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RENEWABLE ENERGY FEED-IN TARIFF (REFiT WA) BILL 2010 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 14 April. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [11.40 am]: I will continue from where I left off in April with my 
contribution to the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill. I want to summarise briefly my 
recognition of the importance of renewables and the technological development in renewables to change the way 
we supply energy. I also referred at that time to the high cost of feed-in tariffs. Although having photovoltaic 
cells on our homes satisfies a lot of our emotional drives—I was one of those people who put photovoltaic cells 
on our homes well before any feed-in tariff and therefore understand the emotional part of it—the financial cost 
to us as an economy is very high when it comes to doing so, if we do it to reduce the carbon dioxide emissions of 
our country and of the world. I also mentioned my view that in the driver for renewables there must be a 
recognition—I do not mean that each one of us must be forced to do it—that it can be driven only when there is 
an understanding and acceptance of the science that CO2 emissions are a serious problem for society as a world. 
If there is concern about that, it means that we must put a price on it, which will then make renewable energy 
options much more economically attractive. 

Another issue about renewables is that if there is a carbon price on them, it will be high while we sharply reduce 
our carbon dioxide emissions. It could be very high; it could be $70, $80, $90 or $100 a tonne. However, as 
renewable technology improves, with the innovation driven by a price of that kind, the secondary market price 
for CO2 emissions will naturally fall. That is just the plain economics of supply and demand, but it depends upon 
the technological development and innovation that will drive the progress in renewables technology. 

I also mentioned the United Kingdom, which has a ministry of energy and climate together. Energy and climate 
are so entwined that it does not make any sense to me in any manner or form to have them separate. However, 
the UK’s understanding of science is that climate is influenced by CO2 emissions and the highest emissions of 
CO2 generally come from stationary power entities; hence the merging of those two integrated areas. 

One of the big areas that I was coming onto when I was interrupted back in April is that the cost of producing 
renewables is very hard to get a handle on. It seems that we have—or should have—a reasonable handle on the 
cost of coal-fired and gas-fired energy production, but when it comes to producing energy from renewables, the 
range of costings is enormous. There is even a range of costings for coal-fired power. 

Let me just take members through a couple of examples, which I will also put into a bit of a context. I will refer 
to the costs that we would take into account for renewables. These costings are important when it comes to the 
bill of Hon Robin Chapple. His bill refers to quite specific costs and digressions—“digression” meaning the 
progress by which renewables will decrease the cost of power generation—and they are embedded into the bill. 
However, there is so much technological development and, I think, underlying confusion about the real costs that 
it causes me deep disquiet and is probably the main reason that I will be unable to vote for the bill proposed by 
Hon Robin Chapple. It does not mean to say that I do not agree with feed-in tariffs, but we need to do much 
more work to be able to establish a system for structuring how a feed-in tariff system could work and the true 
costs of establishing that system. 

Let us take the example of wind. People talk about wind power as though it is almost the best thing since sliced 
bread, and that it will be cheap power because the generation of wind power is one of the cheapest of the 
renewable options. That is absolutely true—in its own right only. But what happens when it is put into a grid 
system of the kind that we have? Wind is not baseload power; it is about 38 per cent or 40 per cent efficient 
because of the variability of the wind; it can often come in great gusts; it cannot be turned off and on; and all the 
time a back-up baseload option of power generation has to be kept going. Coal-fired generation as the baseload 
generator cannot be turned off and on easily. It can be done more so with gas, but certainly not with coal. 
Therefore, if a baseload generation has to be there anyway, and the wind is coming in variably, what then is the 
true cost of the power that we use as a community? Where is that number? Has anyone calculated it? Perhaps the 
Minister for Energy’s department has calculated it. I have not seen it publicly. In the research, which I accept is 
not totally extensive, I cannot find some of these real costs. I am talking not only about the real costs of wind 
generation, but also about the probable real costs of solar generation. 

As we know, as well as photovoltaic cells there have been huge developments in solar power generation, 
especially in concentrated solar thermal power generation. I understand that in Spain, where this technology is 
probably well developed, there are even difficulties with getting solar thermal power generation into the grid 
system to be utilised. However, the more important factor is the range of costs. I have some numbers from an 
entity called Unenergy, some from Green Econometrics and some from the University of Melbourne. However, 
when I read through these numbers, I wonder what the agenda is behind them. I will give an example that will 
surprise a lot of people. Unenergy, whose agenda I suspect is very much for renewables promotion, states that 
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the cost of coal-fired power—the energy we use in our homes—is 16c per kilowatt hour. I think these are 
probably US cents—I am not sure whether it is in US cents or Australian cents—but it is the relativity that is 
most relevant. Coal-fired power costs 16c; nuclear power costs 26c; concentrated solar power, which is the most 
intriguing one, costs 5c; geothermal steam costs 15c; wave power costs 15c; photovoltaic power costs 24c; and 
they have got wind power at 14c. That list of numbers is quite different from some of the other numbers. When I 
go to Green Econometrics—I know this is coming from the other side, which says that coal-fired power is the 
only thing we should be using—it shows solar energy generation at a price 12 to 13 times that of coal in terms of 
dollars or cents per kilowatt hour, with coal at 3c versus solar power at 38c. But then you get some blog 
responses to these numbers and they ask why a wholesale price was used for coal generation and a retail price 
for solar generation. That is interesting; agendas again. They also ask why the costs of solar are based on old 
technology. Green Econometrics says that for a five-kilowatt system to be set up, the cost is $45 000; the 
contested view is that the cost is only $10 000 and will continue to fall. One of the great difficulties I have with 
establishing what a feed-in tariff structure should be to generate power into our system is in finding the costs so 
that we can get a handle on it. I am talking about not just the costs of actually producing it, but also the capital 
costs and how they are amortised into those costs, and the costs when considering the total impact upon the 
grid’s generation of power, to which I referred a little earlier.  

I will give another example of the costings. This is from an entity called Pure Energy Systems. It provides details 
of the costs of the traditional power generation methods and their percentage of world supply. It states that gas 
provides 15 per cent of the raw supply for power generation in the world, coal is about 38 per cent and nuclear 
24 per cent. To get an idea of the relative costs, the cost of gas in cents per kilowatt hour is somewhere around 
4.2c, but gas has the advantage of handling baseload and working in with renewables because it can be fired up 
generally much quicker than coal can be, and it is also less costly to build the infrastructure. The cost of coal is 
about 5.2c per kilowatt hour, so gas is slightly cheaper than coal, based on these numbers. That figure includes 
both black and brown coal. Nuclear is about 12c per kilowatt hour, but the cost of decommissioning a nuclear 
power plant when it gets to a certain age—$350 million—is not taken into account in that cost.  

We then come to the conventional renewable sector. These numbers suggest that wind caters for about 1.4 per 
cent of world supply. I think these numbers were from 2009, so I suspect that figure may be rising, given the 
emphasis that the European community is giving to wind. The cost is about 5c per kilowatt hour. That is about 
the same as coal and marginally more than gas. Wind power is cost effective, but it is prone to lightning strikes 
and heavy rain, and is only 30 to 40 per cent reliable. The home of geothermal technology is apparently New 
Zealand. The Lihir Gold Mine in New Guinea relies 100 per cent on geothermal power. Technological 
developments in geothermal power are considerable, but it is not well understood. I was recently speaking to 
someone in the Mid West area who is well up in administration up there and he did not believe that geothermal 
technology was well developed. Well, it is well developed. It may be that the geothermal potential at Dongara, 
which has been drilled extensively and where the geothermal rocks are pretty well understood, may have 
particular characteristics about it, but the basic technology is well understood. One of the biggest costs for 
geothermal power is in digging the hole to get to the rocks. A drilling company in Merredin has managed to 
reduce that from something like $50 000 a metre, because of the big hole that they have to drill—I may have 
these numbers wrong; it may be more than that, like $100 000—to about $10 000 a metre. That is productivity 
and innovation. That is what is coming with the growing emphasis on this technology.  

Hon Kate Doust: I understand that for a residential site it is about $30 000 to have geothermal retro-fitted. It is 
interesting to see that change as it goes through. In fact, I understand there is a house in Mosman Park that has 
had retro-fitted geothermal drilling done.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Yes. This is another example of the incentive for innovation, which will drive down 
these costs. That then seriously affects the digression benefits that are contained in the bill.  

Hon Robin Chapple: They would be managed by regulation, so they could be altered at any time.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: The difficulty is by how quickly they are, and what that does to those who have 
gone in at the high costs. I accept that innovation can occur quickly. It is just like the electronic era of 
innovation, where one does not buy something because it is going to be cheaper or better tomorrow. I do 
understand that, but I am concerned about that rigidity and about putting something into it when, in my view, we 
are not quite ready for it, unless we are all prepared to pay a much higher price for renewables. I will come to 
that shortly. So that is geothermal power. There is a big range in the cost of geothermal energy. It goes from 
about 4.5c to 30c per kilowatt hour. That is to do with the drilling costs, the temperature of the geothermal rocks 
under the ground, and the depth one has to dig to get there. The 30c cost is obviously where there are other 
problems. Hydropower accounts for roughly 19.9 per cent of the world supply of energy and its cost ranges from 
5.1c to 11.3c. The great advantage of hydropower, of course, is that it can supplement an alternative renewable 
option. For example, if the wind drops or if there are a few overcast days, all one does is open the sluice gates 
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and let the water come out and the power comes in straightaway—in 30 seconds, just about. It is like gas in that 
sense. Hydropower has a place, but of course there has to be water.  

Hon Robin Chapple: Hydro is a methane producer.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Okay, so maybe the cost of hydropower is not fully reflective then of the carbon 
dioxide emissions.  

Hon Robin Chapple: That is right; that is why it is not included in the bill.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Okay. I am not sure what the extent of that is, so I thank Hon Robin Chapple. Solar 
is about 0.8 per cent of the world’s supply of energy. The costing I have is that it costs between 15c and 30c per 
kilowatt hour. When it comes to the costs we are familiar with for photovoltaic cells, there was significant 
constraint, about which I think few are probably aware. The silicon supply was short, which caused constraints 
in getting the silicon so that the photovoltaic cells could be manufactured. Because there is a huge demand and 
now it has some sustainability, the miners are producing silicon. That means it is not constrained. The prices 
have come down, which is one of the reasons the price of photovoltaic cells has fallen so materially in the past 
10 years.  

Hon Robin Chapple: Almost exponentially in the past year.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: There we go. These changes are occurring at a very fast pace. They are some of the 
issues that show the breadth and, I think, the lack of rigorous analysis of the true costs. If we are to have a feed-
in tariff of any kind and are willing to pay a higher price for it over the cheapest available cost of energy, which, 
in our case in the south west interconnected system, is coal—it may not be so in the Mid West, although that is 
within the SWIS now; coal is certainly our cheapest—I am not sure our communities will accept that higher cost, 
especially when we still have to make significant investment in our grid. Our grid has been underinvested for at 
least 15 years, probably more like 25 years.  

Hon Robin Chapple: The problem with the grid, I quite agree with you, is that we have an odd grid by 
international standards in the way it is designed. If we continue with coal in upgrading the grid, we will be 
reliant on baseload coal as opposed to having a future design for renewables, when we would redesign the grid in 
a completely different way.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Thank you, Hon Robin Chapple; I entirely agree with that, and I will come to that 
shortly. It is a valid point, in my view.  

Others have done work in this area. Deloitte’s research for the federal government demonstrated that a carbon 
price of about $40 a tonne is necessary so that the cost of renewables can break even with the cost of coal. The 
proposed federal government carbon price strategy, starting at $23, is likely to give an indication that there will 
be a sustained price on carbon, although it depends again on whether Mr Abbott is elected and wishes to cease 
carbon pricing. That will cause further confusion in the whole energy market. But according to Deloitte, at the 
end of the day, a price of about $40 a tonne will be necessary for the cost of renewables to break even with that 
of coal.  

To go on with pricing for a little longer, the University of Melbourne has also done work on this. But then the 
remarks about the University of Melbourne analysis, which was done through the Australian Energy Market 
Operator, is that the international analyses project cheaper prices than the Australian Energy Market Operator, 
along with ACIL Tasman, project. But at least the benefit of the University of Melbourne’s work is that it deals 
with a concept called “levelised cost of energy”. It tries to create a baseline and level it out across each of the 
renewables modes as well as the conventional modes. I am not sure whether the implications of the variability of 
wind generation or solar, under circumstances in which it might not be able to be generated and we still need the 
baseload power to be generated, is taken into the levelised cost of energy. But it looks as though the University 
of Melbourne is moving towards a system that takes into account more than just the simple variable and capital 
costs of the different renewables modes.  

It then comes back to the leadership issue. It requires leadership in this area.  

Hon Robin Chapple: Absolutely.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: It must be well researched and holistic, and at times it will take significant risk, not 
necessarily financial risk but certainly political risk, because every one of us is a user. We will individually bear 
the consequences. If we do not want to accept the science of global warming or the risks of its impacts, we do 
not have to worry about it. Funds will still come from governments to a certain extent for research, which is 
very, very important, but the drivers of the investors will keep persisting with coal and gas. By taking a 
leadership stand, at least we will have a system in which we have 20 per cent renewables by 2020 and there are 
costs if those power generators — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 September 2011] 

 p7018c-7033a 
Hon Philip Gardiner; Deputy President; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Robin Chapple 

 [4] 

Hon Robin Chapple interjected.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: That may be right. If there are not, I understand there are also financial implications 
for those power generators. If they do not take on more renewables so that objective can be met —  

Hon Robin Chapple interjected.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: There will be risks in that, especially if there is no pricing leadership to show the 
sustainability of renewables. That is why a direction must be given by either the federal government or the state 
government, or both, in an integrated way so that investors have some idea that they will get a return.  

Hon Robin Chapple: The problem has been that with a net feed-in tariff, investors were shy. Even though they 
have taken on board the issues and invested heavily in renewables, the big problem is when you operate through 
a subsidy, there is no guarantee that subsidy will remain politically between different terms —  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): That is not an interjection; that is a conversation. I am not going 
to allow it.  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. It comes back to whether as a community we see 
a risk in the future of the emissions of carbon dioxide and global warming gases, and are therefore prepared to 
pay that additional cost, because, in my view, the price of power should be fully reflective of cost. That may 
differ from the views of some of my colleagues. We are already working in that direction, but the additional cost 
is hurting a lot of people and it is an increase in the costs we incur as we live our lives, but someone has to pay 
this cost. That is what we are using. There is a cost to it and we must pay it. What are the grounds for not having 
reflective costing when the only grounds are that those on such impossible incomes to cover it should receive 
some compensation to help them live with it, but for the rest of us the costs must flow through? If we are to have 
a cost to encourage not only investment in, but also the innovation of, renewables, that most come into the 
costing system as well. The question then is: are we as a community going to sufficiently accept the science and 
want to incur the full cost of the generation of our energy? If we do, and fossil fuel energy is fully costed, that 
will be good because I think that will further drive down the cost of our renewables development in energy to the 
point at which it will be, I think, cheaper than coal. But we have to have the drivers and we have to have the 
leadership.  

In Western Australia in particular we have some unique possibilities because there are a whole lot of magnetite 
miners in the Mid West part of Western Australia—this is the issue to which Hon Robin Chapple referred—
where there is such a concentrated requirement for energy that it is likely that renewable modes of energy, as is 
being done in a small way already, can be rolled out to a scale that will lessen the cost of construction. The 
ongoing production will then make it competitive with the cost of transferring the energy from the generation of 
coal in Collie all the way up through the grid, thereby reducing the size of the grids we need to send the power 
up there. What is more, there can be a suite of different renewable modes. That is one of the most interesting 
challenges we have for that area, and also in helping to develop and innovate the renewables industry here in 
Western Australia. We tend to underestimate the other half—how full the glass is. In my view, the whole 
secondary manufacturing area of our economy can be stimulated by the innovation and production of the 
componentry of renewables. It makes me think of a little story about wind. About 15 years ago they thought they 
had built the longest blades for the fans on the wind turbines. Now the length of them has doubled or maybe 
even tripled. The bigger they are, the higher they reach into the sky, the better the chance to carry wind and the 
more efficient they become. These technologies are occurring everywhere. One of my concerns is that this state 
should not be left behind and we can participate in that area in the same way that we can hopefully participate 
more and more in the mining area.  

I have a paper that Hon Robin Chapple gave me headed “Principles paper on energy as adopted by the German 
Federal Cabinet on 6 June 2011”. I know that Hon Robin Chapple has used the German model extensively to 
frame the way that his bill works. One thing we can say is that the Germans are doing things very well. My 
colleague Hon Max Trenorden believes that from a community point of view or from the point of view of the 
people who are paying these higher charges for renewable energy, people feel that they are carrying too much 
weight. I will read a few sections of this document. It shows the leadership that comes from one of our colleague 
countries. It states — 

Ambitious climate protection remains a decisive driving force for the transformation of our energy 
supply.  

When we get back to drivers, that kind of thing has to be the driver if we are going to change our attitude and our 
behaviour. If we do not have ambitious climate protection, what are we doing it for? We should just stick with 
what we have. Wind is cheaper than coal but I understand that renewable energy is still a cost in Germany, 
especially if we consider the huge investment that will be made into it. The paper continues — 
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In particular, we want to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 40% by 2020, — 

Our aim is 20 per cent — 

55% by 2030 … 

And so on, until it gets to 80 to 95 per cent by 2050. Germany will almost become a totally renewable or totally 
non–greenhouse emitting power generator by 2050. I think our level is something like 45 per cent. The paper 
continues — 

The thorough restructuring of our energy supply represents above all an opportunity for the generations 
to come. … We can be the world’s first major industrialised nation to accomplish the transition towards 
a highly efficient, renewable energy system. However, this will require a strictly realistic, judicious and 
common sense approach.  

Here is one of the most successful, innovative manufacturing countries in the world, and we can see why. Its 
goal is to do it at the top level. It continues — 

This opens up technological and economic opportunities in terms of Germany’s competitiveness as an 
exporter and location to do business.  

We are talking about the carbon price and everything else being a huge cost that will stifle business. How is it 
that Germany, one of the most successful countries in the world, sees it so differently? Then there is a bit of self-
congratulation as the paper states — 

In the best tradition of German engineering, new technologies and products, new export opportunities 
and thus employment and growth will be created.  

One final point — 

Renewable energy sources must increasingly be able to generate electricity according to demand and 
provide system services to ensure grid and supply stability.  

That is just part of a reasonably long document, but that is the kind of leadership that one of our colleague 
countries of the world is demonstrating. We know how successful the German economy is and how successful 
its innovation is. It produces the results.  

The reason I will not support the bill at this point is that there are too many unknowns and the technological 
development is too volatile for me to suggest that we lock ourselves into the structure that is in this bill. I would 
like to have much more analysis done so that we can see what the true cost is when we take in the holistic part of 
the costing of our energy system and then determine what break-even costs are required. Once we get a 
framework and develop a template, we can then put tenders out to those who have the renewables technology. If 
they can match the pricing requirements that we as a Parliament and so on wish to have, we can accept or reject 
it and then try again a year, six months or whatever it is later as the technology and innovation develops.  

Hon Robin Chapple: We could send the bill to a committee. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: It will take more than a committee to do that. It will require some hard, deep 
analysis and a lot of modelling so that we can get a real handle on it and understand it and then put a framework 
in place that can hopefully reap the advantages.  

Hon Adele Farina: How do you achieve that if you don’t go to a committee and get a committee to do an 
inquiry into that?  

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I have not progressed this specifically with the minister, but my understanding is 
that we are in the midst of getting a lot of work done out of the Office of Energy. Perhaps the minister can talk 
about this later, or maybe he has already spoken, but this work is being done. When we get this plan, I think we 
should be able to review that in different committees to work out and establish whether it is covering all the 
bases that we wish it to cover. 

Hon Adele Farina: What is the time line for that?  

Hon Peter Collier: By the end of this year. 

Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I think the minister will have to respond to that.  

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.19 pm]: I rise on behalf 
of the opposition to comment on the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010 introduced by 
Hon Robin Chapple. I know that we have had a couple of goes at trying to get this bill through. It was 
commenced late last year, and Hon Philip Gardiner has spread his comments between April and now. It was 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 September 2011] 

 p7018c-7033a 
Hon Philip Gardiner; Deputy President; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Robin Chapple 

 [6] 

useful to hear him revise some of those comments. I must say I had some sympathy for some of the positions he 
put forward, particularly the numbers associated with this bill.  

Labor supports the principle behind legislation that will deal with the feed-in tariff. We have recently seen how 
this government has poorly managed a feed-in tariff in our state. There has been a lack of consistency in the 
figures attached to a feed-in tariff. This has affected the way in which not only business, but also the community 
can plan for and manage the feed-in tariff. There has been a lack of effective communication to let them know 
what is happening. I do note that the bill that Hon Robin Chapple has crafted is based upon a German model that 
we know has been in place for more than 10 years and has worked effectively in Germany. However, I pick up 
on the point made by Hon Philip Gardiner that although that model may work very well over there, it does not 
necessarily mean we can pick it up box and dice and transplant it to Western Australia without tweaking it or 
looking at, particularly the figures and some of the other matters.  

I note that Hon Robin Chapple has endeavoured to pick up on the key characteristics that were set out in that 
legislation. These were noted in an inquiry conducted by the Senate Standing Committee on Environment, 
Communications and the Arts into a similar bill that was moved by Senator Christine Milne a couple of years 
ago, and then a report from Dr James Prest of the Australian National University to that committee. Dr Prest 
outlined the key characteristics that need to be taken into account to establish international best practice. These 
were picked up by the Fraunhofer Institute for Solar Energy Systems in Germany. He talks about five key 
planks: feed-in tariffs need to be designed to provide continuity and encourage long-term investment policy, 
which Hon Philip Gardiner alluded to; technology-specific tariff levels should be applied; design should include 
purchase obligation; tariff “degression” should be included to provide incentives for cost reductions—we know 
that is well and truly embedded in the Hon Robin Chapple’s legislation; and to include the option to pay a 
premium on wholesale market prices rather than a fixed price. I know that Hon Robin Chapple has tried to pick 
up on those key issues in the development of his bill. I know this has been a bill long in gestation and that Hon 
Robin Chapple has endeavoured to try to engage all members on this bill. I do not know how successful he has 
been in doing that.  

Hon Robin Chapple: I have a comment for the minister shortly.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I think those who have been interested have engaged on it. I agree with the previous 
speaker that there needs to be debate on this. We cannot be left behind. Germany is not the only country that has 
picked up on this. The USA picked up on this in the late 1970s, albeit their system is set up in a different 
manner—it has a different title, from memory—and how they manage their feed-in type arrangements is also 
different; and there are a range of other countries throughout Europe that have different arrangements as well. 
We alluded in another debate a couple of weeks ago to the fact that Western Australia is rich in resources for 
renewable energy generation and we have a vast array that we can talk about now that are under investigation on 
their potential application in WA and, of course, we have wind and solar as the dominant ones. I am sure that as 
time moves on there will be other opportunities and options that we can explore in Western Australia and tap 
into as natural resources. I take on board some of the comments made earlier about wind not being reliable or the 
issues associated with capacity and not being baseload power.  

One of my concerns about the debate that has ensued around renewables and feed-in tariffs is that the focus has 
been primarily on wind and somewhat on solar. One of the things we need to look at is how we spread that 
engagement and ensure that all other types of renewables are given as important a status as wind, given that 
some of those other types of renewables may provide baseload power and may be more reliable and, in some 
cases, easier to access or more cost effective in the long term. Those are important issues that we have to look at.  

I am firmly of the view that Parliament should look at these issues in far greater detail than we will have the 
opportunity to do today. Given the indications from the government, even if this bill were to go into committee 
or for further debate, I do not think that we would really have the opportunities in this chamber to go through the 
level of detail that I think most of us want to look at for how we can put into place the best system for our state. I 
know I have canvassed with a number of members, and also the minister, the capacity for this chamber to hold a 
separate inquiry or to refer this bill off for further investigation so that we can canvass all of the issues that 
members have raised. I think that the majority of people in this state acknowledge the value of renewables. Our 
community certainly has acknowledged the value of a feed-in tariff. They have engaged with it. The take-up rate 
for the feed-in tariff that was in place certainly outpaced any expectation of government, which is one of the 
reasons why government had to shut it down. There is community hunger for these types of arrangements to be 
put it place.  

Although Hon Robin Chapple’s bill is a good starting point and he has tried to pick up on a broad range of 
issues—I know when we go into the legislation the objects are clearly set out—I pick up on the point that was 
made earlier, and which I highlighted myself, about problems with access to the grid and problems associated 
with capacity of the grid to deal with renewables and the variety of renewables that would come on stream. I 
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know that in another debate we have already talked about the problems that were experienced in Carnarvon, 
where there was an overload and they had to shut down access to a feed-in tariff, and I think shut down access to 
solar panels in that place because of capacity. One of the issues we need to look at is attitude. It is not the attitude 
of the community or of the people involved in the retailing or construction of these various types of renewable 
energy, but sometimes it is the attitude of the main generators or retailers and how they can go about it. A lot of 
barriers still exist because it is not the way that things have been done in the past. I know that it is not a uniform 
approach. I think there are some real champions for renewable energy scattered amongst the various utilities, but 
it needs to be driven from the top. There is a viable opportunity in Western Australia for renewables and there 
are also mechanisms that could be in place for individuals to deal with those. I know that the minister says that 
his report will be handed down—did the minister say it was October or November? 

Hon Peter Collier: At end of the year.  

Hon KATE DOUST: It has been pushed out again. I know we have talked about this before, but at the end of 
the day there was not the emphasis on renewables that the bulk of people who are interested would like to see. 
Even though that report will come down at the end of the year, there is still a gaping hole. At some point a very 
intensive piece of work needs to be done on how we can incorporate renewables into our system in Western 
Australia. A proper piece of work needs to be done on the figures, because the member is right; we need to deal 
with the real cost of energy and we have to look at what are the appropriate figures to be attached to the various 
types of resource that would be included with a feed-in tariff scheme.  

Clause 5 of the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill outlines an enormous range of renewable 
energy options. In fact, I have not heard of some of them and I do not know whether some have yet — 

Hon Robin Chapple: They’re all working. 

Hon KATE DOUST: They are all working, but I do not know what bagasse is or how black liquor works, so I 
look forward to the member’s explanation of those renewable energy sources. I know that some of those sources 
are either a concept or at an early stage, such as biomass and the issues dealing with landfill gas and sewage gas. 
They are all very interesting opportunities, given some of the other issues that we have to deal with. The member 
provided that very extensive list of renewable energy sources in the bill to try to cover the full range of 
opportunities that may arise down the track. I think that was very sensible, but the questions kick in for us when 
it comes to the tariffs allocated to each of those renewables. We canvassed that in the couple of meetings we had 
with the member’s advisers. Although those figures may have been appropriate in the German model, we have 
not been provided with economic modelling about how each of those tariff figures was arrived at. I know that the 
member will respond to that in due course, but that is a real concern for us. In our own state we have already 
seen the solar feed-in tariff shift from gross to net, and from 60 to 40 to 20 to zero over the space of effectively 
three years, but really 12 months. There are mixed views in industry about an appropriate feed-in tariff rate for 
solar now, which ranges anywhere from, I think, 17 to 10, or some just say the renewable energy buyback 
scheme rate. Therefore, I think quite a substantial piece of work needs to be done. The figures that the industry is 
talking about in the real sense vary from what the member has in the bill. Although those figures may have been 
appropriate when this bill was introduced last year, things change. That is one of the matters that need to have 
some work done. This bill provides for when people would be eligible to lock in to the feed-in tariff and I think it 
went from July to December 2011. Therefore, this bill needs quite a bit of work done to update it, if we like, 
given that there has been an extensive passage of time since its introduction before we have been able to deal 
with it.  

Hon Robin Chapple: It would consistently need to be upgraded as it went into operation; it was never going to 
be static. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I must say I am wandering a bit. I had a very detailed speech ready when the member first 
introduced this bill, but when I went to find it yesterday, I had lost it. I am starting from scratch today, so just 
bear with me. 

There are other issues of concern. I am not sure whether the member canvassed this matter. The Independent 
Market Operator constantly looks at how the market works and what rules need to be changed to deal with the 
operation of the market. If we introduced this system in legislation, would there be a need to have market rules 
adjusted? What sort of work would be required to do that? I am interested to know what discussions the member 
had with the IMO about how we would deal with that. I pick up on the member’s point about a periodic review 
and about how this would need to be updated. A lot of work would fall back on the minister to update it. I am not 
too sure whether time periods have been set in the bill or whether it is just on a needs basis as things change in 
the industry. 

I think that the bill is a good starting point to look at this issue and have that debate. I do not think that the debate 
we are having is as broad as it needs to be. I know that there is a lot of interest amongst various groups, such as 
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the Sustainable Energy Association of Australia, Sustainable Energy Now, the Conservation Council, the 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and the Chamber of Minerals and Energy. There is a 
range of organisations, some of which have quite different takes on how this would work. I think that at some 
point we need to have that further debate. I do not know whether the minister responsible is prepared to support 
the idea of a formal inquiry into renewables and what appropriate feed-in tariff arrangements we could have in 
our state. That would be an interesting inquiry because it would give people with a broad spectrum of views and 
interests the opportunity to provide evidence. If there was an inquiry, the individuals involved could seek 
professional technical advice and do the number crunching, if we like, to find out the appropriate feed-in tariff 
rate for not only at that time, but also the future. I think that matter would be worth looking at. 

It is interesting to note that today there has been an article on the ABC news website headed “Solar industry 
celebrates grid parity”, which states — 

The Photovoltaic Association says the drop in cost of producing power from solar panels has made 
solar power competitive with coal-generated grid power. 

Solar power generated by photovoltaic cells on Australian rooftops has become so cheap and efficient 
that they now produce electricity for the same price that is charged by the electricity grid. 

Australia is one of the first countries in the world for such solar power to reach what is known as ‘grid 
parity’. 

… 

Despite controversy over feed-in tariffs—which have been blamed for Australia’s rapidly rising 
electricity costs—rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) panels are now generating electricity for the same 
price and sometimes cheaper than can be bought from the grid. 

It is very interesting that has been reported when we are having this debate today. Hon Philip Gardiner talked 
about the real cost in reaching cost-reflectivity, and it is interesting to note that we have reached that point. I 
agree with the member that at some point a wide range of renewables will become equal, but we need to put a lot 
of work into the technology and the placement of those renewables and the dollar cost associated with the use of 
those renewables. Therefore, a lot of work needs to be done in that area. However, it is notable that today we 
have attained that. 

I also have a quote from a fellow by the name of John Grimes, who was on 6PR yesterday. He is the CEO of the 
Australian Solar Energy Society. I know that 6PR seems to like to bring Mr Grimes in on a regular basis as the 
in-house expert on solar panels and the feed-in tariff. He talked yesterday again about solar panels and feed-in 
tariffs and a fair price for solar power. He said that utilities in Western Australia are saying no to solar power, 
which comes back to my comment about attitude; we can only achieve change if we have those people on board 
and if the leadership brings those people along with them and creates that change. He went on to say that they 
should pay the same prices charged when sold on the grid. 

The whole issue with solar panels and the current status of what is happening here with feed-in tariffs are 
probably slightly separate issues, but I think it is an issue that is going to continue to be in the media, because the 
community keeps raising a variety of associated issues. I do not think the government can actually ignore this 
issue or push it to one side; I think it needs to be proactive, actually take charge and start to get the work done 
that needs to be put in place so we can start to talk about a fair price for energy. 

We need to start changing the language; maybe we should not call it a feed-in tariff but start to call it a fair price 
for energy, so that everyone understands, in plain English, that it is a fair price for energy, regardless of which 
resource that energy comes from. 

Hon Peter Collier: So it would all be the same price? 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, I am saying we need to start thinking about the language we use to engage with 
people. 

Hon Peter Collier: I understand that, but would it be the same price for renewables as it would for fossil fuels? 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is why I am saying the work needs to be done to look at what it is now, and what the 
projections are, given the changing technology and the take-up rate of these renewables. I certainly note that 
there is an enthusiasm, particularly for the domestic range. Part of the difficulty is that whilst the minister has 
stopped, shut down or suspended—whatever language he wants to use—the domestic feed-in tariff, there are still 
small business and commercial people in the community who do not know what is going to happen with the 
feed-in tariff. I understand that the Office of Energy is still doing work on costings for a feed-in tariff for those 
types of arrangements. I know that the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill proposed by Hon 
Robin Chapple actually picks up and addresses a feed-in tariff for people in those situations.  
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I have had a number of calls to my office from people who are in business and people who reside in retirement 
homes. In fact, I went to a retirement village in Forrestfield with Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich a couple of weeks ago, 
where there were 154 homes. It was a very lovely retirement village; I thought that I should maybe case it out for 
my mother, but I do not think she would adapt to those types of places! There were 154 home units, each one 
had a solar panel, and they were all generating energy. They do not get anything back for the excess going into 
the grid, because they are not eligible. We can replicate those types of facilities all through the state, because 
people in retirement homes have certainly taken up with great gusto the option of putting panels on their roofs. 

The work that the member has done on this bill in trying to pick all this up is very good, but I think a lot more 
work needs to be done so that it is workable into the future, and so that the numbers are right, because there are 
still concerns for the Labor Party. Whilst we will support its second reading, I would like to see more work done 
on this bill. I am very attracted to the idea of sending this bill off to a parliamentary committee; I know that the 
government probably will not agree with that. At the end of the day, if we had the opportunity to inquire into the 
bill, we would have the opportunity to do the numbers work and get the feedback. We would be able to look at 
what happens in other places, how it works, what is best practice, and look at projections for the future. 

The bill may very well come back to us in a quite different form; it may be a different beast from what the 
member originally proposed, but the core principle of having legislation that tackles the issue of a feed-in tariff 
would still be there. We are all about making sure that we have workable legislation in our state. The fact that we 
do not currently have any legislation dealing with a feed-in tariff is disappointing, and there has been no 
proposition from the government that it will bring in legislation that deals exclusively with this issue. I do not 
think there is even any proposal to do so arising out of the strategic energy initiative. I think at some point the 
government needs to tackle this issue. The idea of sending the bill off to a committee is very attractive and is not 
something that we do enough of in this chamber anymore. Again, that is disappointing. Currently, all we have is 
a policy that changes on an almost daily or weekly basis, without a lot of consultation or any consistency, and at 
the end of the day that is what both community and business want—consistency so that they can plan. 

I commend Hon Robin Chapple for putting this bill forward; I know how much work he has done. I recall the 
very large meeting organised last year by the Sustainable Energy Now people. Hon Philip Gardiner and Hon 
Max Trenorden attended, and the speakers talked about the Beyond Zero Emissions think tank. There were 
400 people or more in attendance—standing room only, I think—at the town hall, and they were all very excited 
at the prospect of legislation to deal with a feed-in tariff. That was a very interesting demonstration of the level 
of enthusiasm people have for the idea of using natural resources to generate energy in our state, and the idea 
that they can reduce the cost of their electricity by using renewables and putting the excess back into the grid. I 
think it is certainly a highly educated community about these issues. People take a very genuine interest because 
they understand the impact on their environment and the impact on their communities, and they want to do 
things differently into the future. 

The opposition will support the second reading of this bill, and we will be interested in going through a number 
of those technical issues if it goes beyond that, but I seriously believe that we would be well served by referring 
this bill to a committee for a full-on inquiry, and then bringing the bill back into this chamber so that we are all 
better informed and so that the government could perhaps have a better opportunity to engage with this 
legislation and have a direct input into creating some sort of mechanism to work from or baseline document to 
build from. Given that this type of legislation will have to be changed on a regular basis, it is not something that 
we can actually set in stone now and leave for 20 or 30 years. If we look back 20 years ago, people did not 
understand how they could use renewable energy; there certainly was not an understanding about how it could 
replace coal or gas, or be used as an alternative. Would people have thought about having wind farms established 
in the Mid West 20 years ago? A lot of members in this place travel to lots of different parts of the world, and 
wherever we go we see all these countries that have invested in renewable energy. 

We also have to have a serious look at the dollars that government and industry apply to renewables, and the 
infrastructure commitment. Hon Philip Gardiner talked about the Mid West and the magnetite mines. He and I 
both know that unless the government actually delivers on the upgrade to the 330-kilovolt line, there will be 
ongoing problems for those magnetite mines as well as ongoing issues for renewable energy companies that are 
seeking to get established in that area. 

There are a range of issues associated with this legislation that need to be addressed, and I do not know if we will 
have the opportunity to address them here; I think they would be better addressed in a parliamentary committee 
so that a report can come back into this place and we can be better informed. That would be a very useful way to 
go. 

Discharge of Order and Referral to Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs — Motion 

Hon KATE DOUST: — without notice: I move — 
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(1) That the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010 be discharged and referred 
to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs for consideration and report. 

(2) The committee is to inquire into and report on the policy of the bill.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Energy) [12.50 pm]: I will not take too much 
time. I just say that the Liberal Party will not support the motion for referral of this bill to the Standing 
Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. I have outlined in quite extensive fashion why we are opposed to 
the bill. Any fundamental shift or change to the bill would have to be massive for it to be acceptable to the 
Liberal Party. We do not agree with the bill itself, we do not agree with the format of the feed-in tariff, and it 
would therefore not be worth the while or the time of the environment committee to consider this bill. Hon Kate 
Doust mentioned in her contribution that there could be an option for the committee to look at other areas. Of 
course that cannot be the case, as the committee would have to look at areas specific to the bill. 

Hon Kate Doust: No; we have included policy. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: We are looking at the policy of the bill. As I said in my contribution to debate on the 
bill, we are more adequately covering that with the strategic initiative. To pick up on something Hon Kate Doust 
said, the cleaner energy initiative is specific to renewable energy and we are at the moment dealing with the 
whole notion of an overarching energy policy for Western Australia. There have been numerous opportunities 
for community consultation and contributions from the community. We feel that that those opportunities have 
been a more than adequate avenue for community members as a whole to make their contributions. As I said, we 
continue to have dialogue with the industry on feed-in tariffs. I met with the Sustainable Energy Association two 
weeks ago and had a very productive discussion on a way forward and on how we could assist each other in 
maintaining the focus of attention on renewable energy across the board, and also specific to photovoltaic cells. I 
have to say that the association’s attitude was quite refreshing. As I said, the government will continue to work 
with that particular industry. However, the Liberal Party does not feel that referring this bill to the environment 
committee will serve any purpose, essentially because we do not support the bill in its current form. It would 
have to be virtually napalmed and revamped before we would accept it, and that will not be achieved by sending 
it off to a committee. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [12.52 pm]: Despite a lot of good work that Hon Robin Chapple 
has done in drafting this bill and in utilising experience of renewables from Germany and the world, the National 
Party similarly has a view that it is premature to refer a bill of this kind to a committee. Renewable energy is so 
much more of a bigger systemic issue than a committee inquiring into this bill would be able to deal with. It is 
also important to note that the minister has said he is developing and analysing a system to start developing 
options for the state, which no doubt would take account of renewables. A committee would be better convened 
to inquire into the options in that report after it is delivered when we would have a lot more knowledge and facts 
that are needed to make the assessment, rather than doing that now. That is my view. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [12.53 pm]: I thank the mover of the motion. The Greens 
(WA) will support the motion, the basic reason being that many speakers have already identified that 
components of the legislation need to be retested since its development. Indeed, some of the proposed rebates 
would certainly benefit from an investigation by the committee. It would give all parliamentarians and all parties 
a chance to drill down into some elements of the legislation that the Greens, together with information from 
experts all around the world, spent a lot of time crafting. I hope that I can appeal to the Nationals to support the 
motion to refer the bill to the committee. If it is referred to the committee, it would come back from the 
committee—changed, the same or whatever—and they would still have the option of saying yea or nay after the 
committee has reported on it. Referral to the committee would go a long way to provide the sort of evidence 
necessary for the minister to conduct his review of the energy systems. Valuable information could be provided 
through that committee process to the minister as he works forward with his energy plan. In that sense, therefore, 
I appeal to the Nationals to support the motion to refer the bill to the committee. After the committee has 
inquired into and reported on the bill, the Nationals will still retain the right to say yea or nay, but the committee 
will have done some hard work that will be of benefit to the minister and to all parliamentarians. The Greens, 
therefore, will support the motion that the Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010 be 
discharged and referred to the committee.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 September 2011] 

 p7018c-7033a 
Hon Philip Gardiner; Deputy President; Hon Kate Doust; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Robin Chapple 

 [11] 

Ayes (13) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson  
Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon  

Noes (18) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin  
Hon Phil Edman Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

Question thus negatived. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

Second Reading Resumed 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.00 pm] — in reply: I rise to speak in response to the 
comments that have been made by members in this place over the number of days we have dealt with the 
Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010. I thank most members for their input. I thank Hon Kate 
Doust for trying to get the bill sent off to a committee. I think that was a really good move; unfortunately, it was 
not successful, so we will not be able to review how good or bad the bill is or was. I really need to put on notice 
that even though, as is obvious, this bill will fall, it is not the end, because it is so imperative to the future of 
Western Australia and to future generations that we follow a path such as this that we will certainly be moving at 
some stage in the future to introduce the same if not a similar piece of legislation.  

It is important to talk about why this type of legislation is so important. I am not sure that it was completely 
understood by either the minister or, indeed, Hon Philip Gardiner when he spoke to the bill. The fundamental 
difference is that a feed-in tariff that is based on a gift from Treasury to the community—a subsidy—by its very 
nature creates instability in the marketplace. People do not know whether that subsidy or gift is going to be there 
into the future. When governments introduce legislation from time to time that is based on a subsidy, they can 
get kudos from that, but it does not provide surety in the marketplace because at some stage those fiscal 
incentives can be removed—governments may change and policies may vary. What we sought to do with the 
Renewable Energy Feed-in Tariff (REFiT WA) Bill 2010 was to introduce the sort of model that has been used 
in Germany, Spain and Denmark, where it became a free market arrangement based on a market-based economy. 
It is important to note—I think this was touched on by Hon Kate Doust—that there have been some quite 
amazing revelations over the last couple of days. Firstly, I would turn to — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! I would just like to remind you, Hon Robin 
Chapple, that your comments are now in reply, so you can specifically address issues, if any, raised by members 
in their contributions to the second reading debate but you cannot go over old arguments and you cannot 
introduce new arguments. I just make that comment. It is quite a restricted rule of engagement.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. In that regard, I was actually referring to comments 
made by Hon Kate Doust when she talked about the nature of the cost competitiveness of solar in the current 
time frame. In that regard, a paper was produced in Europe a day or so ago that identified Australia as being in 
the box seat in terms of its price on solar. Hon Kate Doust also mentioned that yesterday and today it was 
announced that solar now had parity in Australia with coal. That was an important point I wanted to touch on.  

I will respond to the minister’s contribution to the second reading debate. The minister spent quite a lot of time 
talking about his government’s mishandled and very narrow feed-in tariff. He focused on the question of net 
versus gross tariffs. The key issue around that for us, and to a degree the rest of the world, is that net tariffs are 
constrained and gross tariffs are not. We felt that his comments were a fairly big distraction in the context of the 
bill, because the bill involves a comprehensive feed-in tariff for all technologies of all scales and not the net 
feed-in tariff that the minister had focused on, which was basically about rooftop solar photovoltaics. This bill 
outlined a comprehensive system that is far more important than net versus gross.  

Going through the minister’s speech, he started, curiously, in this way — 

I think at this stage we are not ready for this type of bill. Ultimately I think there will be a much more 
comprehensive feed-in tariff, but at the moment we are not ready for it.  

I would ask the minister: when might we be ready? Certainly the rest of the world is ready and moving in this 
direction. I interjected twice during his speech to ask that question—when will we be ready?—and he failed to 
adequately address my interjections. The minister then went on to talk about the inadequacies of the original 
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2008 gross feed-in tariff funding promise of $13.5 million. I agree with the minister that it was inadequate, but 
not for the reasons the minister was discussing. It was inadequate then and was an ultimately unsuccessful 
approach because it was totally reliant on government funding. Systems that rely on government funding are 
always open to the political whims of the government of the day or a future government. I am not going to open 
the debate here about whether we should have a 60c gross feed-in tariff or a 47c tariff or indeed the eventual 27c 
tariff, which lasted a whole 31 days and eight hours, or the return of the straight renewable energy buyback 
scheme—REBS—which is the situation we have now. It is interesting to note in response to the minister in that 
regard that the net budget for the coming year is about $49.5 million. The cost of electricity provided to 
consumers had an A1 tariff.  

Hon Peter Collier: How much did you say for four years?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The minister has $49.5 million in the forward estimates for 2011–12. 

Hon Peter Collier: That is for one year; it is $400 million.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes; but it is $49.5 million annually for the next 10 years.  

The renewable energy buyback scheme amount was originally 2.6c per kilowatt, prior to the introduction of the 
minister’s feed-in tariff, and was on a one-to-one basis of the then provision of energy from the black end of 
town. Once the net feed-in tariff came in, the REBS amount was reduced to 7c. The payback under the original 
net feed-in tariff was 40c, plus 7c from the renewable energy buyback scheme, a total of 47c. The payback under 
the net feed-in tariff was then reduced to 20c, plus 7c from the renewable energy buyback scheme. At 8.00 am 
on 1 August, the net feed-in tariff was removed, leaving only the adjusted 7c renewable energy buyback scheme 
amount remaining for the provider of energy to the state. Those existing 70 000 homes will continue to get the 
tariff for the next 10 years, which is really rather great. It is based on money coming out of Treasury, not on a 
competitive market. However, new connectors will get only 7c from the renewable energy buyback scheme—not 
even parity, as existed in the first place.  

The point I want to make is that reliance on purely administrative systems created a crazy boom–bust result that 
has wreaked havoc in a new industry that we as a Parliament should be looking to support in every way. To 
highlight that point, I would like to identify a letter sent to Minister Collier on 26 August.  

Hon Peter Collier: Is this new material? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Sorry? Ralph James Stacey.  

Hon Liz Behjat: Is it new material?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is a letter I have here.  

Hon Peter Collier: You can’t introduce it. You can give it a go.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will paraphrase it. It basically says that he was an employee of the industry and, as 
such, he has now lost his job, as have many of his colleagues. He had moved into the renewable energy sector 
thinking it was a job for the future.  

I move on now to the next issue. I have been able to resist the urge to engage in the minister’s criticism of 
14 April on this bill. This bill was first-read on 1 July 2010. I made a great effort to talk to all members on that 
bill—to have discussions, to hear criticisms and amend the legislation on the basis of input from other people, 
professionals and members of Parliament. Indeed, the bill changed quite a bit over time. In none of that time did 
the minister or his department engage in any way, shape or form by asking questions about the legislation or by 
putting forward suggestions. He did not engage in any way, shape or form. Quite clearly, the government knew 
we could bring on the bill at any time, but it failed to engage. I think that is a bit of an indictment on the minister. 
Certainly others in this chamber were engaged all the way as we produced the legislation, as were many people, 
not only in this country but also around the world.  

The minister asked why the bill makes the network operator responsible for paying qualified generators. The 
answer is that the network operator is running the network; nobody else is. It is that simple. The network 
operator has the role of managing new connections and it has the data to support that role. The network operator 
is in the best position to do the planning for new generation. Yes; the retailers have been running the state FIT, 
but that is okay because each individual connection is pretty inconsequential to the process of managing network 
stability. Our bill would have brought in considerable advances and brought into the system considerable 
renewable energy from many of the larger renewable energy generators, which, in large part, would have been 
based in the country. Our bill covers the broad suite of all energy producers and would not have capped at per 
kilowatt of production; whereas the net feed-in tariff was basically restricted to households and rooftops. I do not 
really want to talk too much about rooftop PVs rather than the rest of technology supported by the bill. But I 
have to correct the record on how our bill fares against the government’s FIT. The minister said — 
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Our scheme allows for payback in around three to five years; this bill allows for a system payback in 
around 11 to 14 years for small-scale systems. The time for larger systems is unable to be determined 
because rebates are forfeited to the system operator, so people will not actually get that rebate, making 
the time taken to pay it back much longer.  

The estimated payback time associated with the net tariff seems to have fluctuated wildly in the last few years. It 
is no surprise; that is one of the government’s major weaknesses. Not only do we need to make the normal 
assumptions about weather and where the panels are located or how much shade they get et cetera, but with the 
net tariff, we also need to model how much electricity the relevant houses will use and during which half-hour 
blocks that power will be consumed. Let us assume his comment about three to five years for a small system is 
right.  

Hon Peter Collier: It is.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Would anyone be able to convince a bank to lend them money if it were that 
uncertain? Our bill provides certainty; it provides for people who want to develop renewable energy the ability to 
go to the bank with complete and utter surety that it was not reliant on a subsidy and it was not reliant on various 
whims.  

I cannot understand from where the minister got his idea that the payback periods were harder to calculate for 
larger systems. In fact, the reverse is much more likely; there is much more defined generation and much more 
defined blocks of power. The bigger point is, however, that the comparison is almost irrelevant. The bill is not 
about making 1.5 kilowatt residential systems more affordable; it is about making three kilowatt residential 
systems and six kilowatt residential systems more affordable, and certainly about industry being able to put 
bigger renewables onto the roofs of their industries and to get a tariff as a result of that. Currently, we are back to 
the pathetic 7c REB system on the south west interconnected system.  

In addition to some of the things I have raised already, the minister put up a range of other supposed legal and 
practical objections to the bill. Dr Volker Oschmann, who now heads up the German Ministry for Environment, 
Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety and who was the key adviser on our bill, said, when confronted with the 
prospect of the same FIT system, that the network operators said exactly the same thing in Germany when 
Germany brought in its gross feed-in tariff. They thought it was impossible to achieve but, manifestly, the 
Germans have made it work. In that regard, I refer to the paper that Hon Phil Gardiner quoted from, as adopted 
by the German federal cabinet on 6 June 2011. Although Hon Phil Gardiner talked about a number of issues, 
what was really important and what was most probably missing in those comments is how the Renewable 
Energy Sources Act, the EEG, which is exactly the same as the bill we are dealing with, worked, how the 
Germans modified it, how dynamic it was and how it created investment security, demonstrating various aspects 
of pricing such as offshore wind, hydropower and geothermal energy. Because it had these flexible caps—the 
very things that people were reading out, those long lists of items in the bill that could be modified—they were 
able to create an optional market premium, a flexible premium, for demand-oriented generation. Germany 
identified that without that gross feed-in tariff, it would not be where it is now. It is continually tinkering with 
the gross feed-in tariff but it certainly has been the key behind the development of its 20 per cent of renewable 
energy.  

In dealing with that part of what the minister had to say, I will turn to the comments of Hon Phil Gardiner. Some 
statements have been made by members of the National Party that Germany was having a few problems. Two 
days ago the German ministry sent me an email to clarify the position. It identified that a poll conducted by TNS 
Infratest, on behalf of the only agency of renewable energy, was released in late August. Of the 1 002 
respondents who were asked to rate the importance of accelerated expansion of renewable energy, 76 per cent 
said it was very or extremely important and 18 per cent said it was important. I respectfully suggest that maybe 
the information that the Nationals were getting in response to this legislation that Germany was not supportive of 
this fit was incorrect.  

Hon Peter Collier: Which ministry was that?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The ministry of energy of the German Republic. 

Hon Peter Collier: Is that the government ministry of energy?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes.  

Hon Peter Collier: What was the survey of?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It was a poll conducted by TNS Infratest on behalf of the Renewable Energy Agency, 
a government agency, and was released in late August. I can provide the minister with a copy of it but it is in 
German. We had it translated. We used Hon Giz Watson’s research officer, who happens to be German. 

Hon Philip Gardiner: What were the percentages?  
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Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: A total of 1 002 respondents were asked to rate the importance of accelerated 
expansion, of which 18 per cent of all respondents said it was important and 76 per cent said it was very or 
extremely important.  

Hon Peter Collier: It’s only 1 000 respondents. That’s not many respondents.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We do polls in Western Australia — 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Jon Ford): Order, members! I think some new material is being entered 
into the debate and I think other members are encouraging that.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Hon Phil Gardiner said it was unclear how much renewables will cost. We agree that 
more work needs to be done on this, and that is why we thought the committee proposed by Hon Kate Doust 
would most probably have alluded to some of that. It is my belief that the member was over-reliant on the whole 
“coal for baseload needs to be turned down for wind” argument. We need to look at it the other way around. If 
we look at how much demand varies during the day, the network already has to cater for this variability. 
Unfortunately, if we go through the streets of Perth at night, we will see all the lights of Perth on. Do members 
know why they are on? They need to be on to consume power that cannot be turned down from the major power 
sources. 

Network operators need to consider the weather when they plan for demand. I am talking about the use of 
heaters and air conditioners. This is another way in which they need to consider the weather. In any case, 
Dr Volker Oschmann’s point about needing to turn coal down does not show that renewables are the problem; it 
shows that coal is the problem. The more coal we have, the more constrained we become and the more restricted 
to coal we become. It is a catch-22 situation. We have to break that cycle. As Hon Phil Gardiner said, we need 
leadership. We are not the leaders; the government is the leader. I do not care if the government wants to take my 
bill, rebadge it as its bill and reintroduce it, because it is the way of the future that the rest of the world is 
following. If we continue to go down the path of doing nothing, we will be regarded at some stage in the future 
as being the last remaining dinosaur on this planet. The argument that the member used is arguing against coal, 
not against renewables. I think he said that we are not quite ready for it yet. Again, when might we be ready? 
Why, after Germany burst through the gates in 2000, are we still not ready? Why, when all the other nations 
around the world are following this path, are we not ready? It is almost the same as the argument we are having 
about climate change. The rest of the world has got it. All political parties have assessed climate change, 
evaluated it and understand what it means and every political party goes to the polls with the same position. Yet 
here in Australia we are still having the debate. It is amazing. Hon Phil Gardiner said that we need to make 
significant investments in the grid. We agree, but we need to follow the argument further. We need to make 
more investments anyway. The crux of the matter is that if we go down the minister’s path and we have a 
strategy for the future that is not inclusive of the design plan for renewables, the grid we will build will be the 
wrong grid. We have to make this quantum change. This quantum change is going to be driven by leadership. 

Hon Peter Collier: That’s what the cheaper energy initiative is doing.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I know. As the minister would know, I have read it and I have made a submission to 
it. There was much more of the same in that document. I hope that after our submissions, the submissions from 
the renewable energy sector and people like that and the introduction of this bill, the minister can go away and 
look at a genuine future, not only for this state but also for the renewable energy sector, to provide cheaper 
energy to this state, as we have identified today. Consumers are going to have to pay more. That is 
acknowledged around the world; it is acknowledged around Australia. Australia is most probably the third 
cheapest electricity generator anywhere in the world, and places like Holland and Denmark pay four or five 
times the cost of electricity per kilowatt hour. Interestingly enough, when we look at Denmark, where 30 per 
cent of its power comes from renewables, their cost blow-out is because they have to import nuclear power from 
France; that is their biggest cost.  

Hon Philip Gardiner quoted from the Deloitte study that states that a cost of $40 a tonne is necessary. That is an 
example of why a carbon price alone is not sufficient. The honourable member said that we need leadership and 
investors need more certainty. We agree. How will this state government demonstrate that leadership? I referred 
to the state energy initiative document, but it provides nothing of surety or security for investor certainty. How 
will another dust gatherer help? I really worry that we are going to produce just another document. I really hope 
to be surprised, but if past evidence is anything to go on, it will be more of the same. Let us suggest that when 
the strategic energy initiative comes out and it does not address the points raised by Hon Philip Gardiner. If it 
does not, I will go to Hon Philip Gardiner and give him my piece of legislation and I will ask him to introduce it. 
The honourable member is pinning all his hopes on an agency that has consistently failed—I am not talking 
about the minister here, I am talking to the agency—to enable the uptake of renewables in this state. If there is 
more of the same in this document, I hope that Hon Philip Gardiner and I can talk together and come up with a 
plan to turn this state around.  
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Moving on, I will respond to Hon Kate Doust. The honourable member made a number of comments about the 
German model. It is important to remember that whilst we have been citing Germany, it is also very important to 
remember that in deciding on the model that we would present, we looked around the world. We used Denmark 
and Spain as two major countries that were developing the same sort of technology. In addition, we were really 
very lucky because Dr Volker Oschmann was working in Western Australia during the period of the construction 
of our legislation. I think he was working for the University of Western Australia studying the Western 
Australian energy system. He was here to learn about our grid—a very unique, small structured grid—to see how 
Germany could use our grid as an example of the way to work forward with the renewable energy sector. We 
were very lucky in being able to use the expertise of not only Dr Oschmann, but many other people in the 
industry, around the design of the grid and the design of this piece of legislation. We produced this legislation 
specifically to cater for the Western Australian electrical environment. It was not based purely on the German 
bill; it was an amalgamation of many pieces of legislation that cover this area. We know that the rates need to 
change if we pass the bill today. I responded by interjection to Hon Kate Doust that, indeed, most of the rates in 
the bill that we drafted are now completely out of date. As of today, the cost of generating solar power is now at 
parity with coal generation; so we would have to look at that again quite dramatically. We made it clear that we 
were more than happy to discuss that in more depth if this bill had gone to committee, and we drafted into the 
bill the ability for the minister to review and to step in at any time there was a crisis in one of those situations 
where the pricing mechanism was perceived to be wrong or encouraging too much investment of the wrong sort. 
There was an automatic five-year review, so that every five years the whole thing got reviewed again and we 
went back to square one and looked at the base numbers. However, the minister had the ability to step in at any 
time.  

Hon Kate Doust asked whether there would be any need to have the Independent Market Operator rules adjusted. 
Of course, the IMO rules would be subject to this bill, should it have been passed. We had an IMO rules 
specialist on our working group when we dealt with the bill. I met with the IMO chief executive officer, 
Allan Dawson, a number of times in discussing this sort of legislation. If further work needed to be done with the 
IMO, we were more than happy to do that. That would have been something that could have possibly come out 
of the committee had the bill gone there. Unfortunately, we will not have that opportunity. Again, before sitting 
down, I would really like to thank all those members of the community, the generation industry, the IMO and 
many other people around the world who participated in drafting this bill. I would also like to go back and make 
special mention of Hon Paul Llewellyn who initiated the idea of this bill, which took on many different shapes 
and forms as we progressed through its development. In understanding that this bill will not get up, I ask the 
minister to take this piece of legislation and not ignore it, but, indeed, take it back to his department and ask 
them, not for a political bias or anything else, if they genuinely see this as the way to go or whether they see 
subsidised buckets of money coming out of Treasury forever and a day, the way that the renewable energy 
industry in this state should be supported. I would suggest that a market-based system without Treasury money, 
which is based on a comparative system of operation throughout the electricity grid, the retailers and the power 
providers, is the way to go. It might sound funny, coming from the Greens, that we do not want this done by 
subsidy. But, indeed, the best markets in the world are those in which there is competition and it is allowed for 
and supported. I would like to thank all members for their participation in this debate. I would like to thank Hon 
Philip Gardiner, Hon Kate Doust and the minister for participating. I am sorry to see what we thought, both in 
the state and internationally, a piece of good legislation, which had taken many years to develop, being 
consigned to the scrap heap.  

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (12) 

Hon Ed Dermer Hon Adele Farina Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Jon Ford Hon Linda Savage Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Sally Talbot Hon Robin Chapple (Teller) 

Noes (17) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney  
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin  
Hon Phil Edman Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

            

Pair 

 Hon Giz Watson Hon Simon O’Brien 

Question thus negatived.  

Bill defeated.  
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