
Extract from Hansard 

[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 15 May 2012] 

 p2480d-2481a 

Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Colin Barnett 

 [1] 

RESIDENTIAL FEED-IN TARIFF SCHEME — COST OVERRUNS 

203. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 

I refer to the Premier’s statements in this house on 23 November 2011 and 30 November 2011 in which he stated 

on numerous occasions that the cost blow-out of the residential feed-in tariff scheme was ―nothing like 

$500 million‖ and ―nothing like in the order of $500 million‖. Considering it has now been revealed that the loss is 

currently around $400 million — 

(1) Why did the Premier mislead the house? 

(2) On what information did the Premier base his claim to the house that the blow-out was ―nothing like in the 

order of $500 million‖? 

(3) When was the Premier informed of the true cost of the scheme’s blow-out? 

(4) When will he take steps to correct the comments he made to the house?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the question. 

(1)–(4) Yes, there is a cost blow-out—I concede that—but nothing like those figures. The scheme proved to be 

overly generous. It proved to be overly popular. The rate of promotion in the industry was very 

aggressive. Indeed, the expansion of capacity and the lowering of costs of photovoltaic units all 

combined to mean that demand was way beyond what anyone had anticipated. That is the fact. We are 

going to have a matter of public interest debate to discuss this, but I will foreshadow some of what I 

will say. If the Leader of the Opposition wants to talk about a cost blow-out, the cost blow-out is of the 

order of $150 million. In other words, it is $15 million a year over a 10-year period. Yes, the scheme 

spent more. The Leader of the Opposition talks about implied cost blow-outs and loss. I simply make 

the point that, while the scheme grew faster than anyone anticipated—some 76 000 householders 

installing photovoltaics—there was not money lost. Every single dollar was spent on renewable energy. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I am trying to answer the question. Yes, the scheme was expanded; it was 

altered. Finally, there was an issue about imposing a cap at 150 megawatts. There was some growth beyond the 

cap. I will tell members why: we acted in good faith. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am trying to answer what I thought was a serious question. We acted in good faith, 

because it became apparent that a significant number of people, perhaps up to 600, had in good faith ordered or 

paid for photovoltaic systems. We wanted to honour that, and we therefore allowed some extension so that 

people were not unfairly treated. Yes, that did add to cost and we knew what we were doing. To imply a 

$500 million cost blow-out is totally wrong. 

Mr M. McGowan: Four hundred. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: You are wrong, as you are on most issues. The blow-out, if you like, was 

150 megawatts — 

Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I am trying to answer what I thought was a serious question. If there was a 

cost blow-out, and I concede there is, then it was $150 million spread over a 10-year period, according to the 

contracts; that is, a $15 million per year cost blow-out beyond the 150 megawatt cap. That is the reality. It is 

nothing like $450 million, nothing like $500 million, and nothing like the $600 million that appeared on the first 

edition of the front page of The West Australian. 

 


