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ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 16 April on the following motion moved by Mrs G.J. Godfrey —  

That the following Address-in-Reply to His Excellency’s speech be agreed to — 

To His Excellency the Honourable Mr Malcolm James McCusker, Governor of the State of 
Western Australia. 

May it please your Excellency — 

We, the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of the State of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled, beg to express loyalty to our most Gracious Sovereign, and to thank 
your Excellency for the speech you have been pleased to address to Parliament. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [12.10 pm]: I begin my response to the 
Governor’s address by thanking the Governor and congratulating him on his speech, which I thought was well 
delivered. Indeed, I thought from some of the content of the speech that he might have had a hand in writing 
some of it. His independence of spirit may well have come through in what he had to say last week in the other 
place. I have been to a number of those events over the years, and I thought the Governor’s speech was 
remarkably shorter and more pointed than some of the past experiences I have had. I congratulate the Governor 
for what he has done and also for the role he plays in Western Australia. 

On the first occasion available to me in the house, I congratulate the government on its re-election and I 
congratulate the Premier on his re-election, as I did on the evening of the election. I hope that good government 
will ensue over the next four years under the reign of the Liberal and National Parties. I also congratulate all new 
members of Parliament on both sides of the house and wish them all the best for their parliamentary careers, no 
matter how long or short they might be, as they can be of varying durations. I hope that they enjoy the 
experience and that they add something to Western Australia through being a member of this place. It is a 
remarkable privilege, but also an opportunity to do something for their community and their state. We always 
need to remember that our first obligation in undertaking the role of a member of this house is to the people of 
the state, as opposed to ourselves. 

In particular, I congratulate the members on my side of the house and the new shadow ministers on their 
ascension to those roles. It is an important role to be a member of the state Parliamentary Labor Party. It is also 
an important role to be a member of shadow cabinet and to hold government ministers to account. I also 
acknowledge the broader state Labor Party, WA Labor, on its efforts during the state election campaign. It would 
be fair to say that we faced difficult circumstances. Certainly, attempting to defeat a first-term government is 
always difficult, as other people who occupy leadership roles in this house have experienced. I am pleased that 
we have 21 members of this house. I remind people that that is nine seats away from victory at the next election. 
As always, second-term governments are more vulnerable than are first-term governments. I am very proud of 
the campaign we ran in which we set out an alternative agenda for Western Australia based upon what I think are 
the priorities of the majority of the people of Western Australia. Indeed, we were not successful, but I think we 
did set out an alternative agenda for the people of Western Australia. 

In congratulating the Premier and the government, I remind both the Premier and members of the government 
that victory and government come with obligations. They need to govern for all and they need to make sure that 
they are a government that recognises that all people, not just those who voted for them, need to be represented 
by government. The government has a major obligation in managing Western Australia’s success and also in 
making sure that Western Australia has a successful future based on a real plan for the future. I remind the 
Premier of that in congratulating him on his success.  
I also remind the Premier that numerous commitments were made during the election campaign to the people of 
Western Australia by both the Liberal Party and the National Party. The opposition expects that both the Liberal 
and National Parties will meet the obligations that they gave to the people of Western Australia during the course 
of the election campaign. That brings me to my first point.  
I was disturbed yesterday when the Premier answered a question in this house, and I wrote down what the 
Premier had to say down. He said — 

As a new and strongly elected government it is open to us to make any decisions that we think 
appropriate.  

I think it is open to the government to deliver on its commitments to the people of Western Australia. One of the 
themes that the state opposition will be running over the next four years is to hold the government to account for 
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what its members said before they were elected. They made so many promises in so many important areas in 
Western Australia; indeed, many of which would cost a significant amount of money and with very specific time 
frames attached to them, and people voted on them. Rather than its being open to the government to make any 
decision it thinks is appropriate, my view is that it is open to the Premier to deliver on the commitments he made 
to the people of Western Australia. We have already seen some disturbing trends, with the government moving 
away from commitments it made not more than a few weeks ago. The government has indicated it is quite happy 
to move away from commitments it made not more than a few weeks ago.  

John Howard was famous for putting into the public lexicon of Australia the word “hubris”. The first indications 
of hubris in this term of government on the part of the Premier came immediately after the election when he 
started moving away from the commitments he made to the people of Western Australia during that campaign. 
John Howard said, bearing in mind he had endured some very unpleasant and traumatic experiences in 
opposition as a member of the federal Parliament, that hubris is something that brings down governments over 
time. Indeed, he was the victim of his own hubris in his final term as Prime Minister of Australia. I would 
expect, from listening to the Premier yesterday saying that it is open to his government to make any decision it 
thinks is appropriate and ignoring its past promises, that those signs of hubris are there on the part of this 
government. In opposition over the course of the last four years we of course identified numerous areas in which 
the government broke solemn promises to the people of Western Australia. What the Premier will find is that the 
slack that is given to a first-term government, both by the public and the media in this state, and indeed the 
media everywhere, is not there for a second-term government. Hubris will be the Premier’s downfall, because 
the moment he moves away from the solemn promises he made to the people of Western Australia, we will be 
here in this Parliament to hold him to account for what he has said.  

The public is increasingly dissatisfied when they see governments elected on solemn promises, some spoken and 
some written—but the majority of the Premier’s are written and quite forcefully written. Bearing in mind the 
opposition has downloaded all of them, the Premier will be held to account for every one of the promises that 
were made. The Premier should bear in mind that the public is far less forgiving on this for second-term 
governments than they are for first-term governments. The Premier is showing emerging signs of hubris in this 
second-term government and we will hold him to account, as we held him to account — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: One of your members called me a liar yesterday; is that your approach?   

Mr M. McGOWAN: Premier, hypocrisy no doubt will abound — 

Mr P.B. Watson interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I heard what you said. I do not think it was in order, but we will just let it 
go now; right?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Not only hubris but also hypocrisy abounds as well. I heard the Premier’s interjection. 
Having watched him in this Parliament for 16 years, I have seen him call members of this house all sorts of 
names. I remember him calling the former member for Kalgoorlie crooked. I also remember him racing across 
the chamber—members will not see me doing this, by the way—doing star jumps in front of former Premier 
Geoff Gallop. He may not be capable of doing star jumps these days. Admittedly, that was 12 or 13 years ago. 
Time has moved on. Hubris is showing its emerging signs, as is hypocrisy when the Premier says things like he 
did a moment ago.  

My first point relates to the Premier keeping his commitments and holding him to account. We will do that on 
behalf of the public, and we will use every mechanism at our disposal to ensure that he delivers on the promises 
that he made.  

The other point that has come into focus in recent weeks is that all is not well in the government camp. I do not 
recall people calling me a dictator but I have heard the Premier being described in that manner. 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I suggest that you now come back to the point and stop trying to 
drown out the interjections.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, it is a general debate. As someone said, there is no point. I am making a point 
about the government members who are not happy. We know that five members have expressed their 
unhappiness in a very direct and distinct way by voting against the Premier’s choice for Speaker. There could 
very well be more, as the member for Victoria Park pointed out. He is confident that half of the state 
Parliamentary Labor Party did not vote for the challenger. I can advise members that I am going through a new 
range of experiences in this role. I never thought that I would write the name “Johnson” on a ballot paper but, 
indeed, I did. I have outed myself as one of the votes for the challenger of the Speaker’s role. The reason I did 
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that, and I tell members this honestly, is that after 20 years in Parliament—I am four years away from that—I 
think people deserve some recognition for their role. I did not think that the member for Hillarys was treated 
particularly well by the government last year, being burnt off. He was sacked, as it were, as was the former 
member for Churchlands and the member for Eyre, who was disposed of by the Premier without reason and with 
no cause expressed by the government. I never got to the bottom of why those three members were disposed of 
in the manner they were. Another member who was disposed of was the Treasurer, the member for Vasse, but he 
was reinstated because of his performance. The outstanding performance and the international and national name 
that the Treasurer has generated for himself for his conduct is something that appeals to the Premier. I never got 
to the bottom of why those three ministers were dismissed. They had not conducted themselves in the way that 
the member for Vasse had, yet the member for Vasse was dismissed and then reinstated! All I can conclude is 
that if a member wants to be reinstated, they should behave in the manner of the member for Vasse and they will 
be reinstated under the Premier of Western Australia, the member for Cottesloe.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It didn’t work in the campaign and it won’t work now. You have learnt nothing.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: You make it up. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The personal attacks you made in the last week of the campaign backfired on you big time.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier makes it up once again. I could go through those alleged facts around the 
Premier claiming victim status, as he does. Some Liberal Party people made some claims about him, as he will 
read on the front page of the paper, if he cares to read that particular article. It was a brilliant political move on 
the Premier’s behalf in the last week of the campaign to go out and claim victim status; claim that somehow I 
was responsible for claims about him, when I was not. Once again, the Premier makes it up.  
Several members interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Anyone who has a factual look at that particular week of Western Australian political 
history will know once again the victim status that he claimed—the brilliant political move that it was—was 
caused because members of the government, from reading the articles, were making certain claims about the 
Premier. He managed to somehow stir that into a claim that the opposition had done something to him, which 
was absolutely untrue.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: True! Read the articles in The Australian Financial Review.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: Pray tell, I have not read any articles in The Australian Financial Review. I read them on 
the front page of The West Australian. Once again, the Premier makes it up. Is it any wonder that international 
investors in this state have no faith in this Premier? Is it any wonder in the way that he conducts himself, as we 
are seeing now? There are so many issues for the future of Western Australia. We will be holding the 
government to account and we will also be setting an alternative agenda over the coming four years in the lead-
up to the 2017 election.  
There are certain things we regard as fundamental. We need to have a strong economy. Our policies have been 
directed towards the point of a strong and diverse Western Australian economy. Western Australia needs to be 
more than just mining. I am a strong supporter of our state’s mining industry. I have served as shadow Minister 
for State Development and I have served as Minister for the Environment. I am a strong supporter of mining and 
petroleum and gas in this state; they are important components of the state’s economy, but, as we see, other 
sectors of the economy are suffering. We will continue to take up the case on behalf of a range of sectors of 
Western Australia’s economy.  

We believe in excellence in public services in this state including health, education, community safety and 
numerous others. We believe in providing for that excellence in those important areas in Western Australia. The 
delivery of services, the main responsibility of state governments since Federation, will be one of those things 
we continue to take up over the coming four years. We need to cater for the growth of the state. We know the 
state is growing. The figures are out there. A thousand people a week, or thereabouts, are coming to Western 
Australia to share in our state’s success, yet we find that catering for population growth, certainly over the term 
of this government, has not been there. We have 1 000 people a week coming to this state. Rental costs are 
increasing. The median rental price in Perth is now $460, yet the minimum wage is something in the vicinity of 
$550 to $600 a week. Many people in our community have trouble surviving. Massive cost pressures exist for 
people in our community. Population growth has not been properly catered for and it has not been properly 
planned for. There has been a massive decline in land availability over the last four years. Land availability is 
one factor that assists in providing housing and keeping rental costs down. If the state government does not 
provide sufficient land, which is one of the core responsibilities of the state, that is what we will find. In the last 
year of the former Labor government, 18 000 blocks came on the market; in the last year of this government, a 
little over 11 000 came on the market. Those figures say it all: 18 000 blocks a year down to 11 000 blocks a 
year. The consequence we see is a median rental cost of $460 a week, which is growing by 12 per cent per 
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annum. Is it any wonder that so many people in Western Australia struggle, when we see those sorts of things? 
Taking up the cause of the growing population in Western Australia and making sure we properly plan for it will 
be one of the major focuses of the opposition over the coming years. 

We also need to make sure that we are economically responsible. I will explain to members opposite. Yesterday 
I listened to some of the first speeches of new members of the Liberal party and I heard about others. I am told 
that they were good speeches. In any event, they raised the issues of economic responsibility, making sure we 
have an effective economy, and promoting competition in the private sector. It is very interesting that what we 
might perceive to be core Liberal issues were raised, because I will explain a few things to members opposite in 
a moment about what is going on with our electricity system and what is going on with debt in this state. 

We must ensure that our regions are not forgotten. That is why I have taken on the shadow regional development 
portfolio once again. We need to elevate our regions. The further people live from Perth, the greater the 
disadvantage. I am very happy that we have a new member in this place, the new member for Kimberley, who 
will assist in taking up those issues, because the further people get from Perth, the greater the level of 
disadvantage. I am sure that she will talk about those issues in her inaugural speech this afternoon. We must 
make sure that we protect our environment and have high ministerial standards. We are going to take up all those 
issues, amongst many others, with gusto over the coming years. 

We will also not fail to remind people of the broken promises of the first term. Another tricky manoeuvre of the 
Premier was that after the election he came out and said that it is a new government, as though no-one had ever 
seen him before: “Hello; I’m the new Premier of Western Australia. It’s a new government and everything that 
has gone before is wiped clean.” What that is code for is that everything that has gone before is wiped clean, and 
any promises we made in the lead-up to the first election victory that were to be delivered in a second term are 
no longer valid. That is what that is code for—the new government. Therefore, what happens to all those 
promises made in the lead-up to the 2008 election that were contingent on a second election victory? The 
Premier had the second election victory, and then he came out straight afterwards and said, “Oh, we’re a new 
government and nothing I said before actually matters anymore.” Members might note, if they go through the 
promises of the 2008 campaign, that a range of the commitments that were made in the lead-up to that election 
were five, six or seven-year commitments. So, what is going to happen to the major refurbishment of Royal 
Perth Hospital? What is going to happen to that commitment that was made in the 2008 election campaign, was 
re-announced during the course of the last term and is due to take effect this term? Does the fact that this is “a 
new government” mean that that commitment is no longer valid; that commitment no longer exists? All those 
issues need to be teased out, and there are many. 

The Ellenbrook railway—the Premier might have heard of it—was due to start, as members will recall, as a 
second term commitment. The Premier’s government was elected in 2008 on the basis that it would start work on 
that this year. Is that one of the things that has been wiped clean in this magical — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, yes. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, the Premier says. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Well, I made it very clear in the election campaign that we would not be building the 
Ellenbrook railway—black and white; very clear. 
Mr F.M. Logan: Wiped clean. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Wiped clean. It is magical. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: I told the electorate during the campaign.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, it is magical. It is a new government; anything that happened before does not 
exist. It is like the year zero; the year zero and we start again, as happened in the 1970s. Year zero, we start 
again; nothing that has gone before is real. But we will continue to remind the people of Western Australia of 
those commitments made and upon which the government was elected, and the communities that were meant to 
be the beneficiaries of those commitments.  
The Ellenbrook railway. There is a massively growing community out there in Ellenbrook; I have been out there 
a number of times. A large number of young families actually elected a member of the government—I see him; 
he is disappearing into the distance back there—on the basis that that railway would be built. 

Mr F.A. Alban interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I can barely hear him back there; I can barely hear him as he disappears backwards!  

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We will hold the government to account for those promises. 
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Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I note that the member for Swan Hills won an interesting award in the last week of the 
campaign—an interesting award! I hope The West Australian provided him with a trophy to acknowledge that 
award that he was successful in securing! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: A disappearing thorn because he is disappearing so far back, member for Jandakot! 
Whereas, I am surprised the member for Jandakot has moved forward. I must say I was surprised by that; we are 
all surprised by that! We are all surprised by the moving forward of the member for Jandakot and the moving 
backwards of the member for Swan Hills. I assumed that the member for Jandakot was the permanent 
backbencher, but then I am not always right! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: However, although the member for Jandakot is not the permanent backbencher, I am 
confident the Member for North West Central is! It is a very safe bet on that!  
Mr C.J. Barnett: You lost the seat.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: We will hold the government to account for the failures of the first term and the promises 
it made that were second-term commitments in that first election. Bear that in mind. The government made 
solemn promises to the people of Western Australia, and they will be added to the list. On top of that, we will 
remind people of the failures of the first term: the incredible cost-of-living increases across Western Australia; 
the fact that rents are out of control; lot availability; the Building Act failure that has resulted in an incredible 
47 per cent decline in building approvals in one month; the Homeswest waitlist of 50 000 men, women and 
children; the Homeswest maintenance contract disaster; the hospital waitlist —  
Mr C.J. Barnett: How many seats did you lose again? Seven? You lost seven seats and you get up and 
arrogantly boast like this! You lost seven seats, didn’t you? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Hubris; the hubris is coming through once again.  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Hubris! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Hubris! 
Mr C.J. Barnett: You’ve got to realise it and accept it—start again! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, as he has said before, his nickname was formerly “Sputnik”; these days I 
think it should be “Hubris”. His nickname is now “Hubris”; he has gone from “Sputnik” to “Hubris”! 
The expanding hospital waitlist—16 000 people on the waitlist and 24 000 people waiting to get on the waitlist. 
The disasters in the science council; the delaying of major projects in Western Australia; the congestion crisis 
that afflicts our city, as everyone in the outer suburbs understands all too well—as indeed I understand all too 
well—and the massive dislocation that that causes. The building contractors, the subcontractors on government 
projects, which we have not yet gotten to the bottom of—do not think we have forgotten about that one. The fact 
that in the government’s first term it exercised lax ministerial standards, yet, inexplicably, three ministers were 
sacked who had not done anything to deserve it—one did deserve it, but he was reinstated—and then lax 
ministerial standards in relation to other ministers whose conduct was severely questionable. All those things we 
remember, and we also remember the promises the government made in the lead-up to that election.  
As I said before, one of our priorities is to ensure that the state’s economy is kept strong. One of the things that 
the two state governments prior to this one recognised is that state debt is an issue. It became apparent during the 
course of the election campaign and the people of Western Australia also worked it out. State debt is an issue in 
Western Australia. I want to make sure that those new members who made their inaugural speeches last night 
understand exactly the position. Upon the election of this government in 2008 the state’s total debt was 
$3.6 billion. That is a very low figure; it was the lowest state debt in Australia per capita. It had been driven 
down over the course of the previous government and over the course of the Court government. Both 
governments had succeeded in keeping down state debt because, as we know, massive interest payments are a 
consequence; the higher the state debt the higher both the interest payments and the rate of interest. State debt 
had been an issue for the preceding 16 years. It had been dealt with by governments of both persuasions over that 
time. State debt was $3.6 billion in 2008. In the lead-up to the state election the state debt figures came out, 
showing that by 2016 it will hit $23.6 billion. That is a neat figure because that is an increase of exactly 
$20 billion in state debt between 2008 and 2016 — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: What is it now?  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier has no credibility on these issues, as everyone on the inside of the Liberal 
Party knows. I have some awareness of this.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: Have you been talking to Noel again?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: Here the Premier goes again—nastiness, nastiness, nastiness! His attitude towards these 
things is, “Don’t worry about state debt. Someone else will pay it off in the future.” The Premier wants to be 
remembered for whatever projects he delivers while in government. “Don’t worry about making sure it is 
affordable. Don’t worry about making sure the interest rate is affordable. Don’t even worry about the necessity 
of the particular project.” The Premier wants to make sure that his name is on as many plaques as possible and 
someone else will worry about the state debt after he is gone. That is the Premier’s attitude to these things. State 
debt will be $23.6 billion by 2016; plus there is $1.2 billion in election commitments that the Premier has owned 
up to; plus $539 million, according to Treasury, if the government delivers its electricity commitment; plus the 
government’s rail program, which the government has conveniently said the commonwealth will pay for without 
asking it. That is remarkable. “We’ll just say that we’re going to build this rail program and someone else can 
pay for it without us asking them.”  
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Very easy way to win an election!  
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is very easy. If only we had known the magic formula. The secret magic formula is out 
there—someone else will pay for it! We should have said, “Local government will pay for it. The United Nations 
will pay for it. Who knows? We’ll just get someone else to pay for it. George Soros will pay for it!” State debt 
will be $23.6 billion, plus the government has $1.2 billion in election commitments. Also, as we know, 
exigencies come along all the time in government. The government also has its electricity commitment and rail 
commitments. The government has blown the state’s future in so many ways with this $20 billion increase in 
state debt over the course of the next four years. We also have to afford the commitments that the government 
has made over the past four years and we will hold the government to account for them. The government’s 
figures are predicated on the efficiency dividends that the government promised, yet we have no indication of 
where they are at. We know how hard they are to deliver. Where are the efficiency dividends at? They are 
two per cent a year for each government agency and one per cent for the Department of Education. How is that 
going? The government’s figures are predicated on those massive efficiency dividends.  

I want to talk about something that is not widely known. In light of the speeches made last night about economic 
activity and all that, when this government arrived in office, the unemployment figure was below three per cent 
in Western Australia. That was an historic low going back to the 1960s, as I understand it. Today the 
unemployment rate is 4.7 per cent; it has nearly doubled, in fact, over the course of the past four years. 
Unemployment is up significantly by many thousands of people. Do members opposite think they are the first to 
be in government during interstate migration to Western Australia?  
Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I suppose if it is a new government, history is wiped clean! We do not have a history 
because it is year zero in Western Australia! There has been a massive increase in unemployment, from below 
three per cent to 4.7 per cent now, a massive increase in state debt and precious little economic reform. The one 
thing members opposite point to is the fact that we can now shop on Sundays between 11.00 am and 4.00 pm and 
on weeknights. It is significant reform; we voted for it, although I note that the entirety of the government did 
not. That is the one thing this government can point to in terms of economic reform. It made little effort to 
diversify the state’s economy and it can point to very little in the way of economic reform. I was part of a 
government that achieved electricity reform, liquor licensing reform and civil liability reform. They are three 
major areas of reform that assisted the business community as well as keeping down state debt and 
unemployment. That is the record members opposite are competing with. What has the Premier done about 
economic reform?  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Why did you get voted out of office?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think it was the Premier’s star jumps; they must have impressed people a lot.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You’re so good; so self-indulgent; so wonderful. You lost government. Why was that?  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He is back again; the real Colin is back.  

I want to talk about that economic reform issue because we have heard what the government has announced, 
without informing the people of Western Australia, in relation to Synergy and Verve. We expect that the state’s 
business community will continue to take up this issue. They should take up this issue over the coming year as 
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this so-called reform is put in place. But I want to reveal how this is a broken promise. The Premier obfuscated 
yesterday and said “Who said that? I didn’t say that.” I have a press release here from the Minister for Energy, 
Hon Peter Collier, Leader of the House in the upper house, who is, I understand, number two in the government. 
He said on 26 August that the government would not re-merge Verve and Synergy. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What year?  
Mr M. McGOWAN: It was 2009.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: Left that little detail out didn’t you?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Year zero—back to year zero, of course; it is a new government!  

Several members interjected.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: A little detail you left out. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: How could I have forgotten? 
Several members interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Members, members!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Obviously, 2009 does not exist, because anything that was said in 2009 is no longer held 
to a government promise. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s right, four years ago.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: What does the Premier have against 2009? The Minister for Energy indicated that the 
government would not be re-merging Verve and Synergy. He did that after the tabling of the report of the Oates 
review, commissioned by the government and conducted by Mr Oates, which indicated that re-merging Verve 
and Synergy was not a good idea. But a range of other people out there—I will take members through it—say 
that re-merging is not a good idea. Guess what? They are all from the business community because the business 
community is very concerned about this particular policy that the Premier will be putting in place. I want to read 
page 6 of the Oates review, which is as follows —  

The bulk of generation investment required to 2013 is either installed or committed. From 2014 to 2028 
it is estimated that growth and replacement plant costing in excess of $10b will be required. 

Investment of $10 billion will be required. The principal benefit of separating Verve and Synergy is to create an 
environment in which private investors are prepared to put money into generation. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Not on the Labor side. At the time it said lower prices. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is the principal benefit of Verve and Synergy being split. That has actually been 
repeated by numerous people, including people who have invested on the basis of the reform that was put in 
place. I quote from 2008—I hope 2008 still exists as well!—an investor who put money into a plant, Mr St 
Baker, who said — 

“Our investment in the State has been a direct result of the disaggregation of the State’s electricity 
markets,” … 

Therefore, the only reason investors were prepared to put money into generation, NewGen’s power plant, was 
the disaggregation, which gave them confidence that they could deal with Synergy without having a 
competitor—that is, Verve—being an impediment to their investment, or someone who is a competitor making 
decisions about their retailing activities. That is the reason why there was a disaggregation of Synergy and 
Verve, and that is the reason why people have invested in generation in Western Australia. 

I also want to quote from the Economic Regulation Authority, which, as members know, is actually a state 
government body whose chair is Lyndon Rowe, who was a one-time aspirant for Liberal Party preselection, as I 
recall. Lyndon Rowe, and the report put together by the Economic Regulation Authority into this very issue, said 
this — 

‘A merger between Verve Energy, the largest generator in the market, and Synergy, the largest retailer 
in the market, would be detrimental to consumers because it would likely discourage future private 
investment, reduce competitive tension, reduce transparency, and increase the need for regulatory 
oversight. This would ultimately be to the detriment of electricity customers.’ 
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That quote I have actually read from a Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia media release, 
because the CCI is opposed to this move, as indeed is the Chamber of Minerals and Energy. So, not only do we 
have people who have invested in the field, as I quoted earlier; not only do we have a state government body, the 
Economic Regulation Authority, tasked with investigating this issue; not only do we have the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, the state opposition, the 
Independent Power Association, the Sustainable Energy Association and every independent commentator 
members care to read saying one thing; we have the Premier saying the other. I wonder who is right in relation to 
these issues. Everyone is on one side of the ledger and the Premier is on the other. Mr Speaker, that is hubris. 
Once again, that is hubris: within a matter of weeks, after making a commitment before the election, to roll into 
state cabinet and change a policy without having revealed such a major change and without having consulted on 
that policy before the election to make such a massive change to our electricity industry in Western Australia. 
What makes it worse, Mr Speaker — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Is that going to be your word for this term? We’re going to hear it every day, are we? You did 
the “arrogant” word every day in the last term. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Members say you’re up yourself! 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s charming, member for Midland! 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: I’m only copying what one of your members has already said. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I thought “hubris” sounded better than “dictator”, Mr Speaker. 

Our view is that this is a retrograde step and we will be taking it up. But it gets worse, because yesterday we 
asked questions about electricity prices. As members know, in the lead-up to the election— indeed in our debate, 
Premier, and on numerous occasions in the lead-up to the election campaign—you indicated to the people of 
Western Australia that you would be keeping power prices at or about the rate of inflation. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: At or around inflation, that’s correct.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yet yesterday the Premier refused to reaffirm that commitment. It was a very important 
commitment to the people of Western Australia. We find it disturbing that the Premier was elected on the basis 
of that commitment, but he has not advised the people of Western Australia of the true position. Since the 
election we have learnt about the fate of Browse gas, a big and important project for the future of Western 
Australia. We also learnt late last year—in November—about the demise of the Oakajee project. The Premier 
went to the election having put his name on two significant projects; indeed, they were his own projects, on 
which he stamped his authority. Those projects were Browse and Oakajee. The Premier said Oakajee was the 
most important project in Australia, but I disagree because when one compares a $7 billion project with a 
$40 billion project, the $40 billion project is more important; but, in any event, that is a small issue. However, 
both failed. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Have they? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, you failed. The Premier failed on both. In November last year we learnt about the 
failure of Oakajee, which, for those of us in this place with a memory that goes back to the 1990s, is the second 
time he has failed on Oakajee. We also learnt that the Browse project, for which he devised his own plan and 
stamped his authority, also failed. The Premier has not been able to deliver the two signature projects to which 
he put his name. Everything the Premier tackles goes wrong; indeed, those two projects are the pinnacle 
examples of that. The history of Browse is interesting. I do not think there is a proper appreciation for what went 
on over the last few years with Browse gas. I will take members through it very quickly.  

We have known about the Browse gas field for a long time. It is a major resource located in both commonwealth 
and state waters. We knew there was an emerging intention to develop the gas in the first decade of this century. 
A process was established to come up with a site. It is a difficult area and a difficult part of the world. I have 
been around the islands of the north west of the state and I have also been to the coastline of the Kimberley. It is 
a very beautiful place and close to the hearts of many people in the Kimberley, around the state and across the 
country. The issue needed to be sensitively handled. The Northern Development Taskforce was established and 
given a significant budget of, as I recall, $16 million or so to find a site on which to create a hub and on which 
the Indigenous people of the Kimberley, the commercial operators, the environmental movement and the state 
government would all agree, so that we did not end up with a spread of industrial plants along the Kimberley 
coast. After the election, the Premier truncated that process and selected the one site, that site being North Head.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is absolutely untrue.  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: That is exactly what he did in late 2008. The Premier is disdainful of process. We have 
seen what that disdain has got us under his watch—the loss of Browse and Oakajee. The process was to come up 
with one site, a site that would be available for operators who wanted to exploit gas in the Browse Basin. The 
idea was to have a single hub, which is a simple concept. A lot of goodwill was involved in that process. 
Certainly the environmental movement, which normally does not want to participate in these things, was on 
board with finding a single site. When the Premier came to office, he said that all of that was rubbish because it 
was process. He did not want to go through process because, he said, it delayed decision making. He decided to 
select North Head, which is north of Broome. He was told that for a range of reasons North Head could not be 
used, so he decided to pick another site and settled on James Price Point.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: North Head was never selected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: You did settle on it; you selected it.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, you did. Go and have a read! 

Mr C.J. Barnett: At that stage, there were four sites; all I said was that was the most likely.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: You selected North Head. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: You were then given advice that it was impossible and it was moved to James Price Point 
by you. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, it wasn’t. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: James Price Point is a site roughly 40 to 45 kilometres north of Broome.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier has lost Browse! The Premier has lost Browse and he has lost Oakajee. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: And he lost Inpex!  
Mr M. McGOWAN: He has lost Browse and he has lost Oakajee.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: He said Inpex was going to go to James Price Point; it went to Darwin. That was this 
Premier! 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Inpex announced during the 2008 election they were going. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: He has lost Browse and he has lost Oakajee. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: December 2011, he said they were going to James Price Point; January 2012, they went to 
Darwin! 
Mr C.J. Barnett: James Price Point wasn’t selected in 2008. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: In 2011 you said — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: In 2008, during the election campaign, Inpex made the decision to leave—under you. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: But the Premier has lost Browse and he has lost Oakajee. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members! The Leader of the Opposition is giving his contribution 
to the Address-in-Reply motion and the interjections are not really welcome. Member, would you please 
continue? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker.  
What we found was the Premier intervened in that process, he selected a site, and that is where the trouble began. 
With these sorts of projects, where there are commercial sensitivities, Indigenous sensitivities and environmental 
sensitivities, we have to tread carefully. The government has to actually take account of the commercial realities 
for the companies involved. There was a range of joint venturers in that process and it would be fair to say that a 
large number of them will be very unhappy with the truncation of that project and the direction by the state 
government, and indeed the commonwealth government, that they would have to establish a site at James Price 
Point. They were unhappy with that curtailing of the commercial processes that they wanted to go through. 
Therefore, we have ended up with a situation in which a national environmental movement was mobilised 
against the state government. Broome was divided as a community; people only had to travel around Broome to 
see the massive division in that community. Aboriginal people were pitted one against another and commercial 
partners who wanted to invest in Western Australia were unhappy with the direction set by the state government 
that did not allow them to reach the best commercial outcome according to their own processes. Quite an 
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achievement, Premier! It is quite an achievement. The Premier need only go and talk to the companies involved 
to know that that is true. What we saw was a number of them pull out of the joint venture—sell out of the joint 
venture—subsequent to the Premier’s interference in this process. My commentary, I might add, is backed by a 
range of commentators in this field. Also, we found that even Aboriginal people who have been involved in the 
process—people such as Wayne Bergmann and people of significant authority nationwide, like Peter Yu—
expressed massive concern about the process that the Premier engaged in. Indeed, Wayne Bergmann did so this 
week about the overriding of Indigenous rights engaged in by the Premier and his government, as did Peter Yu, 
who expressed massive concern about the process the Premier engaged in, which threatened the Aboriginal 
people of that part of the world that, unless they followed the Premier’s dictates, they would lose their rights to 
bargain over that land.  

Therefore, the ultimate outcome is that Browse is lost. Woodside has had to spend I do not know how many 
millions, but I am guessing it is a lot, to come up with an outcome in which it does not develop the gas at that 
site. Woodside announced it this week, funnily enough, after the state election, even though there was massive 
speculation prior to the state election that that would happen. The Premier lost both projects—Browse and 
Oakajee. His interventionism is unhelpful. There could have been an outcome, I expect, reached that would have 
been far more conciliatory and far more in accord with the commercial realities of the times and the commercial 
realities as expressed by the major investors—some of the world’s biggest companies, I might add—that are part 
of that joint venture. But the Premier elected not to allow that. The Premier elected not to allow that because he 
knows best. The Premier knows best! 
Mr C.J. Barnett: What could be more conciliatory than Aboriginal people signing heads of agreement at James 
Price Point on the beach? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Why — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Of their own free will. What could be more conciliatory than that? And when a green group 
came up and objected, I remember an elderly Aboriginal lady—you probably know who—walking off and 
saying, “It’s our decision; get off our land.” Brave lady!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Why, then, if that is the Premier’s attitude, did Wayne Bergmann say about the Premier’s 
process on 15 April — 

“You can’t come in and pulverise Aboriginal people into a corner so they have no choice but to sign off 
on deals — you don’t create healthy societies by doing that,” … 

Why did he say that? And I will continue; I will quote — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I don’t know, because I just had a meeting with Wayne half an hour ago. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will quote; it is only in The Australian — 

“If this is the way industry treats some of the most disadvantaged people in the world, and it is accepted 
by government, — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Industry? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am reading what he said. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: So it’s not about industry? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Please, let me finish. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Well, you just never tell the truth. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Please, let me finish. I quote — 

“If this is the way industry treats some of the most disadvantaged people in the world, and it is accepted 
by government, a standard has been set that is inconsistent with our international obligations.” 

So when the Premier comes to this place with his mealy-mouthed words about the greatest acts of self-
determination and all that, why is it that Wayne Bergmann, who was a major part of this process, says things like 
that? Does the Premier think about that message to international companies, who are very sensitive about how 
they are perceived in their dealings with Indigenous peoples around the world, First Nation peoples around the 
world? Does the Premier think they do not hear those messages? Does he think that that does not resonate with 
those companies? Does he think they do not notice national environmental movements? Does the Premier think 
they do not notice when he dictates where and when they will invest money without taking into account their 
commercial realities? The ultimate outcome is that they say to the Premier, “We’re not going to do it.” 
Therefore, over four years, however much state money is lost and however much investors’ money is lost is lost 
because of a flawed process that the Premier established. That is quite some record. If I were the Premier, I 
would adopt the George Costanza principle. What George Costanza realised is that whenever he thinks he is 
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doing the right thing, he should do the opposite, and that is always the right way to go. So, if I were the Premier, 
that is the process I would adopt when it comes to these things. 
Over the next four years numerous other issues will arise and we have already seen in recent weeks these issues 
arise: Synergy, Verve, Browse and the resistance movement inside the government raising its head. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: What? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The resistance movement inside the government raising its head with the five unknown 
dissidents inside the government. We have already seen all of these things. We have seen the Premier not 
reaffirming his rail projects, not reaffirming that they will be operational in 2018, as he solemnly declared prior 
to the election. We will see all the issues in health and education come to the fore over the next four years and 
we will not accept simple sloganeering by the Premier in relation to these things. When it comes to education, 
we want to see outcomes and results. The government cannot just come up with the system, if we like, of 
“We’ve got independent public schools”, and then ignore what the results are. It is about what the outcomes are 
rather than what the name is. Those issues we will follow, because just having a slogan without an outcome is 
not without — 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you support independent public schools? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is not without — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Have a look at our election policies. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you support them? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We are fine with our independent — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Do you support them? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We want to make sure that — 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You can’t answer. Do you support independent public schools? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have said we do. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Thank you. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Thank you, Premier. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: So what’s the point? What is your point? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The government actually has to achieve outcomes and we will be watching whether the 
sloganeering actually achieves the outcomes that were promised by the slogan. We will take up all those things. 
We will take up those first-term issues, but, broadly speaking, we want to ensure that Western Australia is a state 
of opportunity for all our citizens; that we have a long-term plan for the future; that the core services provided by 
the state are there for all; and that for ordinary people who struggle with those day-to-day pressures of the cost of 
living, of congestion, of making sure that they can afford the daily pressures of life, of making sure that their 
children go to an excellent school—private or public—all those things are taken up. We want to ensure that 
people can afford to provide a house for themselves and their families and that they can have confidence that 
housing for their children and their grandchildren will be there in the future. These are all things that we will take 
up. In addition, we will take up the issue of Western Australia’s role in the Federation and internationally. We 
will ensure that Western Australia portrays a good image and that we attract investment from around the world. 
We will not put all our eggs in one basket. We will not say that some parts of the world are more important than 
others. We believe that Western Australia needs to look broadly around the world in its investment and trade 
with other countries. We will protect the vibrant multicultural community that we have in Western Australia. We 
will also take up those important environmental issues that a wealthy and growing state such as Western 
Australia should put at the forefront. That is what we will do. 

Amendment to Motion 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I move — 

That the following words be added to the motion — 

but regrets to inform His Excellency that the Barnett government has broken a promise to the 
people of Western Australia that the government will not re-merge Synergy and Verve 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [1.11 pm]: I rise to speak in favour of the Leader of the Opposition’s 
amendment to the Address-in-Reply. I want to make a few points about why this amendment is important. The 
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first is that this amendment is about the promise—as the Premier continually says—that the Premier made during 
the election campaign on electricity prices. I am, therefore, indebted to The West Australian for an article dated 
today, 17 April, which quotes the Premier as follows — 

During the ABC’s televised leaders’ debate on February 19, Mr Barnett said: “In the last two years, 
electricity prices have gone up 5 per cent and 3.5 per cent and we will keep electricity prices at or 
around the rate of inflation.” 

That is the clear election commitment made by the Premier. So we do not want to allow the backsliding that we 
saw yesterday.  

It is interesting that Gareth Parker, who is a journalist and commentator with The West Australian, in an article 
on 8 March, the day before the election, highlighted why this issue is so important. To quote from his 
commentary about the election commitments, he says — 

One is the $539 million hit over four years to the Budget if Colin Barnett is telling the truth when he 
says power price rises will be held to inflation, rather than the 27 per cent increase assumed in the 
Budget papers over the next four years. 

This is the crux of the issue for the Premier. He has to let us know how he will pay for this promise. It is 
interesting that when the new Minister for Energy was sworn in, he gave some comments to The West 
Australian. Those comments are quoted in an article dated 22 March, which says in part — 

WA households can expect modest power price rises under the re-elected Barnett Government after 
new Energy Minister Mike Nahan vowed to honour the election pledge to keep increases “at or about 
inflation”. 

The article goes on to quote the minister as saying — 

“We have a position now that we’ll continue to subsidise electricity quite handsomely, to households,” 
he said. 

I make the point that that is the commitment the government has made. So why is it that yesterday, the Premier’s 
backsliding had started already?  

To return to the article in The West Australian of today, 17 April, it also quotes the Premier as saying — 
“What I said during the election campaign is that we would tackle the cost structure in electricity,” Mr 
Barnett said, prompting howls from Opposition benches. 

Of course there were howls from opposition benches, because what the Premier said in question time yesterday 
was not what he promised during the election campaign. The Premier came into the chamber today, and he has 
now scuttled away, because he does not want to face up to what he said at the time. The article goes on to quote 
the Premier as saying — 

“I’m sorry if you didn’t concentrate during the campaign, I can’t help you.” 

My God! Yesterday, the Premier said that he did not promise to keep electricity prices at the rate of inflation. He 
is backsliding away. These are the words that are quoted in The West Australian. The Premier needs to make it 
clear: what will the increase be? The Premier says that the solution to this will be the merger of Verve and 
Synergy.  

I just want to make a point about the way the Premier behaves. I want to quote, to put my commentary in 
context, from the Hansard of 23 September 2004, when the member for Cottesloe, the Leader of the Opposition 
and now Premier, said this about former Premier Gallop — 

This was by a Premier who in a barefaced way stood in front of the television cameras and promised not 
to increase taxes. It was either a lie or a massive broken promise. I do not care—the Premier can make 
his choice. Did he lie to the public or did he break his promise to the public? Take one of the two. I will 
accept his answer  

That is the challenge I make to the Premier. I will now use my own words: this is the Premier who in a barefaced 
way stood in front of the television cameras and promised to restrict the price increases of electricity. It was 
either a lie or a massive broken promise, and I do not care. The Premier can make his choice. Did he tell a lie to 
the public or is he going to break his promise to the public? Take one of the two. I will accept his answer. That is 
the challenge for him in the future. 

I will now make a point about the merger of Verve and Synergy. The Leader of the Opposition has pointed out 
that there is not a single voice in the industry that supports the merger of Verve and Synergy. I will quote from 
the editorial in The West Australian newspaper on 12 April, which states in part — 
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Mr Barnett appears reluctant to listen to dissenting views but he should heed the opinion of Lyndon 
Rowe, chairman of the Economic Regulation Authority. Mr Rowe’s role is to advise the Government on 
regulatory matters and his view is clearly at odds with the Premier’s. He told The West Australian that 
the remerger would result in less competition, less transparency and deter private investment in power 
generation, to the detriment of consumers. 
That should be enough to make anyone think again but the Premier appears set on his own course, for 
better or worse. 

That is the problem with the Premier’s decision to merge Verve and Synergy. He is not listening to the experts in 
the industry or what is in the interests of consumers. He is making his own decision based on his old-fashioned 
views of what happens in the industry. 
I will talk about the new Minister for Energy’s comments. An article in The West Australian newspaper on 12 
April about him states — 

Energy Minister Mike Nahan, a 20-year advocate of privatisation, admitted he came into the portfolio 
“sceptical” about the merits of merging the companies but, “I’ve been in this job for now two weeks 
and come across a number of reasons for it”. 

I have some questions for the Minister for Energy. What are those issues? What are the number of reasons for 
the merger? Stand up and tell us what it is. Do not hide the truth. Without any cost–benefit analysis, without any 
industry consultation, the minister is merging billion-dollar companies. Why? What are the reasons? Specify 
what will be better after the merger. Explain why this decision was made in just two weeks. The Premier and the 
Minister for Energy say that from 26 March to 10 April they considered the whole process of merging these two 
large corporations. Two weeks. Who did they consult with? What plans do they have in place? What are the 
consequences, what are the risks and what are the benefits? They do not know because they have not had a 
process. Why did the Minister for Energy not refer this matter to the Roundtable of Energy Consumers and 
Industry that his predecessor, former Minister for Energy Hon Peter Collier, set up only in October last year? 
Why did this decision require such haste? What is the reason the minister is not prepared to talk to anyone who 
has invested billions of dollars in this industry? The Premier says that nobody has been doing any planning for 
the needs of power generation in this state. What was the former Minister for Energy’s job? He was being paid 
for four and a half years to do that planning and he had the “Strategic Energy Initiative, Energy2031” to do that 
very task. What was wrong with him? Why did he draw a salary if he could not do the first part of his job, which 
was to plan for the energy sector in this state? 
I will talk about some other things the new Minister for Energy said. On 11 April 2013, there was more 
commentary on him in The West Australian. The article states in part — 

He said the Government would rely heavily on the private sector to fund up to $10 billion in power 
station investment needed post 2020 when Verve’s ageing power stations would need replacement. 

“Our expectation is that the private sector will build it,” Dr Nahan said. “We (government) don’t have 
the borrowing limits. 

That is the whole issue, is it not? What mechanism will the minister use to get away from having to borrow 
$10 billion? He is the minister. He has made this decision. He made this decision between 26 March and 10 
April. That is 14 or 15 days. He said that he had not thought about it more than two weeks before the decision 
was made. In those two weeks, what plan did the minister develop to deal with that $10 billion of borrowing? 
Quite interestingly, a further quote from the minister in this article states — 

“The real question is what kind of market structure and incentives, three, four or five years down the 
track will there be to encourage them not only to build it and sell it (power) to Synergy but take more of 
the market risks.” 

That is the question. Answer it. The minister is in charge. There is nobody else around to do this. The minister 
cannot pose these sorts of rhetorical questions in the newspaper while he makes billion-dollar decisions and risks 
$10 billion of future investment and then ask, “Who is going to give me an answer?” The minister said that it 
was a two-week process—14 days. He said that he made the decision within two weeks—from 26 March to 10 
April. What is the answer, minister? What structure will be used to ensure that the private sector takes the risk? 
Where is the piece of paper that explains it? Who in industry has the minister consulted? What is the financial 
modelling? Come up with it all. That is the minister’s job. He is getting paid the money now. He needs to 
deliver. He cannot ask rhetorical questions; he has to give answers. We all want to hear the answers because we 
have not heard them to this point. The article goes on to state —  

He ruled out privatisation of Verve or Synergy in this term of Government, but said Verve would be 
expected to work its stations harder and flagged a retreat of the Government from power generation. 
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“Do I think the State will slowly exit generation? Yes,” he said. “Wasn’t that the whole purpose of the 
disaggregation? 
“We need a market where the State gets out of generation, but the market isn’t just private operators 
supplying energy to Synergy but taking more of the market risk.” 

I make the point that that was one of the purposes of disaggregation, and merging Verve and Synergy will hold 
back that task. If the minister genuinely believes that the government is going to get out of generation but it is 
not going to privatise, how will it happen? The minister is just killing the market. He is getting rid of an effective 
market that has generated a cut of 50 per cent in the price of wholesale electricity on the spot market. That will 
all go out the window for some new market scheme. Tell us, minister: what are the rules for that new market 
scheme? What processes will be engaged in by the private sector to do that? What is the system? What is the 
process? The minister cannot say that he will work that out tomorrow, in two months or next year. He has made 
the decision to amalgamate billion-dollar companies. What is the process? What are the rules? Where is the 
report? Where is the cost–benefit analysis? Where is the process for the private sector to work out what it has to 
do? Where are all those things? That is the minister’s job. He cannot say that he is going to do it tomorrow; he 
has to do it now. It has to be in the public space now so that people can make an investment decision. This is 
called sovereign risk. 
The Leader of the Opposition quoted Mr Trevor St Baker. As the minister knows, ERM Power sold out of its 
power stations in Western Australia because of the market risk that was generated by the Premier. It has sold out 
because it does not want the market risk that is generated by this very threat of amalgamating Verve and 
Synergy. How is the minister going to overcome that? How will he generate, unless he takes take-or-pay 
contracts, which does not pass the risk back to the private sector? What is the market structure that will do that? 
The minister does not know. That is the problem. If he did know, he would be putting it out in the public space. 
He would have a process and he would be consulting people. I know that the Premier does not understand this, 
but it is not a weakness to ask for advice. It is not a weakness to allow other people to have an opinion. But when 
the minister makes a decision, he has to be able to tell them what that means; and, if he cannot tell people what 
the market rules, the processes, the benefits and the costs are, what are we doing here? Why have we done that? 

We know that the real Minister for Energy is, in fact, the Premier. That was okay in the previous government. 
We lost $850 million of taxpayers’ money due to the inefficiencies and incompetence of the former Minister for 
Energy. The minister has a challenge ahead. It is probably not hard to do better than that! The last one, of course, 
was the $100 million loss on Muja AB. We saw a seven-year extension of the life of Muja AB for $250 million. 
The Premier says that will not be paid for by anybody—not taxpayers or energy consumers. So, minister, who 
will pay that extra $250 million for the Muja refurbishment? That will be an interesting question tonight.  

I remind the minister of the words set out in schedule VI of the Constitution Acts Amendment Act 1899, “Oaths 
and affirmations of office”, which reads — 

that I will faithfully serve the people of Western Australia as a member of the Executive Council; 
that as and when required to do so I will freely give my advice as such a member to the Governor, or 
the person performing the functions of the Governor, for the good management of the public affairs of 
Western Australia; 

It is not about the Premier, minister; it is not about obligations to some other person in cabinet. It is about the 
interests of Western Australia. The minister said that he changed his mind on this issue in the two weeks 
between 26 March and 10 April. So, will the minister share with us all those pieces of advice, the people he 
spoke to, the reports he read and the cost–benefit analysis that he had? Surely it is not the policy of this 
government to amalgamate billion-dollar corporations without a cost–benefit analysis. Surely it cannot be the 
policy of this government to wreck the existing market that has seen wholesale electricity prices in the spot 
market in Western Australia fall by 50 per cent over the last five years. Surely the minister cannot intend to 
wreck that market without a plan? Surely the minister knows what he is doing. In a very few moments I will sit 
down and give the minister and other members an opportunity to participate in this debate, but the minister has a 
responsibility to tell us what the answers are—not to pose the questions as he has in The West Australian 
newspaper, but to give the answers.  

The minister cannot say that the Western Australian government needs to get out of generating electricity but not 
tell us how that process will operate. We knew what the process would have been had we been re-elected in 
2008. We had a clear process to get out of the generation sector. We knew how that was going to occur. We 
know what the benefits were. We knew what the risks were, and we knew how to manage those risks. The 
minister made the decision to amalgamate Verve and Synergy and at the same time exit generation. What is the 
minister going to do? Will he just have a take-and-pay policy with the private sector? That is not transferring 
risk. That means that the government accepts all the risk. The government would then have to pay for the 
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investment and guarantee that; it would use the state’s borrowing capacity to guarantee the private sector 
generators. That is not transferring risk. How is the minister going to further deregulate the market, or is he 
going to further deregulate the market? What is the minister’s intention? Is the minister going to give more 
opportunity for private sector people to make up their own mind about what they do and who they buy their 
electricity from? These are not questions the minister needs to ask; these are questions he needs to answer! The 
minister is the one who gets the pay packet, not the journalists at The West Australian or indeed me; it is the 
minister! If the minister cannot answer those questions, then he cannot outline the benefits, costs and risks of 
what he is doing; so why did he do it? Why did the minister put Verve and Synergy back together? If the 
minister cannot answer those rhetorical questions that he posed in The West Australian newspaper, why is the 
minister doing it? What is the benefit? If the minister does not know what the benefit is, how can anybody else?  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [1.28 pm]: I rise to make a short contribution to reiterate the excellent points 
made by the shadow Minister for Energy, the member for Cannington. Ultimately, the member posed a key 
question. The government made a 180-degree turn on a previous policy decision and has not yet pointed out in 
any way why that decision has been made. I want to go back to the government media release by the then 
Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, of 26 August 2009. It is a media release that the Premier, just a minute 
ago, was trying to walk away from. The then Minister for Energy made two key points, and I will quote from 
that media statement that is headlined “State’s energy future outlined”. It reads — 

Speaking at the 9th Energy in Western Australia conference in Perth today, Mr Collier announced the 
development of a Strategic Energy Initiative to ensure a co-ordinated direction for the State’s future.  

As the member for Cannington just pointed out, when the Premier announced his decision last week to re-merge 
Verve and Synergy, without any consultation or adequate explanation as to why, he said, “Well, no-one’s had a 
look at the future of energy in Western Australia before”, despite the fact that in 2009 his Minister for Energy 
embarked on the strategic energy initiative to do that very thing. From October 2012 until April this year, the 
government acknowledged that the strategic energy initiative that it developed over four years in government 
was woefully inadequate. I think everybody knew that. When the SEI came down in October last year and the 
government announced the ministerial round table on energy, simply as a sop to convince those with direct 
interests in the energy sector, including those who invest significant capital in the energy sector, the government 
said, “You may not like the SEI but you’re going to get access to government so you can talk about your 
concerns with us.” Importantly, the media release went on to state — 

The Minister announced at today’s conference that the Government would not remerge Verve and 
Synergy, following a review to identify the underlying causes of Verve Energy’s financial position.  

What happened to that review? The Premier said yesterday, “We’re doing it now for the long-term future of 
energy supply in Western Australia because the financial position of Verve is now woefully inadequate” but 
there was a review back in 2009 that apparently led to the government not re-merging Verve and Synergy.  
The member for Cannington is 100 per cent correct. If the government makes this decision, there is an obligation 
not to float rhetorical questions like an uninterested observer in the political process. The member for Riverton is 
the minister. What are the answers? Why has he not only turned his back on three or four years of government 
policy but also on 20 years of advocacy about the operation of a free market? As the chair of the CCI, James 
Pearson, said, he has done that to create the monopoly gorilla again. The minister made a point when 
commenting on the former reforms and the split of Western Power in April 2008. He was not the minister then; 
he was, I dare say, a disinterested observer, still holding his copy of Hayek’s book under his arm and very, very 
keen on the operation of the market. He said — 

We had the former socialist party, the Labor Party, promoting market-based deregulation, and the party 
of free enterprise, the Liberal Party, supporting retention of a socialist system.  

After just two weeks of ministerial luxury, the minister is now turning his back on 20 years of advocacy and 
apparently adopting the socialist party position on energy in Western Australia. What happened in those two 
weeks? I dare say that when the Premier called the member for Riverton, he said, “I want you to be the Minister 
for Energy but there’s a bitter pill that you have to swallow because I have just reconsidered post-election—I 
have not thought about this for four and a half years—that we need to re-merge Verve and Synergy.” The 
member for Riverton thought back over 20 or 30 years of advocacy about the operation of the free market and 
said he was not convinced he was correct. He was not convinced that his well-worn copy of Hayek’s book was 
correct. He trundled up St Georges Terrace, which I assume he now calls “the road to Serfdom”, and 
immediately changed his mind about the operation of the free market. The member for Cannington made a point. 
Ultimately, this means that the state will have to wear the cost burden of providing the increased generation 
capacity over the medium to long-term future of the provision of energy in WA. As the Oates report pointed 
out—again, the member for Cannington went through it in some detail—$10 billion in investment is required out 
to 2028. We also know, when we have seen state debt increase from $3.6 billion to $18 billion, on its way to 
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$24 billion—that is, still assuming that the commonwealth government will throw a lazy $3 billion to the state 
government for its public transport infrastructure promises—that the state government does not have the capacity 
to take on that debt. It does not have the capacity to spend $10 billion increasing the generation capacity. The 
Minister for Energy knew that when he was commenting back in 2008. He knew that when he was writing his 
book with Tony Rutherford in the early 1990s before the Court government came to office. What has changed 
now?  

Ultimately, the Minister for Energy cannot simply float rhetorical questions and expect the answers to come 
from journalists at The West Australian. The reality is that this is not something taking place in a vacuum; I think 
we all know it is taking place in light of the history of a 62 per cent increase in power prices over the first term of 
the Barnett government. It is something that happened despite the fact that it was not mentioned during the 
election campaign and despite the fact that the 2008 election campaign had the Liberal Party attacking the plans 
of the then Labor government to increase power prices. Despite the fact the Liberal Party was very critical of the 
proposed power prices and then went ahead and increased power by 62 per cent was not mentioned at all during 
the 2008 election campaign. That is the background to which this debate is taking place, so Western Australians 
do have an interest.  
Lyndon Rowe, the boss of the Economic Regulation Authority, makes this point, to quote from 
The West Australian of 11 April 2013 — 

But economic regulator Lyndon Rowe said the changes would result in less competition, less 
transparency, deter private investment in generation and ultimately be to consumers’ detriment. 
“It’s a return to centralised control and centralised planning, rather than the alternative which was to 
allow commercial decisions in a competitive marketplace,” … 

The Minister for Energy turned his back on a lifetime of advocacy in just two weeks! Lyndon Rowe is still out 
there holding the candle for free marketeers who, apparently, the Liberal Party has walked away from. I would 
have thought if anybody on the government benches would stick to his guns in respect of the operation of more 
competition, more transparency and more private investment, it would be the Minister for Energy. Instead, as the 
member for Cannington has pointed out, the minister’s response to the journalist’s questions was, “I’ll pose a 
bunch of rhetorical questions and hopefully at some point or another someone will tell me the answer”! As the 
member for Cannington pointed out, he is the minister; no longer can he pose rhetorical questions. No longer can 
he, like he did in 2008, simply write in The West Australian that we had the former socialist party, the Labor 
Party, promoting market-based deregulation, and the party of free enterprise, the Liberal Party, supporting the 
retention of a socialist system.  

Another point I want to make before I sit down—which was covered by the Leader of the Opposition in his 
Address-in-Reply speech—relates to election commitments. The Premier made a couple of interesting 
observations post-election; that is, subject to the outcome of an election and subject to how “exciting” a promise 
is, one does not actually have to honour that promise! The Premier is now saying, “My mandate is now so strong 
it doesn’t matter what I said during the election campaign. I can do what I want now because my mandate is so 
strong.” There are these slippery weasel words as he walks away from a commitment he made on a number of 
occasions in respect of power prices and inflation. Interestingly, as reported in The West on 12 April, when the 
Premier was asked why he did not raise a Verve–Synergy re-merger during the election campaign, he said — 

“It wasn’t an issue that particularly would have excited people during the election,” … 

“Unless something is exciting, we don’t raise it, but I can then do whatever I want post-election, provided it is 
not exciting to the people during the election campaign”! For heaven’s sake, this is a debate that has taken place 
for the past four and a half years because the Premier has raised it: will we re-merge Verve and Synergy? That is 
why the Minister for Energy, back in 2009, put out a very specific media statement saying, “We will not be re-
merging Verve and Synergy.” Now, two weeks later, despite the strategic energy initiative and despite the 
ministerial roundtable, that has changed. As the member for Cannington pointed out, there has been no 
consultation with companies that have invested significant capital in generating electricity in Western Australia. 
I would have thought the Liberal Party, of all parties, would at the very least have consulted with organisations 
that are investing capital in the generation of electricity in Western Australia. It did not even do that. We now 
have an energy policy that is in tatters. The SEI is ignored, the ministerial roundtable no longer seems to operate, 
and the Minister for Energy has turned his back on over 30 years of advocacy about how he sees the operation of 
government and the operation of the private sector in the provision of energy in Western Australia. The reality is 
that over the coming years, over the short to medium term in Western Australia, it has nothing to do with the 
Premier and it has everything to do with the capacity of Western Australia to fill that space that the private sector 
will now clearly walk away from, as the member for Cannington said. As Lyndon Rowe said, the government is 
creating a system that will create less private investment, and that will ultimately hurt the consumer. 
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So, today the minister has to get up and explain to us what happened to that review back in 2009 that led to the 
decision of the then minister that the government would not re-merge Verve Energy and Synergy. Why did the 
current minister not consult with industry players on the new decision, which was made in these last two weeks, 
to re-merge these billion-dollar companies effectively? Why did he not consult? He has a ministerial roundtable 
set up by the government. I would have thought that the direct purpose of the ministerial roundtable is to consult 
with the energy sector when significant decisions such as this are being made. Why is the minister creating a 
government monopoly in a time when we have been able to have private sector investment in the generation of 
electricity in Western Australia? That is what the minister needs to explain today, because we will now have an 
energy sector in which private sector investment will disappear. There is great uncertainty, and the government 
is yet to answer any of those questions that the minister poses on a rhetorical basis. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Minister for Energy) [1.41 pm]: It is a pleasure to be here and to answer these 
questions. First, the decision of the government is right. Let me explain. Both the member for Cannington and 
the member for Victoria Park raised a whole range of issues. I will go through them systematically. Back in 2004 
when the disaggregation was first mooted, it followed on reform of energy policy around the nation; okay. I was 
actively involved in that in Victoria. The Victorian one then led to the national energy market and was a roaring 
success, and still is. There have been a lot of challenges with many of the investors, but it has been a 
monumental success. One of the issues here, which was a bit different from the situation in Victoria, is that there 
are a lot of huge risks in the energy sector. It requires the investment of billions of dollars—billions. It requires 
risks of all sorts, particularly in Western Australia. Western Australia is a small market, and is very sparsely 
populated over a long area—I think about 1 500 kilometres. It is a very peaky system and is subject to both 
demand and supply shocks—coalfields going out and gas supply lines stopping. It is based on long-term supply 
contracts for coal and gas, with few players. So, it is a difficult system—much more difficult than that on the 
eastern seaboard. 

The Labor Party had a long review and made a decision. Before it did that, most of the risk was borne by the 
then state monopoly Western Power. It was a very large organisation—many billions of dollars—with a large 
balance sheet and a large cash flow. It had investments in all aspects of the industry—distribution, generation, 
coal contracts, gas contracts and retail. In other words, its involvement was across the industry and it could share 
the risk across the industry. Importantly, that organisation sheltered the taxpayers, who were the owners of it, of 
course, from the risk in the marketplace. Sometimes it got hit with risks, but it usually successfully sheltered 
taxpayers from that risk; okay. Also, it was very actively getting into contracting out the construction of power 
stations with private sector entities, and had been doing that for some time. 

In 2004, one of the big issues in the split-up that took place in 2006 was, firstly, whether we could have effective 
competition in the Western Australian system and what would happen if we in fact pulled the state away and did 
not have an organisation with a large balance sheet undertaking that risk. At the time, the Labor government 
decided to split Western Power into four parties. Western Power was a regulated monopoly; that was one side. 
Horizon Power, which is related to this issue, deals with the non–south west integrated system. Then we had a 
retailer, and all the state-owned generation plant went into Verve Energy, the generator. It also developed so that 
Synergy and Verve would not compete, and the government basically regulated in various ways so that Verve, 
the generator, would lose its monopoly right to sell to Synergy, and it allowed contestability.  

When we came into power in 2008, there were clearly faults in that system. The then Labor government, of 
course, made a couple of serious errors. When it set this system up, it failed, primarily, to make sure that the 
regulated price to retail equalled the cost. I do not know how it did that; when a new system is started it should 
be ascertained that price meets cost. I think that would be one of first things that would be asked, but the then 
government overlooked this thing. Right before the 2008 election—voila—we had a study that showed that retail 
prices covered 28 per cent of the cost of providing the retail sector and that prices had to go up by 72 per cent.  

The then Labor government also structured the system so that all the losses in Western Power, Horizon, Synergy 
and Verve fell down to Verve. So when we came into power in 2008–09, Verve was insolvent. It was losing 
hundreds of millions of dollars a year and was basically non-operative, and the state started having to bail out 
Verve. I never heard the Labor Party, during that last term in 2008, admit it got it wrong. It just pretended it did 
not exist.  

So we spent probably about $1 billion backing up Verve, which is not just some small entity. At the time it 
provided 80 per cent of the electricity in the south west interconnected system market, and the former 
government drove it to bankruptcy. So, in 2009 we undertook the inquiry that the members for Victoria Park and 
Cannington referred to that resulted in the Oates report, and it looked at a whole range of things around how we 
could stop Verve from going into bankruptcy. The vesting contracts—the relationship between Verve and 
Synergy—were changed in terms of supplying electricity from Verve to Synergy, and the inquiry looked at how 
the money earned and the losses would be shared between the three agencies. We also, of course—which the 
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member for Victoria Park criticised us for—increased prices by 62 per cent; without that, Verve would have 
been bankrupt, or rather the state would have had to put billions of dollars into bailing out Verve over a period of 
time and probably would be paying many billions a year now. The Labor Party supports that position.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is rubbish.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, the Labor Party criticised us for increasing the price and, without that, Verve would be 
haemorrhaging money.  

Ms R. Saffioti: What are you debating? Are you debating yourself? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, the Labor party gave us the criticism; it can get it back! 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Are you answering any of the questions I have asked? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes; just give me time! 

Ms R. Saffioti: You’re debating yourself.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Both members asked me about the 2009 inquiry—the Oates inquiry—and that is what I am 
at now.  

Several members interjected.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I thought the member for Armadale condemned Milton Friedman last time he spoke about 
him. 
Dr A.D. Buti: No, but you love him! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members, I just remind you that the member has the call, and 
yelling interjections across the chamber at any time is not encouraged.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We implemented in full the 2009 Oates report. It made Verve solvent. We also followed up 
with the necessary, politically painful, and painful to households, 62 per cent increase in electricity charges—
okay? It is called leadership.  

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It was absolutely necessary; it is called leadership. The people on the other side criticised us 
every step of the way for every movement. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: If it was leadership, why didn’t you take it to the election?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I thought we just had an election! I thought we had an election! I can remember the Labor 
Party’s mates in the union sending out letters to everyone in my electorate criticising us, and I said, “Yes, we did 
it.” So there was an election, we won in a landslide, and this was your big issue! What is the problem? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: What is the problem? We just had an election and the Labor Party said the biggest issue was 
the cost of living and the increases in electricity prices, and we won in a landslide. We were very transparent 
about it. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Do you support moving to 100 per cent full cost recovery?  

The member for Cannington is asking a number of other questions, so let us go on. That reform led to substantial 
private investment of about $3 billion, give or take some, in generation; I am not sure as I hear different figures. 
I have no problem with private investment; I encourage it. The real problem with that private investment, as I 
mentioned, is price risk. Most of that is purchased by Synergy—70 per cent. The real question about the 
deregulation referred to by the member for Cannington is not so much about the private sector building, owning, 
operating and generating, but whether they take the market risk. They did in Victoria. In Victoria the private 
sector venture takes the risk, so if something goes wrong—supply is shot or demand goes down—it is its 
responsibility. The private sector people in Victoria took the risk and they lost billions of dollars. What happened 
here? Most of those private sector ventures overwhelmingly contract to Synergy. Synergy buys their electricity. 
Verve buys 71 per cent of the electricity produced in the SWIS, largely under take-or-pay contracts. Synergy is 
taking the risk. Way back before the split Western Power took the risk. Western Power, however, had a very 
large balance sheet. It had a large income. It could diversify. Now these brilliant people have dropped off Verve. 
We have saved Verve from bankruptcy. Its system funnels all the risk onto a retailer. What does its balance sheet 
look like? Zero! So who carries the risk in this market? The taxpayers do. They went into a market — 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt: Who is going to carry the risk when you create the monopoly?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The criticism of the member for Cannington is that I will stifle the private sector from taking 
the risk. Labor set up a system whereby the public sector retained the risk, but it put it on the weakest element of 
that system—Synergy. It has no balance sheet. It is a retailer.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is just not true.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is true! There are a small number of players. ERM Power was in there but it pulled out 
because it could not make a quid in the market. Alinta was a player in the market on the retail side—private to 
private. It has diminished. Perth Energy is a small one. It tries to play and it is innovative, but it is small. The 
truth is that Synergy, the retailer, the state-owned entity, is taking all the risk and if something happened in the 
market, we know where those losses would go—straight to the taxpayers. The losses in Synergy are backed up 
by the taxpayers. Members opposite are happy with that, but I am not. We need a system whereby the private 
sector comes in, builds, owns and operates and takes market risk.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: How does that happen?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What should we do with this system? Should we sit back and hope nothing happens?  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The member has asked a series of questions; I will answer them. Should we sit back and say, 
“Let’s hope nothing happens. Let’s hope nothing happens in the coalfields or in gas fields. Let’s hope that 
demand continues to grow”? By the way, in Western Australia and Victoria demand for energy consumption is 
declining sharply. Therefore, in this system we have gross excess capacity, which is another weakness in the 
system. We have an excess of 700 megawatts. That is equal to three coal-fired power stations. That is excess 
supply.  
Mr M. McGowan: Three? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, three. The last Bluewaters II was 210 megawatts, so times three—I will do the maths 
for members—is 630 megawatts; and 700 megawatts is a bit greater than that. Six coal-fired power stations are 
equal to three Bluewaters II, the latest coal-fired power station in the state. We have excess capacity equal to 
three of them. The opposition is happy with that. Do members know who is paying? We are. We are with higher 
costs.  

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What we have done — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are putting them together for a simple reason. We need an entity with a balance sheet 
between the industry, the risk absorbed by that industry and state taxpayers. It would be improper for us to do 
anything else. This should not surprise members opposite because during the split this was the big issue. The big 
issue in the electricity industry is that we need big players. In Victoria there are three generators and retailers. 
They have a balance sheet larger than the whole electricity industry in Western Australia. What did the Labor 
Party do? It constrained the big one to restrict it and allowed a large number of small generators to come in with 
very little risk. In other words, the Labor government had the state underwrite them. That is not a competitive 
market.  
Dr A.D. Buti interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is not a successful reform. That basically puts state taxpayers’ assets hugely at risk. The 
Labor Party might feel comfortable with that, but I do not; I do not.  
Several members interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you for the first time.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: In this state a large amount of risk faces this industry. Let me highlight some of them. First, 
the coalfields, which, as the Premier said, are shaky. As the gas pricing inquiry found, we have a requirement to 
replace the North West Shelf long-term contracts, which are due. Synergy and Verve have negotiated small 
contracts, but we have a lot more to go. We therefore have the task of collectively buying gas. We have also 
potential problems in the coalfields. We have problems with coal and problems with gas. We also have a 
problem, which is one that has not been adequately addressed, in that the commonwealth response to greenhouse 
gases has fundamentally changed the costs and requirements of generation. In other words, we have had to invest 
very heavily in an intermittent low. That is putting huge stresses on the industry. Most of that is covered by 
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Verve and is pushing down Verve returns. There is also an impact from something that happened once in the last 
30 years, and most people did not think this would happen in an economy growing like ours is. As I said before, 
the consumption of electricity in the south west interconnected system is declining. That means there is gross 
excess capacity while demand is declining. We are also being forced to buy windmills even if we do not need 
them, so there is a large number of stranded assets and potential accumulated losses in the market. They are all 
backed by Synergy, with nothing between Synergy and the taxpayers. We are merging these utilities to put some 
assets into the entity to protect shareholders and to address the fuel issue.  

One of the issues is that in the past few years Synergy and Verve have started renegotiating the long-term gas 
contracts. There was an instance in which Synergy went out by itself without Verve. Also, both of them went out 
without negotiating those contracts with Horizon. We are putting these entities together and giving them a once-
in-a-generation mandate to themselves renegotiate, on behalf of the state, the replacement for the North West 
Shelf to secure the gas future of this state. I think the member for Cannington would have agreed with this when 
he was deputy chairman — 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 111.] 
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