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ALBANY WAVE ENERGY PROJECT — CARNEGIE CLEAN ENERGY —  
MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed time of 
a letter from the Leader of the Nationals WA seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 

[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Girrawheen, I call you to order for the first time. 

MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Nationals WA) [3.15 pm]: The Nationals WA 
today move — 

That this house calls on the Premier to immediately cancel the contract with Carnegie Clean Energy and 
relieve the Minister for Regional Development of her responsibilities in his upcoming cabinet reshuffle 
in light of the news that Carnegie is likely to miss another milestone of the Albany wave energy project. 

What a debacle! What an absolute debacle! The government is doggedly defending a sinking ship; there can be no 
other way to describe Carnegie Clean Energy. Despite every new revelation that Carnegie is under a cloud and is 
unable to meet its commitments, come hell or high water this government, this Premier and this Minister for 
Regional Development — 

Point of Order 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I am sitting right next to the Leader of the Nationals WA and I cannot hear her. 

The SPEAKER: Members, we will hear this in silence, please. 

Debate Resumed 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: This Minister for Regional Development is so entangled in this business that the government 
cannot back out. When it does—because that will happen—it will have left WA taxpayers with a $2.6 million bill 
to foot, and the vision of Albany city to be a renewable energy–only city will be left in tatters. Imagine what the 
government could have funded if it actually had a bit of due diligence wrapped around this project. The people of 
Albany will quite rightly ask how they will achieve their vision of becoming a renewable energy city. The fact is 
that this failure sits fair and square with the Premier, the Minister for Regional Development and this government. 
That is where the blame should go. It is an absolute debacle—it has been from day one—and the government has 
only itself to blame. This morning, six weeks after the Minister for Regional Development threw Carnegie 
a lifeline using taxpayer dollars, the CEO of Carnegie Clean Energy told the ABC that it is likely to miss the state 
government’s deadline to prove that it can finance the project going forward. I will read the transcript of the 
segment this morning, which played at 7.45 am on 720 ABC. The newsreader states — 

Carnegie Clean Energy says it’s likely to miss a state government deadline to prove it can finance 
the Albany wave farm. Last month, the McGowan government gave the embattled energy contractor 
nine weeks to prove it could fund a $26 million share of the project. CEO Jonathan Fievez says he is 
confident the company can raise the capital to build its flagship wind farm. 

And then the CEO said — 

We certainly won’t have $26 million in a bank account within three weeks. Carnegie’s always been 
a company that’s raised money to continue to do the work it does. It’s reshaped projects as required. 
We’re confident we can work with the government to come up with a solution that works for everyone. 

It has been given that opportunity. The CEO was on the radio this morning stating publicly that the company is 
not going to be able to meet the deadline again. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Alarm bell; alarm bell. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: Alarm bells are ringing everywhere for everyone else except the government, which has its 
ears blocked. Because the Minister for Regional Development is so entangled in this project, she has backed the 
Premier and the cabinet into a corner to protect a company that everyone in Western Australia and Australia can 
see is under the pump. It cannot meet its obligations. We have covered this matter previously. Members opposite 
noted that this has been an issue we have pursued. The member for Warren–Blackwood has been dogged in his 
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pursuit of this issue. We have had to pull out information through freedom of information and questions on notice 
because the government knows it is in the wrong.  

I will review what the Premier said back in February this year when the Langoulant report was handed down, 
because this goes back to the notion that this government has set itself a standard that it cannot possibly meet. It is 
doing it with taxpayer dollars, and the community of Albany will wear the pain. The Premier, the Treasurer and 
all the other government ministers puffed out their chests, with much glee and excitement, and said, “We’re going 
to do much better.” That was because they had been given the Langoulant report, which cost $1.1 million of 
taxpayers’ money, that said that the previous government should have put in place better decision-making 
processes to ensure that adequate due diligence was put around government projects. 

We then had commentary like the following. This is from an article on ABC News on Saturday, 24 February, by 
Jessica Strutt. The article quotes the Premier as saying — 

“The former Government ignored long established practices, processes and conventions,” Mr McGowan said. 

“The special inquiry — 

Referring to the Langoulant report — 

has revealed a culture of recklessness. Decision-making processes were flawed, financial discipline was 
non-existent and the cabinet failed to take responsibility. 

The Premier went on to say, and this is what I want to pick up on — 

“This should never happen again. My Government will apply appropriate rigour and scrutiny to financial 
decisions, we will strengthen governance, accountability and transparency across government.” 

The Premier claimed his government would have a rolled-gold level of transparency. The chickens are now coming 
home to roost. The Premier’s politically motivated Langoulant report is the standard to which his ministers will be 
held to account, and they are being found wanting. 

This project smells. I am not talking about the aspiration for Albany to be a renewable energy–only city. That is 
an extraordinarily admirable and worthy pursuit. However, this project smells. This is a project in which the 
Minister for Regional Development is entangled, in which she held shares until after the Labor Party had won the 
election, and in which she has played a leading role, despite not being the Minister for Energy. In no way will this 
project assist Albany to achieve its goal to be a renewable energy–only city. 

When we have asked questions in this place about this project, the Premier and his ministers have danced around 
the topic and refused to provide answers. Imagine if a minister in the previous Liberal–National government had 
responded to a question about the lack of a business case for a project by saying, and I quote — 

As it is an R&D project, the standard business case methodology is not relevant. 

That was the response from the Premier this year. He said, “This is an R&D project, so it does not need a business 
case. We will not be holding ourselves to the higher level of accountability that we set for ourselves. We are happy 
to hand over $2.6 million of taxpayers’ dollars for this project and see it flushed down the toilet.” Imagine the 
outrage and condemnation from the then Labor opposition had the then Liberal–National government answered 
a question in that way. This government said it would have a rolled-gold standard of transparency. It took the 
member for Warren–Blackwood to reveal the mess in which this government now finds itself. The Minister for 
Regional Development has revealed that as of 18 September 2018, Carnegie had not met any of its milestones. 
That is despite the fact that it was due to meet its first deadline on 1 July 2018. It was then revealed that Carnegie’s 
project partner, the University of Western Australia’s Wave Energy Research Centre, had no idea that Carnegie 
was behind in making a payment and believed it should have been informed. This was revealed through the media 
and questions in this place. We agree. Carnegie is not communicating appropriately. No processes are in place to 
ensure that it is meeting all its obligations. That has clearly gone out the window. A week after Carnegie had 
started writing down its assets, and its CEO and managing director had resigned, the Minister for Regional 
Development announced that the government would give Carnegie a milestone payment. Everyone can see that 
this company is under the pump. It is under a cloud. However, this government handed this company a milestone 
payment, despite the fact that it had not done any of the things the government had asked it to do. How on earth 
can that be justified? Something smells. Everyone but the government can see that this is a disaster. 

It is time the Minister for Regional Development was relieved of her portfolio. The minister has not exercised 
reasonable judgement on behalf of the taxpayers of Western Australia. More information about this issue will be 
put on the public record today by the member for Warren–Blackwood. Further revelations have been made about 
other projects that Carnegie is trying to manage. That will impact the company’s ability to finance its ongoing 
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obligations for the wave energy project. This company is in trouble. However, this government is backing this 
company to the hilt. The government needs to either reveal why it is doing that or allow further scrutiny to take 
place to ensure that the taxpayers of Western Australia are not ripped off any further. The Premier needs to see 
reason on this front. When the Premier reshuffles his cabinet at the end of this year, as he indicated he is 
considering, the Minister for Regional Development should be removed as the minister in charge of this project. 
In fact, the Nationals do not think the minister should be in charge of regional development at all. The minister 
needs to sit it out. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [3.24 pm]: I also want to talk on this motion moved by the Leader of 
the National Party. We have brought this debate into this place on a number of occasions. However, every time we 
raise this issue, we find another bit of material that puts the focus on the government’s decision-making processes 
around this project. Yes, this was a commitment made by the Labor Party going into the last election. Albany 
expected to get some sort of wave energy hub off the coast. That has now turned into a research and development 
project. That is fair enough. However, at what point during the development and rollout of this project should the 
government stop drip-feeding a company that is starting to go south? This motion is about accountability and 
transparency, and the prudence of government decision-making. I am sure the Treasurer will talk about the fact 
that because this is a research and development project, none of the normal methodology applies. I would not be 
surprised if there is further expenditure of taxpayers’ funds for this project yet not one ounce of research and 
development comes out of it. 

We know that the government signed a financial assistance agreement with Carnegie, which won the tender to deliver 
this project in Albany. We have had a good look at that agreement. The agreement contains all sorts of reporting 
obligations and default clauses and options for government should something go wrong. The Minister for Regional 
Development has already given this company $2.6 million of taxpayers’ funds towards this project. At what point 
do we say, “Enough is enough”? In my view, there are only two possible options. The first is that the financial 
assistance agreement fails the pub test, but because of the contractual obligations that are inherent within that 
agreement, the government has no option but to keep funding it. The second is that because the minister’s passion 
is to pursue this project, she will continue to do that despite the comments from the Treasurer, and despite what 
the Premier may think behind the scenes. I do not think the government likes what is happening with this company. 
Government members do not like having to stand in this place to defend a project that is going south fast. At what 
point do we stop the losses to the taxpayers of Western Australia? 

This motion is about the prudence of government decision-making. We know that the project did not have 
a business case. As the Leader of the National Party highlighted, apparently that is because it is a research and 
development project, so the normal business methodology does not apply. Interestingly, in answer to a question 
on notice in which I asked about the business cases that the Minister for Regional Development has done for all 
her projects, I was told that since the Labor Party came to government in March last year, the minister has approved 
a total of 23 projects through her portfolio, and 16 of those projects did not have a business case. That is despite 
the witch-hunt that the Labor Party put in place with the Langoulant report, and the first recommendation of that 
report, which is that every royalties for regions project should have a business case. Sixteen out of 23 projects that 
the Minister for Regional Development has brought to the cabinet table did not have a business case. All the questions 
we have asked about business cases have moulded into the scenario that it all goes to the Expenditure Review 
Committee and through some sort of decision-making process to spend taxpayers’ funds. Despite the fact that the 
first recommendation of the Langoulant report is, “Though shalt have a business case for every royalties for regions 
project”, 16 of the 23 projects that this minister has brought to the table did not have a business case. That is 
a failing. That is an issue of lack of prudence in government decision-making. The government needs to be held 
to account for exactly that. 

What else has happened? On 1 July this year, Carnegie missed its first milestone. The company was not able to 
meet the requirements laid out by the government in the financial assistance agreement under which Carnegie was 
given $5.2 million. Instead, the minister had to renegotiate a new agreement, and she eventually gave the company 
$2.6 million. As the Leader of the National Party highlighted, today there was an ASX announcement that Carnegie 
has had to put in place a funding facility to fund the operations of the company. We also know from media 
commentary that it is unlikely that Carnegie will meet the government’s requirement to put in place the finances 
to enable it to carry out this research and development project. There is enough here on a project that is progressing 
and slowly soaking up taxpayers’ funds without any outcomes for the taxpayers of Western Australia that should 
absolutely ring alarm bells for the Premier and the Treasurer. The first submission to seek funds on the first 
milestone came on 23 July—that is, 23 days after it was required—and then they debated getting those resources. 

What public issues are sitting on the table that the taxpayer should be concerned about? We know that the minister 
was very close to the company—that is history. Yes, we have had debates in this chamber about that issue. We 
know that there are no business cases from a minister who we now know has a bit of a habit of not having business 
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cases and who likes to go out and make her own decisions with minimal technical frameworks sitting around 
them—apparently. There is a requirement in the financial assistance agreement to have a level of financial 
reporting. I asked a question on the level of financial reporting — 

… has Carnegie Clean Energy provided to Government any accounts or reports as outlined in section 4.5 of 
the Financial Assistance Agreement; 

I received the answer — 

Carnegie has complied with all financial reporting obligations associated with the Royalties for Regions 
grant under section 4.5 of the FAA. However there were nil financial returns due as no State Government 
funds were disbursed in the 2017–18 financial year. 

Apparently, according to this agreement, the company does not need to do any sort of financial reporting to 
government unless it is spending government funds that have been given to it—or have not been given to it. I do 
not understand that, because there are requirements in the agreement that I would have thought put an obligation 
on government that if things are not going too well, the government might actually ask for some reports. Clauses 
in the agreement state that the government can ask for reports. I am not aware that the government has asked for 
any reports. I would love to hear whether the government has done that, because I think it could table that to give 
us some assurance that it is having a little bit of a look at this issue. Of course, the other public concern is that 
Carnegie Clean Energy’s leadership team seems to have dropped away. The chief executive officer has resigned 
and the two most senior people under the CEO—the chief finance officer and the chief operations officer—have 
resigned. Apparently, that was a significant issue for the Minister for Regional Development—I will get back to 
that in a minute. That has led to milestone payments not being made and having to be renegotiated. Of course, 
there was a public statement just recently in and around not being able to meet the requirements the government 
has asked for in order to make the project happen. 

Let us look at a time line around the company’s financials and reporting in respect to this issue. On 28 September, 
Carnegie confirmed to the Australian Securities Exchange, no less, that state government funds were available for 
the project. The agreement was for $2.6 million. On 29 September, the next day, auditors signed off on the 
statement of accounts, which is the financials for the 12 months until the end of June 2018. On 1 October—it must 
have been the day before—Carnegie lodged what is effectively its full statutory accounts to the ASX, which 
includes an audit report. The audit report is a really interesting read for members. It is the full financials for the 
financial year ending 30 June 2018. After that, on 3 October, the minister perhaps got a little note put on her desk 
saying that the CEO had resigned. She has seen the CEO as being material to the relationship that government has 
with the company and her decision to give the company money to carry on with the project—not that necessarily 
anything came out of the financials. On 5 October, the minister announced, “Yes, we’re good to go. We can give 
them some money.” There was an ASX announcement from the company saying that it had the money before the 
end of September, there was a series of decisions in and around signing off on the financials—a full list of statutory 
accounts—with the ASX and, indeed, the minister confirmed that the CEO’s resignation was not the material issue 
she thought it was going to be, so she said, “Here, you can have the money.” It was $2.6 million of taxpayers’ funds. 

Interestingly, this financial report has quite a substantial audit finding on page 70—I am told that it is pretty big 
for the nature of the company and what it does. The audit finding in Crowe Horwath’s independent auditor’s report 
to the members of Carnegie Clean Energy states — 

Material Uncertainty Related to Going Concern 

We draw attention to Note 1 in the financial report, which indicates that for the year ended 30 June 2018, 
the Group incurred a net loss after tax from continuing operations of $63,349,694 and net cash outflows 
from operating activities of $7,193,984 and, as of that date, the Group had cash at bank of $8,436,530. 
As stated in Note 1, these events and conditions, along with other matters set forth in Note 1, indicate the 
existence of material uncertainty that may cast significant doubt about the Group’s ability to continue as 
a going concern. Our opinion is not modified in respect of this matter. 

That is a quote from the audit findings of Carnegie Clean Energy’s financial statements, which came out on 
1 October. Presumably, Carnegie had to list the findings with the ASX on 30 September, as it has an obligation to 
do so. I would have thought that that would have been a pretty big statement. What did we hear from the minister 
in the time between telling Carnegie it had the money—she must have done, because they made an ASX 
announcement—and her looking at the fact that the CEO had resigned, which apparently was not material to the 
project? I have not heard a whisper from the minister about what is a pretty substantial audit finding. What has the 
government done with the audit finding? Has it seen it? Has it looked at it? Has the government quizzed Carnegie 
over the audit finding? Yet the government still made a decision post the date that this audit report was made 
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public. It was a second decision, because the minister went back to it, that Carnegie could have $2.6 million of 
taxpayers’ funds towards this project. It is an audit finding that really put the minister right in the thick of the game. 

What are the reporting obligations that apply to this particular project? Page 37 of the financial assistance 
agreement states — 

The Recipient is to provide to the Department financial reports on a quarterly basis (as at 30 September, 
31 December, 31 March and 30 June), or as determined from time to time by the State, until receipt by 
the Recipient of the Notification. 

There are reporting obligations in the agreement. I would have thought that, at the very least, the government 
would have triggered those obligations to get feedback from the company, which in every public assessment will 
not look after taxpayers’ funds and will finish up with a project that will not deliver a skerrick of research and 
development outcomes for this state. It will not generate one megawatt for one year if it gets to the end of the 
trial—if it even gets there. I can see the state government feeding out resources to this project and it falling over. 
What will we do? Will it be $2.6 million or $5.2 million? As we hit these milestones, will we keep drip-feeding 
the company as we work through them, when every single indicator tells us that it is not going to work? Either the 
minister is ruthlessly running off on her little pet project and letting people know that this is a good thing for 
Albany and it has turned into a research and development project, or the financial assistance agreement, which the 
government wrote, put in place, agreed with the company and signed, is not good enough to support the financial 
accountability of the expenditure of Western Australian taxpayers’ funds. That is the issue. The government is 
wrong and coming up short on both counts. Those are the only two options that can apply to this situation. 

I am pretty sure that a little while ago the Treasurer said that the government had advice from the State Solicitor’s 
Office that it was obliged to pay the company. If that is the outcome, that is a shortcoming of this financial 
assistance agreement. This government needs to be held to account on that, because this company’s financial 
statements are pretty clear. On 1 October, an audit finding said that there was some significant material risk. Who 
would go and buy shares in that company? That is why the company is now trying to raise funds to cover 
operations—not investment funds. This minister has a habit of not doing business cases, and we know that this 
minister was very, very close to the company. At every point—we have laid out this case in this house—there was 
enough evidence to point towards significant flaws in government decision-making on the expenditure of 
taxpayers’ funds, in this case royalties for regions funds, and who is missing out? The people of Albany are missing 
out, because going to the last election they were sold a story that this government would roll out a wave farm in 
Albany and that it would be tickety-boo as far as renewable energy is concerned in that area. That is not happening. 
It is now about accountability, transparency and prudence of decision-making, and this minister is not demonstrating 
that she is up to that. This government needs to give us a signal today, by way of supporting this motion, that it 
understands that. If it does not, it is complicit with its minister and her passion to pursue this without thinking about 
accountability for taxpayer funds in Western Australia. This smells, and it is all over this government. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [3.39 pm]: Every step along the way this has had the 
hallmark of how not to do a project. Before the Minister for Regional Development was a member of Parliament, she 
stood with the Premier and committed to this project. She had not had a good discussion with Carnegie Clean 
Energy or looked at its related issues. Carnegie already had an active research and development facility at 
Garden Island. The research facility in Albany was completely unnecessary. Carnegie moved money from the 
received arena funding down there, then cooked up the project. Anybody would have looked at this and asked how 
it stacked up. We know there was not a business case. I suggest that maybe the Treasurer; Minister for Energy 
should tell us whether the Public Utilities Office went through this. There was a total budget of $53 million, of 
which $25.6 million was going to come to Carnegie. Look at its balance sheet—it does not have the money! Where 
is Carnegie going to get $25.6 million for the project? Is it going to sell electricity? No. It has to make sure the 
project is 1.5 megawatts—that is the target—and the contracts make it clear that Synergy has neither an obligation 
to buy the energy nor a purchase arrangement with Carnegie. How is Carnegie going to fund it? Even basic 
questions were not remotely asked! 

Look at the business—it is cash poor. It has no money to pay this. So it entered into an agreement after this sham 
tender that could only have been won by Carnegie. The then citizen—the now Minister for Regional 
Development—mentioned Carnegie in advance. In July, Carnegie did not meet its contract milestones, as other 
speakers have said, and so instead of implementing the agreement and stopping it, the minister renegotiated it so 
that Carnegie did not have to meet the milestones. She will look at it in four months. The negotiation took place 
and, as indicated by the previous speaker, Carnegie got the money on 28 August. The next day the final audit 
reports came out and they said that this business is on the way to insolvency. It gained $2.6 million after the audit 
had been completed. Did the Premier and the Minister for Energy ask to look at the books before they handed over 
the $2.6 million? If they had, they would have seen an audit report saying this firm, on its standing, is going under. 
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In the previous year—the year the contract was signed—we could see it had burnt or used up 50 per cent of its 
cash. Well, the quarterly report for the first three months of this year shows that it burnt money. Carnegie started 
with about $10 million in cash—it has not yet done anything on the project—and it now has $3.7 million. That 
was in three months. Carnegie also states that over the next three months, which we are halfway through, it expects 
to spend $7.7 million. In other words, on its own report, it will run out of cash sometime early next month. 

This would all have been obvious to anybody who took the remotest effort to look at the books. I will admit that 
the Minister for Regional Development would not have had a clue, but we have Treasury, the Public Utilities 
Office and consultants who could have looked at it. The government went out of its way not to look at it because 
it made a commitment to the people of Albany that it could not meet. That was faulty. 

Another issue is that huge numbers of people have invested their hard-earned money in the shares of Carnegie 
Wave Energy. Hundreds of millions of dollars have been put into Carnegie, and the government’s actions in pulling 
it from Garden Island to Albany, taking the arena funding with it and wiping out the research program in Fremantle, 
helped to prematurely destroy the firm. The government destroyed the asset base of that company. The government 
contributed to the destruction of the asset base of that firm. By the way, it does have the best wave technology 
around, but the government’s actions are destroying that. Someone will come in, buy it and move it offshore—no 
doubt Carnegie has links with research firms in Britain that it has entered into. But this firm has been nobbled by 
the government’s stupidity and decision-making. Every step of the way the government went out of its way not to 
look at guarding public funding. So right now do not stand here and again criticise us. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [3.45 pm]: I can confirm to the house that we will not be 
supporting this motion moved by the Leader of the Nationals WA today. I will not be supporting a motion to 
relieve the Minister for Regional Development of her responsibilities—no, I will not. The Minister for 
Regional Development is doing a very good job and is a hardworking and diligent minister in her responsibilities 
in regional development and agriculture. She is a very impressive performer, respected in metropolitan and 
regional Western Australia. So I will not be doing that. Therefore, the motion will not be supported, and I suspect 
it will not get through Parliament. 

I will outline a few facts around the project. There had been a commitment to this by both sides of Parliament. 
Before the state election, Labor certainly made a commitment towards a wave power project off the coast of 
Albany for obvious reasons. Albany has a long history of renewable energy and the wave energy opportunities in 
Albany are second to none. It makes a lot of sense that if there was to be this sort of research and development 
project, Albany would be a sensible location for it. But other commitments were made towards this prior to the 
state election, including by the National Party. That is why I find how much it has yelled and screamed about this 
surprising, considering it was committed to this project prior to the state election. I have here the Denmark Bulletin 
of Thursday, 2 March 2017, which was prior to the state election. The article reads — 

THE WA Nationals will commit $23 million to the Great Southern Renewable Energy Project if elected 
at the March 11 State Election. 

Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood, you were heard in silence. When the left side of the house 
spoke, there was silence on the right side. I expect that from both sides. It is a debate, not a shouting contest. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is true; I did show a great deal of politeness, and the rudeness begins almost immediately 
from the National Party. 
I will quote again from this article on the National Party proposal. The article states — 

The proposal included the construction of two battery storage systems in Denmark and Walpole, and 
a wave farm off the coast of Albany. 

So the National Party had a plan for a wave farm off Albany prior to the election. 
Mr V.A. Catania: Blaming everyone else! 
The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I have another quote here of 15 February 2017. The headline of the press release is  
“Sutton commits $23m to renewable energy”. Just so members know, Mr Sutton was the National Party candidate 
for the electorate of Albany and his press release prior to the election reads — 

“Renewable energy is an important facet of the State’s energy mix and this $23 investment will support 
the ongoing growth and development of the sector.” 
Mr Sutton said the proposal included the construction of two battery storage systems in Denmark and 
Walpole, and a wave farm off the coast of Albany … 
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The total project cost is around $168 million, with the Government’s contribution will be $23 million … 
The investment would include: 

• $10.6 million to Western Power to connect the wave farm to the SWIS, and a Battery 
Energy Storage and Control system. 

I end the quotation with Mr Grylls, the then Leader of the National Party — 
“The only way to ensure this important project is delivered is to vote for Robbie Sutton and The  
Nationals WA,” 

Prior to the election, Robbie Sutton, Mr Grylls and the member for Warren–Blackwood were all out there extolling 
the virtues of a wave energy park off Albany. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for North West Central is showing his rudeness, Mr Speaker. 
That was the situation prior to the election. I am sure if I searched Liberal Party information, I would probably 
find something there. Both sides are committed to wave energy off the coast of Albany. After the election, 
obviously there was an expression of interest, a tender process and the like. Carnegie Clean Energy, a company 
that, as the Leader of the Opposition said a moment ago, had the best technology — 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Leader of the Opposition said Carnegie had the best technology. I heard him say that. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: They did. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Carnegie won the tender for the government commitment towards this project. The tender 
was structured on the basis of there being a number of milestone projects, if you like, as the project went along. 
As the Minister for Regional Development has said on a couple of occasions, in the meantime, the federal 
government has changed the research and development tax arrangements to limit and cap them at $4 million, which 
obviously affects Carnegie’s business model because it is a research and development company. Its business model 
relies upon pretty major research and development tax rebates. The federal government is looking at passing 
legislation to put in place a $4 million per cap limit on that tax arrangement. That has impacted the Carnegie 
business model, which has caused the situation we are currently in. 

I note that a range of people have objected to the research and development changes to be put in place by the 
federal government. I have two pieces of correspondence here that object to that. One is dated 1 November 2018 
and is signed by the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Dr Mike Nahan. I quote from what he had to say — 

The R&D cash refunds are investment in our Nation’s future prosperity. Along with providing jobs and 
generating economic activity, companies that received the cash refunds on eligible R&D and are 
successful, will pay significant company tax and GST as well as providing greater taxation on dividends. 
Such companies are not able to pay a fully franked dividend to shareholders until the value of R&D 
refunds are offset by tax paid. 

In other words, the Leader of the Opposition in the state Parliament is objecting to the federal government’s changes 
to the research and development arrangements nationally. I have here another letter signed by the Leader of the 
Nationals WA in which she wrote to Senator Hon Matthew Canavan, the federal Minister for Resources, and 
expressed her concerns about the changes to the research and development arrangements. I suppose the point I am 
making by mentioning those two pieces of correspondence is that both the Liberal and National Parties at state 
level have written to the commonwealth government saying that the research and development tax changes the 
federal government is proposing will have a detrimental impact on these sorts of businesses in Western Australia. 
It is not just this government saying that. The Leader of the Liberal Party and the Leader of the National Party at 
state level have both indicated those research and development tax changes have the potential to have a detrimental 
impact on businesses of this nature in Western Australia. 

Where does that leave us? The federal Senate is conducting an inquiry into the changes proposed by the federal 
government. That inquiry is due to report, as I understand it, in February next year; therefore, the legislation itself 
that will change the tax arrangements will not have been passed by the Senate until then. Therefore, what we do 
in light of that fact is a matter for this government. Obviously, we thought at this point in time that that legislation 
would have gone through. That obviously will change the business model that potentially guides what we do in 
relation to Carnegie at this time. But the legislation will not pass until February. We need to make a decision. 
Obviously, the Minister for Regional Development, I, the Treasurer and the Expenditure Review Committee will 
examine the matter to determine what the government does in light of the changed circumstances. It is not easy to 
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make a decision at this time in light of the fact the federal government has not passed its legislation on tax changes 
for research and development, which are objected to by the state Liberal Party, the state National Party and the 
state Labor Party. That is where the government is at. It is difficult to exactly resolve this issue right now because 
of the potential change. 

In closing—I think other people wish to speak—I find it a tad hypocritical that the National Party and the Liberal Party 
stand up in here and rail about a project that the government has at this time committed $2.6 million to when they 
lost the state billions upon billions upon billions of dollars. They lost the state thousands of times this amount of money. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: When I go to Council of Australian Governments meetings — 

The SPEAKER: Member for Churchlands, you are not in your seat. I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: When I go to COAG, the Liberal Premiers and the Prime Minister shake their heads at the 
performance of the last government. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! I said to you before, you were listened to in silence. Let me hear the Premier in silence. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Members opposite lost hundreds of millions on some of these royalties for regions projects. 
In light of that interjection, perhaps we will come in here and outline some of them to them in question time in 
coming days. That is what members opposite did when they were in government. We in government have to be 
the responsible grown-ups and fix the mess they left us. Do they not think they jumped the shark a little bit by 
coming in here demanding the minister be sacked over something to which the government at this point in time 
has committed $2.6 million, and in which circumstances have changed due to research and development tax 
arrangements, when they lost the state thousands of millions of dollars? 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park — Treasurer) [3.57 pm]: I rise to make a few comments. I think the Premier has 
outlined very well the government’s position. I want to make a couple of points. This issue has been well ventilated. 
I think the member for Warren–Blackwood has pursued this in here with some vigour and through the parliamentary 
processes. It is something that absolutely should have been pursued. As the member for Warren–Blackwood pointed 
out, when a company is going through the troubles it is going through, it should be pursued. Suffice to say, the 
government has been keenly involved and watching this as well. 

The Leader of the Opposition’s comments were, I think, slightly hysterical, but I will come to those in a minute. 
Clearly, there are two components to the history of this. The first is the R&D component around the Albany wave 
farm, which the Premier outlined was strongly supported by the National Party. It celebrated it during the election 
campaign with media statements and media articles et cetera. The only difference is that the National Party saw 
this as very much an energy solution. We have always seen it as an R&D project. I have never considered it as an 
energy solution. That is why Alannah MacTiernan as Minister for Regional Development has had carriage of this; 
whereas the National Party saw this as an energy solution for Albany and the surrounding areas. 
Mr R.S. Love: What did you tell the people of Albany? 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Exactly that—that it was an R&D project. The member for Moore, on the other hand, saw it 
as an energy solution. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: No. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Okay, I will take that interjection from the Leader of the Opposition. Going back to the media 
article at the time, it was announced by the National Party with the headline “Wave energy role seen in Great Southern 
mix”. Even though the media statement was put out by Brendon Grylls, I believe the comments in the Denmark Bulletin 
were given to Terry Redman as the local member, no doubt—it was clearly an energy solution. I suspect the 
interjection from the Leader of the Opposition highlights that he never understood what this actually was. 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Interestingly, there are two components—one being the partnership with the University of 
Western Australia around wave energy and the other with Carnegie. The partnership with UWA is progressing 
well I understand and, as the Premier has outlined, it is the tax changes that have had an impact on Carnegie. That 
is the reality. That has been acknowledged by the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party. 
The Premier has already quoted some parts of this letter, but I want to make this point. I quote this bit of the letter 
from Mike Nahan, the Leader of the Opposition, on the research and development tax incentive — 

Innovative and difficult to finance projects — 
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That is in respect of Northern Minerals — 
like Browns Range are exactly the type of initiatives which should receive a high level of support from 
the Australian Government’s Research and Development Tax Incentive Scheme. 

The Leader of the National Party went even further and made the point — 
The R&D rebate was a vital part of financing the establishment of the project … 

Both the Leader of the Opposition and the Leader of the National Party acknowledged in their correspondence that 
the research and development tax incentive is a key part of financing these projects. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Not this one, mate. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Your own letter says it, dopey. It says it is a key part. I know that the Leader of the Opposition 
is willing to say whatever he needs to say, but this is his own letter. 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: This is it. It is signed by Mike Nahan, but he is now disowning it. He says, “I never said that. 
No, I never said that”, despite the fact that here it is. I will table it for the benefit of all members when I am 
complete, so they can all read what Dr Mike Nahan said. 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The letter states that it is absolutely essential that innovating and difficult finance projects get 
the R&D tax incentive. That is what the Leader of the Opposition said. 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Unsurprisingly, when the tax arrangements change, it has an impact on organisations such as 
Mr Bauk’s Northern Minerals and Carnegie. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: No! 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Yes. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I have warned you three times. You cannot get into a conversation. 
The Treasurer is on his feet. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Honestly, my nine-year-old is a better debater than the Leader of the Opposition. She gets facts 
and she can articulate them with more clarity of thought than he can. I find it bizarre that when I am quoting his own 
letter at him, he is yelling “no” at me. If this is where parliamentary debate has got to, what is the point of debate? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Sit down if you are not debating. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will sit down in a minute. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I call you to order for the first time. I gave you four warnings. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: First time—jeez! The Leader of the Opposition, quoting his own language, his own letter, has 
confirmed the importance of the R&D tax incentive to organisations such as Carnegie. 

What has happened since we last debated this point? We have debated this a number of times in this place. It has 
now been referred to the Senate Economics Legislation Committee for inquiry. There has been a change. I must 
admit that I was surprised by that, because I figured that the commonwealth government was going to proceed and 
was not going to change its position on the R&D tax incentive. Now it is clearly in play and so Carnegie has 
requested an extension of the time during which it can try to make its case to the state government. We will consider 
that, as the Premier has said. I do not think that the Senate reports until 7 February 2019. I get why Carnegie wants 
that extension. It is so that it can understand the tax regime and the finance that it therefore requires. However, the 
government has to make a call as well. The cabinet will make that decision in due course but that is where the 
matter is at. I think there is a motion to suspend standing orders coming up so that we can debate this all over 
again, which is fine. Hopefully, the Leader of the Opposition has some clarity of thought so he might complete 
a sentence during his contribution. This is the reality that we face. 

No doubt the member for Cannington might spend some time on this matter. I recall the Leader of the Opposition 
as Treasurer and as Minister for Energy providing a guarantee to a company that had no assets. What did that cost 
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Western Australian taxpayers? It cost $300 million because that company that had no assets and had no balance 
sheet to speak of was provided with an open-ended guarantee by the then Treasurer of Western Australia, 
Dr Mike Nahan. One of the first things that I had to do when we came into government was close down that power 
station for which the taxpayer lost $300 million. To all members who might be listening in this place, I can 
guarantee that there is no way that we will make that mistake that was made by the former Treasurer, the now 
Leader of the Opposition. Let us be frank: that was one of the most idiotic financial decisions by the previous 
government that we saw, and a number of different people have highlighted it. I think it is an important issue to 
debate. The member for Warren–Blackwood has pursued this with some vigour, as he should. Suffice to say, the 
government is on alert as well, but we will make a decision about whether we give Carnegie an extension of time 
so it gets clarity around the tax arrangements that apply to research and development, which is a decision of the 
commonwealth government and not of the state. We will make that decision in due course and people will be notified. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [4.05 pm]: Here we go again. How 
many times can the opposition raise the same resolution? Apparently, it is twice in one day, because when we sit 
down at the end of the vote now, the opposition will move a motion to suspend standing orders to debate the exact 
same issue. It would be very interesting to know whether that is in accordance with the standing orders; we will 
find out. 

Let me make a point. I have seen the proposed draft suspension of standing orders motion. The matter of public 
interest is the only time in a week that the opposition can guarantee a vote. That is the purpose of the matter of 
public interest, because in private members’ time the government can always put up extra speakers so that the 
matter never comes to a vote. We look at the notice paper and we see three or four items on this issue that have 
never come to a vote, but on a matter of public interest it must come to a vote. That is the definition of an MPI. If 
the National Party believes that one of the committees of Parliament should inquire into this matter, the MPI 
resolution could have asked for that. That is exactly what the standing orders provide. Instead, having brought up 
not a single new issue today in any of the half-hour of its debate, it will now put Parliament through a suspension 
of standing orders motion to debate the exact issue that it is debating now. No referral motion is before us in this 
instance because the National Party deliberately decided—or was too stupid—not to bring that forward. I do not 
know whether it was stupidity or deliberate intent, but it chose not to ask for this matter to go to the inquiry. In the 
past, it has sought this matter to be referred to a committee. However, it is interesting, is it not? Had we voted no 
on that, rather than having it done during private members’ time, I am pretty sure that it would be against the 
standing orders to bring the matter back on, because Parliament cannot debate the same issue twice in one 
parliamentary term. Members should be careful, because if they take this to a vote this afternoon in the suspension 
of standing orders debate, it will be the last time they can ask for it to be referred to the Public Accounts Committee. 
We cannot ask Parliament to do the same thing twice in the one term. That is why we have a difficulty with 
legislation. That is why the government is always very careful about the contents of legislation when it brings it 
in. Members should be very careful about what they ask for. 

Not a single new issue was raised today. There was nothing new, no new facts, no new information, no 
allegations—nothing. In fact, the National Party no longer pursues the allegation it made 12 months ago. It no 
longer claims, as it did a year ago, that somehow the minister was acting improperly. That is no longer the case. 
The basis of the discussion by the National Party in this place is nothing short of an embarrassment. Let us make 
it clear that the National Party is asking us to cancel the contract. There is no obligation in the contract on the 
government to pay additional moneys to Carnegie. The difference between continuing with the contract and not 
continuing with the contract is nil. If we cancel it, there is still no obligation to pay money to Carnegie under the 
contract. Even if the contract were cancelled, it would not lead to any change in the future, because there is no 
obligation under the contract to pay money to Carnegie. It only gets paid if it achieves the milestones that are set 
out in the agreement, and if it does not achieve those milestones, it does not get its payments. 

I will point out another thing: I understand that the National Party does not like thinking; it does not like research and 
development. We have been through this before. I have no idea why it constantly comes back to, “Oh, this project 
was never going to make a lot of energy”. Of course it was never going to make a lot of energy; that is not what this 
is about. This is about testing ideas. The member for Riverton says, “No, no, no, it’s not about testing ideas” — 

Dr M.D. Nahan: That’s not what you said. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is exactly what we said. I was shadow Minister for Energy at the time and I know 
what was said. There was never anything said other than that this was a trial project. What we did say was: if 
this trial works, Albany can be the centre of the universe for wave energy. That is true. But I will go back and 
say that sentence again: if this trial works, Albany will be the centre for renewable wave energy in Australia. 
Why? Because the Southern Ocean is virtually the largest wave energy source on the planet. That is why Albany 
was chosen. Even the Liberal Party and National Party agree that if we are going to do a wave energy project, 
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the south coast of Australia is the best place for it and, quite frankly, I say the south coast of Western Australia 
is the best place for it. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Perhaps the Treasurer is correct when he says that that is why the former government, 
which is now complaining about this, chose that location. That is why the National Party put out a media release 
on 15 February 2017 to say that it had allocated — 

• $10.6 million to Western Power to connect the wave farm to the SWIS, and a Battery Energy Storage 
and Control system. 

That is not the Labor Party’s media release; it is the National Party’s media release, headed “Sutton commits $23m 
to renewable energy”. 

I keep coming back to this. I was down there at the Swan Brewery when we demonstrated the buoys to the media. 
We kept saying that this was a research and development project and that that was why we were pleased to have 
UWA setting up a wave research centre alongside the project. I do not understand why the National Party is so 
resistant to new ideas. I know that it is, and that it has been for its whole life, but I do not understand why that is 
the case. It is bizarre. 

We now have a quote from the Leader of the Opposition, and I want to read this into Hansard again, because 
I think it is quite important. He stated — 

The R&D cash refunds are an investment in our Nation’s future prosperity. Along with providing jobs 
and generating economic activity, companies that receive the cash refunds on eligible R&D and are 
successful, will pay significant company tax and GST as well as providing greater taxation on dividends. 
Such companies are not able to pay a fully franked dividend to shareholders until the value of R&D 
refunds are offset by tax paid. 

I would not have said exactly that sentence. I would have said: companies that receive cash refunds on eligible 
research and development and are successful, will pay significant company tax and GST as well as providing 
greater taxation on dividends, if they are successful. That is the whole thing: research and development supports 
innovation. We know the old saying about “fail fast”; that is the whole idea. The modern approach to innovation 
is that we try things; sometimes they work and sometimes they do not. It cannot be a criticism to say that a research 
and development project has not resulted in a billion-dollar company and that therefore we should not have tried 
to innovate, because that innovation might have created that billion-dollar company. 

It was interesting that the Premier quoted the letter from the Leader of the National Party to Senator Matthew Canavan. 
I loved what she wrote at the end, in handwriting — 

Thank you for attending our Conference and making time to meet with business from WA—very 
much appreciated. 

Mia 

A nice little touch, and I appreciate that! I wonder if we will go on to see the successful completion of this 
Albany Wave Energy Project that Mr Canavan would like to visit. Let me make it clear: the problem here is not 
that the technology is not working; it is that the research and development tax concession is no longer available to 
fund the project. We do not know if the technology will work. 

The member for Bateman has often referred to the fact that an earlier version of the technology is currently in use 
beyond Garden Island; I agree, of course. Now it is being scaled up to see whether it can be done on a greater scale 
in a better location—the Albany coast, where there is the best wave energy source in Australia. I do not get what 
it is about this Western Australian technology company that makes the Liberal Party and the National Party so 
angry. Members opposite used to love standing there to have their photos taken with Carnegie, but for some reason 
they are now attacking this company’s technology, undermining the capacity of Western Australian businesses to 
innovate, and criticising risk-taking by the private sector. It does not make any sense. It is anti-business, 
anti-innovation and an old-fashioned attitude. That is probably one of the reasons the previous government was 
defeated in the biggest swing in the state’s history to become a rump. I invite members opposite to start doing 
some research and work of their own so that they can become a decent opposition, because the problem is that 
they are hopeless, and that is why they keep coming back, again and again, with the exact same resolution. When 
I sit down, they will come back again with the same resolution, even though they could have put that call in this 
motion. They did not have the wit or wisdom to do that, and now they are going to attempt to suspend standing 
orders to debate the exact same issue. It is bizarre, it is outrageous — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: And dumb. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is just dumb, as the Leader of the House says. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (15) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr P. Katsambanis Dr M.D. Nahan Mr P.J. Rundle 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.C. Nalder Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr R.S. Love Mr K. O’Donnell  

 

Noes (36) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr M. Hughes Mrs L.M. O’Malley Ms J.J. Shaw 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr W.J. Johnston Mr S.J. Price Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr D.J. Kelly Mr D.T. Punch Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr K.J.J. Michel Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr S.A. Millman Ms C.M. Rowe Ms S.E. Winton 
Ms E. Hamilton Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr T.J. Healy Mr M.P. Murray Ms A. Sanderson Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr P. Papalia 
Ms L. Mettam Ms S.F. McGurk 
Dr D.J. Honey Ms J. Farrer 

Question thus negatived.  
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