  Member for Nedlands! 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  That is a fatal flaw.  This provision has been included because the bill does not have any 
substance behind it.  All of the technical difficulties in establishing a state-based system and all the specifics 
involved in the administration of a state-based system are forgotten about, because it is too complex.  I suggest 
that Hon Paul Llewellyn does not understand it, and as a result has just written into the bill that all of this will be 
sorted out by the Economic Regulation Authority.  That is also a fatal flaw.   

The fifth fatal flaw is the fact that the bill does not deal with what is coming from the commonwealth 
government and its interrelationship with the proposed national emissions abatement scheme, or even the 
mandatory renewable energy target scheme.  As I said to members earlier, it does not interrelate with the MRET 
scheme, which is a shocker.  The very fact that a scheme is being proposed that has no relation to a current 
scheme that is working very well across the country is just unbelievable.  It does not interrelate with the existing 
MRET scheme and does not put forward any proposals about how it might interrelate with it in the future, 
regardless of what will happen with the MRET scheme.  It does not put forward any recommendations about 
how it will interrelate with a national emissions abatement scheme.  It does not even include a clause that will 
allow for a review of the bill in light of what is coming from the commonwealth national emissions abatement 
scheme.  One would have thought there would be a clause to make provision for the bill to be reviewed subject 
to the creation of a national emissions abatement scheme.  Members opposite know that both parties propose a 
national emissions abatement scheme; there is nothing hidden about that.  They are all well aware that it will be 
introduced by 2011-2012, and the bill does not deal with that; it does not even allow for a review of the bill to 
deal with that very issue.  That in itself is another major flaw.   
I am very surprised that members opposite from the Liberal Party and the National Party have thrown their 
weight behind this bill.  It is a stunt.  This is a very lightweight, ineffective and fatally flawed bill.  I have had a 
number of discussions with Hon Paul Llewellyn about this bill, and he told me it was based on the federal 
renewable energy target legislation.  It is nothing like that and does not even interrelate with it.  The bill is a joke 
and I think members opposite should look very carefully at their support for this bill, because when industry sees 
this bill it will not support it and will be very angry about it.  At the end of the day the bill does nothing to 
promote economically efficient, sustainable, renewable energy in Western Australia.  All it does is favour one 
particular industry, and within that industry, one form of technology - wind power.  That is a total distortion of 
the energy market and it is something that should not be supported by any member of this chamber.  I am very 
surprised that members opposite support it.  The government will oppose it. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr T.R. Sprigg. 
 


