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MINISTER FOR ENERGY — PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE INQUIRY 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [9.59 am] — without notice: I move — 

That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to allow the following motion to be 
moved forthwith — 

(1) That the numerous occasions that the Minister for Energy has not provided truthful or 
accurate or complete information to the house on issues relating to the management of 
his portfolio be referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee for inquiry and 
report to the house. 

(2) In its examination of the minister’s comments to the house the Procedures and 
Privileges Committee should particularly examine the minister’s comments to the 
house on the following dates: 17 April 2013 regarding Verve Energy; 18 April 2013 
regarding Synergy; 21 May 2013 regarding Muja AB; 19 June 2013 regarding Muja 
AB; 20 June 2013 regarding Muja AB; 26 June 2013 regarding Muja AB; 27 June 
2013 regarding Muja AB; 13 August 2013 regarding the solar feed-in tariff scheme; 
and 14 August 2013 regarding Muja AB. 

I understand that the government might have an amendment because there is an agreement. If that is the case, I 
will sit down and let the Leader of the House move an amendment. 
MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [10.00 am]: With some reluctance the government 
will agree to the motion to suspend standing orders, but we propose that the debate be subject to a maximum of 
20 minutes for each side—20 minutes for the opposition and 20 minutes for the government. We agree with 
some degree of reluctance because we are not happy to have the general arrangement of effectively two matters 
of public interest being raised each week by the opposition. When there is a really major issue—which is in the 
eye of the beholder, I guess—on some occasions it may be appropriate to suspend standing orders, but if it 
becomes a routine practice and there are effectively two MPIs each week, it is not something we would support 
because we would be subverting the current standing orders. It may well be that there could be some 
rearrangement or modification of the standing orders in relation to private members’ time, which is generally 
three hours a week, sometimes reduced to two hours a week as has been the case this week, and I think many 
members would have the view that the amount of time available for private members’ time, in other words, 
opposition business, is sometimes excessive. Debates drag out and are not very productive or informative. If the 
opposition would like to have two MPIs a week formally or effectively in one form or another, we could look at 
modifying the standing orders, as I say, to accommodate a second process within what is currently private 
members’ time.  

The other point I make is that this week we are in the middle of the debate on the budget bills and that is the 
opportunity for members to raise any issues they wish to. The member for Cannington of course could have 
raised these issues in his contribution to the budget debate and any other opposition member can as well. There 
are a lot of opportunities available to the opposition to raise these general or specific subjects and members need 
to keep that in mind as well.  

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to MotionAmendment to Motion 
Mr J.H.D. DAY: With those comments, I move — 

To add after “forthwith” the words — 

, subject to the debate being limited to 20 minutes for government members and 20 minutes for 
non-government members 

Amendment put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 
MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10.03 am]: I move — 

(1) That the numerous occasions that the Minister for Energy has not provided truthful or accurate 
or complete information to the house on issues relating to the management of his portfolio be 
referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee for inquiry and report to the house. 
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(2) In its examination of the minister’s comments to the house the Procedures and Privileges 
Committee should particularly examine the minister’s comments to the house on the following 
dates: 17 April 2013 regarding Verve Energy; 18 April 2013 regarding Synergy; 21 May 2013 
regarding Muja AB; 19 June 2013 regarding Muja AB; 20 June 2013 regarding Muja AB; 26 
June 2013 regarding Muja AB; 27 June 2013 regarding Muja AB; 13 August 2013 regarding 
the solar feed-in tariff scheme; and 14 August 2013 regarding Muja AB. 

I draw members’ attention, when they are deciding how to vote on this motion, to the fact that during my time in 
Parliament, there has been only one occasion on which the comments of a member have been referred to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee, and that was on 23 September 2010 when the member for Hillarys referred 
my comments to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. On that occasion I stood up and asked for my 
comments to be referred to the committee because I knew I had nothing to hide. Of course, we know that two 
months later the committee reported that I had been accurate in my comments the house. Therefore, we actually 
have a precedent for the minister to follow today; that is, he should support this referral. When these serious 
accusations of misrepresentation and inaccuracy that I raised against the minister today are raised in the house, 
there is only one proper course—that is, to have the matters referred to the committee. 

The Leader of the House said I should have raised these issues during my contribution to the debate on the 
budget bills. In fact, I did. I raised the fact that some of the information provided by the minister was inaccurate. 
I went through how he had answered questions in the other house, and I said I would come back and raise these 
matters in the chamber, and that is exactly what I am doing. 

In considering their position about how they vote on this motion, I draw members’ attention to three answers to 
questions given in the other chamber. The first one was asked on 12 June 2013. Hon Alanna Clohesy asked a 
question to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Energy, and as members know, the minister 
must provide the information to the minister representing him in the other place. I draw members’ attention to 
one part of that question. The third part of the question was — 

Has cabinet subsequently approved further injections of money by Verve into the Vinalco joint venture; 
and, if so, when and what amount of money each time? 

The answer was — 

On 30 August 2012 Verve Energy received approval for a $23 million injection; on 24 January 2013, 
Verve Energy received approval for a $46.8 million injection. 

The minister did not disclose the $5 million payment to Verve Energy he had personally approved in May. Of 
course, this is not a matter for this chamber. It is a matter that will be raised about privilege in the other chamber, 
but I just make the point that when I get to the issues I will raise that are specific to this chamber, members 
should think about this: this minister signed the answer to a question and the answer was wrong. On 11 June, 
Hon Kate Doust asked a question of the Leader of the House representing the minister in the other chamber. The 
second part of that question was — 

Are there now, or have there previously been, any assets of Verve Energy subject to this charge; and, if 
so, when and what assets? 

The answer was no. We all know that there was in fact a $150 million charge over the assets of Verve. The 
minister talked about that in his ministerial statement in this chamber on 27 June. Again, a false answer was 
provided to the other house by this minister. On 12 June, Hon Kate Doust asked a multipart question of the 
Leader of the House representing the Minister for Energy. As is the practice, the Leader of the House stood up 
and started to read the answer. What did Hon Peter Collier say? He stopped in the middle of the answer and 
said — 

Actually, if the member does not mind, I can provide this answer for her, but I think I will need to 
correct it. The third stage, the selection of preferred bidder, occurred in May 2008.  

At the end of his answer, he then said — 

Yes. I am sorry, I was going to apologise. I have asked for questions earlier now to give me more time. 
I asked for that before I received this question. I think there is a problem with that response.  

That question, which is question without notice 145 in the other chamber, remains unanswered. 
Hon Peter Collier, who was prepared to admit to ABC TV that he forged Liberal Party documents, understood 
that he could not provide the answer.  

Withdrawal of Remark 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Acting Speaker, it is inappropriate and unparliamentary to reflect on other members of 
Parliament in such a way. I request that the member withdraw those comments and apologise.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Further to the point of order, the matters that the member for Cannington referred to are 
a matter of public record; they are a matter of fact. It is not a matter of conjecture.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Further to the point of order, I did not reflect on a character issue regarding the minister; 
I simply repeated what he admitted to on television.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Member, I also concur with the advice I received. I took that as a 
personal impugnment against the minister, and I ask that you withdraw it.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I therefore withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We all know the character of Peter Collier, yet he understood the rules of Parliament 
and was not prepared to provide a false answer to Parliament. On those three occasions we know that the 
Minister for Energy provided incorrect information to the other chamber.  

Now let us look at some of the things that the minister has said in this chamber. On 21 May he said — 

… what the capacity credits will be and what the total cost of the plant will be.  

These are things that he did not know. That is a direct quote. The minister received a briefing note from the 
Office of Energy dated 3 May. That information was provided to him. As late as 27 June, the minister came into 
this chamber and said that he did not know the status of the joint venture arrangement, yet again the Office of 
Energy briefing note advised him that the joint venture was to be wound up. He was advised that Verve Energy 
would resume full control of Muja AB and this would temporarily bring $131 million of remaining project debt 
into the government’s balance sheet. He was advised of that on 2 May 2013, yet not once did he enter this 
chamber and tell us that he knew those things. As late as 27 June he was still saying that the joint venture was on 
foot, yet he knew that the joint venture was being wound up. Again, on 27 June he came to this place and said 
that the total amount involved in this matter was $280 million, yet 10 days later, the budget closed and the 
amount was $330 million. I will make two points about that: first, how could he possibly have been $50 million 
out within 10 days; and, second, why did the minister not come into this place and correct the record? He has an 
obligation to do that.  

On 17 April, the minister talked about Verve Energy having been insolvent at the time of the change of 
government, yet in answer to a written question he acknowledged that it had over $400 million in assets. Again, 
on 18 April, the minister came into the chamber and said that Synergy had $2 billion of sales and no assets. Yet 
when I asked him a detailed question on notice, he answered that he understood that that information was wrong 
but because of the vibe, he does not have to tell the truth in this chamber. This is unacceptable behaviour. There 
is a fundamental obligation on ministers to disclose information, even when it is embarrassing to them. That is 
something that the minister does not seem to be prepared to do. I will provide another example. On 19 June 
2013, the minister said that the former Labor government had accepted the tender in relation to Muja AB. That is 
false; it is simply not true. The minister knows it is not true. With respect to the Muja AB structure, the minister 
said — 

It made a lot of sense on all criteria.  

Again, the minister’s briefing note acknowledged that the minister received a personal briefing from the 
consultants who were brought in to examine the Muja AB structure, advising the minister that there were serious 
problems with the structure of the agreement that was entered into between Verve and its private sector partner. 
In debate in this chamber, on a number of occasions the minister referred to the analysis done by the Auditor 
General on behalf of the Public Accounts Committee. At one stage he came into the chamber and asked himself 
whether this was a worthwhile proposal. He answered his own question by quoting the words of the Auditor 
General. Again, the day that he came into the chamber and said those words, he already had the consultant’s 
report telling him that it was a bad deal and there were problems with the governance and structure of the affairs 
that were raised with him. He came into this chamber and said that Inalco entered into a contract to borrow 
money from ANZ Bank and it was not the joint venture, yet on the public record is the documentation showing 
that the loan arrangement with ANZ was never entered into with Inalco; it was entered into with Vinalco, the 
joint venture vehicle. The minister fundamentally did not tell the truth about that matter. He said that the private 
entity had arranged the loan. That was wrong. Not only was it wrong but he knew it to be wrong.  
I do not know why the minister comes in here and makes these statements. It may be a case of incompetence. It 
may not be that he was deliberately trying to mislead the house. I am not saying that that is the answer; I am 
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saying that these issues are of such importance that they need to be dealt with by the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee. That will allow us to get to the bottom of this incorrect information that is continually provided to us 
in this chamber. The minister is obligated to come into this chamber and tell us the truth. It is very important that 
we get the truth from ministers in this chamber. If we do not get the truth, they may think that they can hide 
information. That is the point. Even when it is embarrassing, they are still obliged to come in here and tell us the 
truth. It appears to me that the minister has been trying to hide information that was embarrassing to him. For 
example, in the chamber he used the term “loss” in respect of the value of the asset held by Verve. He said — 

… an investment in Muja AB that was forecast to turn an $18 million loss into a project that had a 
forecast profit for the life of the plant of $243 million … 

That is simply not true. There was no loss. It was the written-down value of the asset. 

We do not yet have the Hansard from this week, so we cannot quote from it. I will point out that the minister 
came into this place and said that he was provided with advice by the Office of Energy on 8 August on the feed-
in tariff scheme changes. I am happy to believe him when he says he got advice on 23 July. I have a copy of the 
advice, which is dated 19 July. It is on the website of The West Australian newspaper. I make the point that the 
minister acknowledged that he received no further advice in writing from the Office of Energy after 23 July. 
What was the minister talking about in this chamber when we had the discussion about the feed-in tariff matter? 
Again, this is an issue that we need to allow the Procedure and Privileges Committee to investigate and get to the 
bottom of. There is an obligation on this minister to be truthful and frank with the chamber. It is not for him to 
hide and obfuscate on issues that embarrass him. He needs to tell the truth. There are acts of both omission and 
commission in this matter. The minister has simply failed in his responsibilities to tell the truth to this 
Parliament. I have drawn the chamber’s attention to these specific dates and these specific matters because I 
believe that they are very important. We can go through and examine each one of them in detail. Unfortunately, 
we have only 20 minutes and not 60 minutes in which to do that, so I am not in a position to go through every 
single example of the behaviour of the minister.  
In making our decision, I conclude for my own part on these two final issues. One is the clear failure to provide 
correct information to the other chamber. Simply false information was provided to the other chamber. It was so 
false that the Leader of the House in the other chamber will not read the answer of the minister to that chamber 
because the Leader of the House, having previously been the Minister for Energy, knows that the answer 
provided by the current Minister for Energy is wrong. I understand that the Minister for Energy and 
Hon Peter Collier have had a number of discussions outside the chamber about the fact that the current minister 
has provided incorrect information to Hon Peter Collier. As I say, as I stand here today, question without 
notice 145 in the other house is still not answered because Hon Peter Collier will not read out the answer 
provided to him by the Minister for Energy.  

The second issue I also point out is that the last time a member of this house had his integrity challenged, that 
member, which was me, stood in this place and said, “Yes, let’s have the investigation because I have nothing to 
hide.” We will see in a few minutes what this minister’s integrity is like. Will he allow a proper and complete 
investigation into his behaviour, as I allowed into my behaviour? I make the point that the committee that 
investigated me had three government members and only two opposition members. It unanimously found in my 
favour. I am asking a committee of three government members and two opposition members to investigate the 
minister. He should have no fear of a political witch-hunt from his own colleagues. He, of course, may well have 
a fear of the truth—he may well have a fear of that truth—but he will not fear the investigation. He should stand 
in a few minutes and accept the referral of this matter to the privileges committee. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [10.22 am]: Yesterday we had a response from the Leader of the 
Opposition to the budget. His response was anything but about the budget. He did talk about debt, but he tried to 
rerun the election campaign and rewrite history. He failed in his opportunity. It is little wonder that the member 
for Hillarys actually got more publicity than the Leader of the Opposition did because he did not do his job in 
addressing the budget properly. However — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Got no publicity; did not even get reported! 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I want to remind the members on my left that I particularly protected the member 
for Cannington from interjections. If you are going to interject on the government side, I will call you. I am just 
warning you; it needs to be heard in silence, even if you do not agree. 

Point of Order 
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I make the point that the Premier did directly address the Leader of the Opposition; he 
directly goaded the opposition. Generally, the accepted practice in this house is that when a minister or the 
Premier actually directly addresses the opposition, there is generally the opportunity to respond by way of 
interjection. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yesterday, the opposition missed its opportunity, in my view, and today what do we see? 
We see what is a debating issue. There is no doubt about it. The Muja A and B project was undertaken by Verve 
Energy. Verve Energy is a government trading enterprise with senior management and a board but is responsible 
to and owned by the government. It undertook a project that failed. Some might say that it can be resurrected. I 
doubt that, but that is something for the future. It has failed and, quite properly, it should be questioned in 
Parliament, through the media and wherever else. The minister, a new minister in that portfolio, has said that he 
will produce a report covering both the technical aspects of that project—what went wrong—and the financial 
aspects. That is under preparation and I imagine will be soon forthcoming to this Parliament. That is proper. 
Members opposite can ask questions; they can debate points. That is fine; that is what the Parliament is for. But 
debating policy, the project, the failure of the project and the cost overruns, the failure of the — 
Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is fine. That quite properly would be an issue that the opposition could run as a 
matter of public interest, but it did not choose to do that. Members opposite should have. Indeed, what we have 
seen from the opposition for successive weeks, both before and after the election, is it running one MPI a week 
and then getting up with some cooked up motion to suspend standing orders. If members opposite believe — 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Except last week! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Go back and look at the parliamentary record; the opposition does it virtually every week.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Midland! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the opposition thinks that parliamentary procedures would be better to have two — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call you for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the opposition thinks that Parliament would be better if we were to have two MPIs a 
week and maybe less private members’ time, which has become basically redundant and a waste of time, we 
would entertain a discussion about that. If that is what members opposite think should happen, let us look at 
modernising — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: That might be a valid point because effectively what the opposition is trying to do is to run 
two MPIs a week. Okay, if the opposition wants two MPIs a week, we will talk about it.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The trumped-up motion this week — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The trumped-up motion this week is about questions asked in Parliament in this house and 
the other house, and the accuracy of information and whether it was complete; that is all part of Parliament.  
Mr P. Papalia: Lying to the public. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Lying to the public?  

Several members interjected. 
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Mr C.J. BARNETT: So you accuse the minister of lying, do you? 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: He just did; he just said it. We all heard it. Did anyone hear it? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We all heard it! So much for parliamentary conduct.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you for the first time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Is this a matter that should go to the privileges committee? Clearly not. Is it a matter of 
misconduct by the minister? No. has the minister lied to the house? No. has the minister misappropriated his 
entitlements as a member of Parliament? No. Has he done something dishonest or disreputable? No. The 
opposition could not make the case because there is no case. This is a matter that the opposition could well 
debate in Parliament through question time, through private members’ time and through an MPI, but it is not a 
matter of privilege at all—at all! The opposition completely misjudged the rules and conventions of this house. It 
is nothing more than a debating point and this is a project under the auspices of a government trading enterprise 
that is quasi-independent with senior management and a board of directors. It is they and the Office of Energy 
that provide information to the minister, and the minister in good faith relays that to the Parliament. Is that — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: No he didn’t; that’s the point! He did not relay — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We listened to you! We listened to the member for Cannington’s boring speech—and it 
was boring—for half an hour. The member spoke for half an hour and he did not address the issue of privilege 
because there is no issue of privilege.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will sit down, as I was tempted to do this morning. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You haven’t added anything to the debate, so you may as well sit down! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Your performance was not only boring, it was inappropriate! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The level on the other side is just so low. It is so low, so incompetent and so ill-prepared.  

Did the opposition make a case of misconduct by the minister? It did not! Members opposite talked about 
whether or not questions were accurate. Members opposite did not at any stage — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I do not want any cows in here and I call you for the first 
time.  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: At no time in 20 minutes could the member for Cannington make any case about 
misconduct, inappropriate behaviour by the minister. He would have to do that if it was a matter for privilege. It 
is a matter for debate. We can accept that. He can challenge questions and answers, but I assure the member that 
any information provided is provided in good faith. The government had some trouble finding out the truth of 
what happened at Muja; there is no doubt about that. The minister has been given some contradictory advice, and 
he referred to that in the last couple of days.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not talking to the member; I am addressing the Chair, Mr Speaker.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member for Midland. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: If the opposition wants something referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges, it has to make the case. It is not about debating points about an issue in Parliament, or a project in this 
case, it has to make the case why it is a matter of privilege that should go to the privileges committee. The 
member for Cannington did not do that at all. He simply used it as another failed stunt, as he does week in and 
out. He has to come in here and make the case. His whole speech, such as it was, instead of going through 
questions on notice and what was said in the upper house, the member for Cannington had to make the case for 
privileges. He patently failed do so and, therefore, the government will not support this. It is absolutely laughable 
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for the member for Cannington to hold himself up as the moral compass of this Parliament, given his 
performance. 

Mr P. Papalia: Get the minister to defend himself.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have 12 minutes left.  

Mr P. Papalia: Are you going to cover up for another minister?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Cover up!  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Because the member’s case is weak. He did not make the case.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Members! 

Mr M. McGowan: It is about a specific minister. Let him defend it.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Precious! Come on! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: How weak is this crowd?  

Mr M. McGowan: He wants to speak. He’s on his feet.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: He is going to speak. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: He got up to speak. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: When the member for Cannington was speaking, for half his speech the Leader of the 
Opposition was not even here. I watched opposition members and they were all talking to each other. The speech 
was so boring that none of the member for Cannington’s colleagues even listened to it. It was absolutely tedious, 
as all of his speeches are. I will now sit down so the Minister for Energy can make his comments.  

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Minister for Energy) [10.32 am]: Some years ago, I made a statement about 
Laurie Connell. He then issued a defamation writ against me. I went to the lawyers and I asked them what I 
should do. They said, “Well, just stall it because in order for a defamation to be valid, the person you supposedly 
defamed has to have a reputation worth defaming.” So I stalled, and of course Laurie Connell went bye-bye.  

This motion shows the character, honesty and integrity of the member for Cannington — 

Point of Order 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Acting Speaker, the member does not appear to be addressing the motion. The 
motion is specifically — 
Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Do members opposite know it is disorderly to interject on a point of order? The motion 
is specifically about the Minister for Energy misleading the house and whether the matters referred to by the 
member for Cannington should be referred to the Standing Committee on Procedures and Privileges. The 
minister is starting in on a personal attack on the member for Cannington rather than addressing the actual 
motion. I ask you, Mr Acting Speaker, to call him to order and to address the motion before the house.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: There is no point of order as of yet.  

Debate Resumed 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There was no point; it was just to stall.  

Back to the point, the member for Cannington has asked me 650 questions in the last four months. Most of those 
have been frivolous; questions just to ask questions. He is from the Labor Party and the union movement and 
they confuse activity with productivity. It is just about flooding with information. Hon Kate Doust, who the 
member for Cannington knows well, often asks parallel questions. I wish they could get together and coordinate 
who is going to ask the questions. The questions are imprecise, waffly, often wrong, duplicated, and, I might, 
add, the answers are often available from public information.  
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Dr A.D. Buti: What about your answers?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just give me time. I have 10 minutes.  

The member for Cannington also has a character in that everything he says is discounted because he takes words 
out of quotes; he changes dates. If there is a certain date, I make a statement and he changes the date. He distorts 
everything. That is what he has done this time. He has asked that this matter be referred to the privileges 
committee because he cannot carry the debate on this specific issue. What does he do? He goes for the man. That 
is how he plays the game; that is always how he plays the game. It is a character flaw.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: What are you afraid of?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Nothing. I will go through these responses. Most of them are wrong and cooked up. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Let privileges consider it.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If members opposite question who is misleading the house, it is the member for Cannington.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Have an investigation; then we will know.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Why investigate him? We know what he does! He has done it for almost five years.  

One of the questions says that I knew what the capacity credits were. The Public Utilities Office, which is not the 
Office of Energy, is leaking information to him. That is a worry because the Public Utilities Office has in its 
possession all sorts of confidential information on gas contracts and tender documents—all sorts of stuff. If that 
leaks out, it could hurt the state, because the Public Utilities Office has all the information on the major 
contractors with our utilities. I do not know what information he is getting, but I warn him to be careful with 
some of the information he is getting.  

So the office gets him a document—I do not know what it is. I have literally had 10 or 20 briefing notes from the 
Public Utilities Office on a whole range of things. It gives me advice. We debate it. Sometimes it is right, 
sometimes it is wrong, but that is government. The member for Cannington mentioned yesterday that he has a 
leaked document from PUO—I do not know which one; I do not really care—about capacity grants. He said that 
I knew. Capacity credits are when the Independent Market Operator issues capacity credits in order to generate 
and that has to be checked. If you do not meet your target to generate electricity, you have to pay it back. That is 
an issue in Muja  A and B. The member for Cannington said that I came here and said I did not know what the 
capacity credits were. I said that I did not know what the capacity credits were—true. He says that I knew. I still 
do not know! It depends upon what we do with Muja A and B. So he knows—I do not—and he is accusing me. 
He said that I was lying, because he said—from a leaked document—that I knew what the capacity credits were 
when I did not, and I do not! How does he know? He just made it up.  
He said that in May I knew the joint venture was going to be wound up. I did not know. No decision was made. 
How does he know? I do not know. He accused me of failing to report to Parliament. I said in June that the cost 
of Muja A and B up to that date was $280 million. I did. The budget had $330 million. There is a difference 
between those numbers. The amount of $280 million was in June—the cost we incurred. If he were to read the 
budget, he would see that the $330 million is an estimate of Treasury of completing the project, including 
Muja A, stages 1 and 2. When one stops and one completes a project, member for Cannington, that incurs 
expenditure. Is that surprising? Maybe it is not in the Labor Party, where it is pulled from someone else and they 
go and get the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union to do a job for it. But this time it incurs extra 
money. The government has not made that decision yet. If the member for Cannington wanted to know what the 
difference was, I would gladly stand up and tell him what the estimated differences are. I would do that. But the 
member for Cannington did not do that. He said I was misleading Parliament.  

As to the insolvency of Verve Energy, I did say Verve was going towards insolvency because I looked at the 
data and I said it had about $450 million in assets. In that year, 2008, it had more than a $200 million loss. In my 
book, if you have $400 million in assets and you are losing $200 million-plus a year in the private sector, you are 
in trouble.  
Mr C.J. Barnett: That was the Labor legacy.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That was the Labor legacy. You are in trouble. But the member for Cannington says this is a 
vibrant business. That is an ALP business—vibrant: losing half of its assets in a year and we are going great! 
They like that.  
I turn now to Synergy. The member for Cannington said Synergy has minimal assets. It does! It does not have 
any buildings or plant; it has a computer system, which is almost useless if it was sold out of Synergy. 
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Its biggest asset is money owed by electricity buyers—in other words, it has a book value; other than that it has 
almost no assets. My point was that all the risk of the energy market was pushed onto Synergy and it had 
minimal to no assets to back it up. We are now experiencing the Labor Party’s legacy. Who backs up Synergy? It 
is taxpayers. The subsidy this year will be $380 million, and despite receiving that amount of money, Synergy 
has very few assets. If we put that together—the government kicking in $380 million a year and Synergy having 
virtually no assets—Synergy will make a profit this year of slightly over $11.5 million on a $3.5 billion turnover. 
To the Labor Party, that is a brilliant business! Am I right? Yes!  
Several members interjected.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is a real killer! As to the accusation of sneaky discussions with Hon Peter Collier, the 
member for Cannington said that I have met with and had discussions about things that went wrong. How would 
the member know? Do I have some kind of spying device on me? Maybe I should get the Corruption and Crime 
Commission onto this! Is someone putting tape recorders in my desk!  
Mr W.J. Johnston: Are you saying you did not discuss this question? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Do I discuss energy issues with Hon Peter Collier, who was the energy minister before me? 
Yes; it is no secret! I will admit that I have discussed energy issues, including Muja A and B, and answers to 
questions in Parliament with Hon Peter Collier. If that is violation of privilege, then God help us! God help us if 
I talk to one of my colleagues who was energy minister for four years! You guys are pathetic—absolutely 
pathetic!  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): It is turning into a rabble, members on my left. My eyes and ears 
are on who is on their feet. My eyes are not on the opposition, but I am hearing them. It is getting even more 
difficult for Hansard. There are only a couple of minutes left.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: One of the member for Cannington’s distortions concerned the Auditor General. I did 
mention the Auditor General, but who asked the Auditor General to hold an inquiry into Vinalco Joint Venture? 
It was the Public Accounts Committee of the previous Parliament.  
Ms M.M. Quirk: You have a tenuous grasp on sanity, minister.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: These are just facts! The PAC asked for that inquiry in 2010. These are facts and members 
can download the report, although most members would have it. The Auditor General said he could find no 
misallocation of risk between Vinalco and Verve, and no problem with the joint venture. The member for 
Cannington accused me today of distorting that finding and that it was untrue. This is a statement of fact. The 
member is accusing the Auditor General of lying to the Standing Committee on Public Administration  

Mr W.J. Johnston: No, I am not! I am accusing you of not telling the truth!  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am just quoting what the Auditor General told us. I will go back and summarise the real 
issues in this debate: he who throws rocks should not live in glass houses; and he who claims unparliamentary 
behaviour should not have a character like the member for Cannington! Is there any substance in this motion at 
all? No. It shows the people of Western Australia that not only is the member for Cannington slippery but also 
members opposite do not do their work. They should get to the issues and not go slimy about character 
references and slimy that I am trying to hide something. They should do their work and address the issue. They 
should also understand their own muck-ups in energy.  

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [10.44 am]: I have been watching that quite extraordinary performance by 
the Minister for Energy and it appears that my three-year-old has a more realistic grasp of the truth when 
responding to questions than the Minister for Energy does. When I asked Georgina the other day, “Did you draw 
all over my wall?” despite being covered in the same colour ink, she looked at me and said, “I didn’t do it, 
daddy! It wasn’t me!” That is the same response we got from the Minister for Energy, “I didn’t do it, daddy! It 
wasn’t me. I am just the energy minister! I didn’t do any of this. The computer system is useless; that’s the 
problem!” The computer system was introduced by Hon Peter Collier. We hear, “I didn’t do this, daddy. It had 
nothing to do with me!”  
In response to the member for Cannington, the Minister for Energy went through three issues, and not one 
addressed the three questions in the upper house that the member for Cannington had raised. Now the minister 
has said that the member for Cannington has accused the Auditor General of lying. I do not know what the 
minister was listening to, but it certainly was not debate on this motion.  

The problem we have now is that the minister has form. The minister is emerging as a lazy and/or negligent 
minister. During the debate around the feed-in tariff the minister relied on advice from February 2012, and on 
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what the Treasurer was saying to him, when he walked into the expenditure review committee of the cabinet and 
agreed to cut that tariff. The minister then said that the opposition has distorted everything when we relied on the 
minister’s response that he had got alternative advice and that he received that alternative advice on budget day. 
At the time the minister was making decisions to rip up contracts with Western Australians, the advice the 
minister relied on was from February 2012. The minister is utterly incapable of telling the truth and facing up to 
his own inadequacies. That is what that debate showed about this Minister for Energy.  

We all accept that Hon Peter Collier is utterly discredited—even members opposite accept that! This Minister for 
Energy is walking down the same path. Interestingly, we saw another example of that process yesterday, with the 
minister being utterly incapable of telling the truth or responding with accurate or complete information. 
Yesterday the Leader of the Opposition asked the Premier a question about street lighting that was based on what 
was contained in the budget. Then, watching the Channel Seven news last night, Geof Parry said late today that a 
government spokesman said the increase would only be one per cent and had accused the opposition of 
scaremongering. When I read the footnote to that report, it referred to an Economic and Expenditure Reform 
Committee final determination dated 26 June. Is that what the Premier was referring to, because that 
determination does not refer to a figure of one per cent? Let us not forget that the ERA simply advises 
government. The government has based its revenue estimates — 

Point of Order 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This motion is about referring a member of Parliament, a minister, to the privileges 
committee. We are now hearing about street lighting. It just points out that the member cannot make his point. 
While the member may have only 30 seconds left, I invite him to speak to the matter of privilege.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Further to the point of order, if the Premier reads the motion he will find that the first point 
refers to the minister and his truthfulness. That is what the member for Victoria Park is obviously referring to. 
Maybe if the Premier took the time to read the motion — 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Leader of the House! Leader of the House!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: If the Premier took the time to read the motion, he might understand what is being debated 
here instead of arrogantly — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Premier, have you completed your point of order?  

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me! I did not ask the member for West Swan or the member for Victoria 
Park to comment. I am listening.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Clearly the member for Victoria Park is referring to the motion before the house in the 
points that he is making. The Premier’s point of order is a complete furphy.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I have a further point of order. It has generally been considered particularly unruly to 
interject while someone is making a point of order.  

Several members interjected. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Again, we are seeing it now!  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for Wanneroo! 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Most people know that I have been here a long time, just like the Premier. The fact is 
that during my time in this house I have never seen so many people interject during points of order. It is 
generally an accepted practice that when someone takes a point of order, it is a serious matter that is not 
interjected on. While the Leader of the Opposition made his point of order, none other than the Premier 
incessantly interjected during the point of order and he was not called to order. I draw your attention to that, 
Mr Acting Speaker, and I ask you to make a ruling on that.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I take your point.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The point I am making is the budget has an 11.8 per cent assumption around street lighting 
but the Minister for Energy has told journalists that it is only one per cent. That creates a problem with the 
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minister’s budget; not only a revenue problem, but also a problem around his truthfulness in the fact that the 
Minister for Energy does not have the capacity to do his job, as we saw with the feed-in tariff. That the minister 
is utterly reluctant to debate the issues raised by the member for Cannington about referring this issue to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee shows he has an issue. The government backbench knows there is an issue 
with this Minister for Energy, which has continued since Hon Peter Collier. It is about time the minister faced up 
to that.  

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr I.M. Britza) casting his vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (20) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

Noes (36) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A.P. Jacob Mr N.W. Morton 
Mr F.A. Alban Ms W.M. Duncan Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms E. Evangel Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr R.S. Love Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr V.A. Catania Dr K.D. Hames Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr C.D. Hatton Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 

            

Pairs 
 Ms S.F. McGurk Mr T.R. Buswell 

Question thus negatived. 
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