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VERVE ENERGY AND SYNERGY — CORRESPONDENCE WITH PREMIER — 
REFERRAL TO PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 

Matter of Public Interest 
THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed 
time of a letter from the Leader of the Opposition 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: Member for Wanneroo and Minister for Corrective Services, I call you both to order for the 
first time. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [2.53 pm]: I move — 

That the Premier be condemned for lying in relation to the Verve–Synergy merger and that this matter 
be referred to the Procedure and Privileges Committee to report by 31 December 2013. 

This is a very serious allegation. To refer to the Premier as having lied to the house is just about as serious as we 
can get in this place. We make the allegation because we have all the evidence that the Premier did so. We will 
go through that evidence and point out exactly what the Premier did in relation to this important issue. This is not 
a small issue; this is a massive financial issue for this state. This is a massive financial issue for the state budget; 
this is a massive issue of truthfulness and honesty for this Parliament. We are not dealing with some little issue, 
some trifle or some exaggeration on something of small or passing importance; we are dealing with a major 
piece of legislation before this Parliament that has severe consequences potentially for business, industry and 
householders in this state. 

The reason we raise this is that the only justification the Premier has come up with to justify the laws that are 
before this Parliament is this supposed letter that called for it, according to him—just one piece of justification; 
that is all the Premier has been able to come out with. Every other organisation involved in business, energy or 
electricity has said, “Don’t do this”, but the Premier, in doing this, said that he had correspondence from the 
heads of Verve and Synergy that called on the government to bring them together, and that was his magic bullet. 
That was the magic bullet saying that this should occur. That is why this is important, because if that magic 
bullet turns out to be a dud, the Premier needs to be held to account for that misleading of and lying to this 
Parliament—lying to this Parliament on two separate occasions and lying to the press outside this Parliament in 
April this year about a matter of this level of significance. 

We are suggesting that this house should refer this matter to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. The 
Procedure and Privileges Committee is not some sort of dobbing; it is not some sort of sending the matter to the 
principal. The Procedure and Privileges Committee is the body established by Westminster Parliaments to deal 
with contempts before the house, and there is a long history of contempts before the house, including 
deliberately misleading the house. That is why, according to all the texts surrounding the operations of 
Procedures and Privileges Committees, these matters can be referred by the house to that body for it to examine. 
That is why we have suggested the Procedure and Privileges Committee look at it. The government has the 
numbers on the Procedure and Privileges Committee. Why does it not allow the body upon which it has control 
to look at this matter? If the government had any gumption or decency, it would let that organisation, that body 
comprising members of this house, including the Speaker, look at this matter. That is why we are suggesting that 
this be referred to that body. 

We are suggesting this: that the ethical and honesty bar in this government and in this Parliament led by this 
Premier has been pushed down so low in this matter. We are suggesting that is the case because the Premier 
came in here and lied to the Parliament. That is setting an appalling example. My view of the Premier is this: he 
has been so institutionalised in this place over the past 23 years that he does not even know when he is telling the 
truth and when he is not. On this one, I think he did know, but he started the lie back in April and he has 
continued it until now. Last week he was caught out. The reason why I think he had a consciousness of guilt 
about this matter is that when he was asked for a copy of the magic letter that allegedly justified his actions in 
merging Verve and Synergy, he refused to provide it to the press. He refused to provide it to the press from April 
this year until Thursday of the last week of sitting. What does that refusal to provide the letter mean? If the letter 
justified the Premier’s course of action, he would have released it, but he did not. The fact that his office did not 
allow it to be released and that he was forced into releasing it on the Thursday of the last week of sitting suggests 
to me a consciousness of guilt—that he knew, the whole way along, that he had gone out there and said 
something that was untrue, and then tried to hide it. When he came in here on that Thursday, it was one of the 
most incredible displays. He stood up during question time and instead of owning up and saying, “I misled the 
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house; I apologise to the house”, what did he do? He stood up and said, “I took a bit of licence; I might have 
exaggerated a little bit. I went a little bit far. The letter really does justify what I was saying, but I just went a 
little bit far.” He did not even own up to it when he was caught out in black and white. 

I will go through what exactly happened. In The West Australian of 1 November 2013, the Premier was quoted 
as having said, on 10 April this year — 

I guess one of the telling points came mid last year when the chairmen of both Verve and Synergy 
wrote to me and said the two should be amalgamated. And I took that advice.  

That is what he said to the press on 10 April in trying to justify the merger of Verve Energy and Synergy. To 
justify that merger he had to take a submission to cabinet, and as part of that submission he would have had to 
provide grounds. Considering that his number one ground was this alleged letter from Verve and Synergy, he 
would have been familiar with the contents of that letter, because that was the only justification he had. He then 
went out there in April and said that that was his justification. According to the written commentary, the press 
was then advised by other people—unbeknownst to me—that that statement was untrue. The press then asked 
the Premier for a copy of the letter, and he declined to provide it. That is consciousness of guilt. 

Then, during the last week’s sitting, the member for Willagee was making a speech and the Premier again 
referred to the letter twice—this time not in a press conference, but in this house—and said, on 30 October 
2013 — 

… why would the chairmen of both Synergy and Verve write to the Premier of the day and say, “This 
does not work; you need to put the two entities back together”? 

That is what he said. He then reiterated the same point even more forcefully, later in the same debate. He 
stated — 

I’m just telling you that the chairmen of the two utilities wrote to me in a joint letter, saying, “This does 
not work; put it together.” Fact. 

Fact! That is what he said.  

We then got a copy of the letter; it was pushed out during Thursday question time of the last week’s sitting, 
two weeks ago. The letter makes no mention of calling for the re-merger of Verve and Synergy; no mention! It 
states, in part — 

… the Boards are willing to co-operate with the Government and would welcome the opportunity to 
research, design and implement a merged entity, should the Government choose to proceed with the 
merger. 
At this stage however, the Government’s key objectives for the proposed merger are not entirely clear 
to us. 

Further along, the letter continues — 
… the Corporations are keen to avoid being involved in what might turn out to be a less than 
satisfactory process or outcome, and to this end we suggest that the Corporations undertake a 
conventional due diligence exercise before a decision is made to proceed. 

The letter goes on to refer to all the work that should be done under a due diligence exercise, and even goes on to 
say “the impact of the merger on some of the existing market participants, that is, privately owned generators” 
would need to be considered. It also goes on to suggest that there might be compensation claims as part of that. 
Was that due diligence exercise ever carried out? No. Was that business case ever prepared?  

Opposition members: No.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Does this letter say that Synergy and Verve should be merged?  

Opposition members: No! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No! None of the things that the Premier said were justification for this legislation are 
contained in the letter he used as the principal justification. That was a lie, and the Premier needs to own up 
today and, instead of standing in this place and bullying and intimidating and going over all sorts of irrelevant 
red herrings, address the issue, my friend. This is the issue.  

Why has the Premier done this? It is because he has an unhealthy obsession with rolling back any change put in 
place by the former Labor government, even though it was supported by industry, business, the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia, the Chamber of Minerals and Energy — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: And the Liberal opposition. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: The changes were supported by Matt Birney and the Liberal caucus in 2005. The Premier 
has an unhealthy fetish—an obsession—with getting his way, and he does not have any justification for what he 
is doing because his justification has been blown out of the water.  

So, what will the Premier say? I will make a prediction: the Premier is going to stand and go over all sorts of 
things that might have happened in the past 15 years. That is what he will do. All sorts of things might have 
happened 30 years ago. I could do the same! I could go to the finance brokers disaster, if he wants. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Windimurra. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Windimurra —the pipeline to nowhere! I could go over all them! The canal—I can talk 
about the canal! 
Mr W.J. Johnston: That was another lie. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I could talk about that! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER: Sorry; member for Cannington, can you withdraw that statement, please? You said, “That is 
another lie.” 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will withdraw; I am not sure.  

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I could talk about all those things, but I am not; I am talking about this letter. The issue is 
the Synergy–Verve letter. This is the issue, and the Premier’s unhealthy obsession. This is the issue of today. 
This is the issue he needs to answer. I will sit in a moment, but I note that the letter states, as I am sure the 
Premier will also quote — 

… the Government will appreciate that the changes made to the electricity industry in the past ten years 
have not been well managed and have not been a success. 

That is their opinion. I disagree with that opinion.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Billions of dollars of private investment are in the system that would not have occurred 
but for the reforms to the electricity system—fact! That is a fact, Premier! The Economic Regulation Authority, 
the Chamber of Commerce and Industry, the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, the Energy Supply Association 
and the Oates report all say exactly that.  

I disagree with what is in this letter, but that does not mean that they should be re-merged. I also point out that if 
it is over the past 10 years, four of those years were on this Premier’s watch. Just remember this: during that 
period, the government changed the replacement vesting contract. So, perhaps they are referring to things this 
government did! They do not elaborate. They say a whole range of things, but none of them is what the Premier 
said this letter said. That is the nub of the matter.  

The other thing the Premier will say is that if we are always held to telling the truth, it removes all spontaneity 
and vibrancy from the Parliament! I heard the Premier say on the radio that we have to be able to have 
spontaneity and vibrancy! If that is code for not telling the truth, I do not want spontaneity and vibrancy. I want 
the truth! I am looking at the Premier, and the Premier is someone who cannot handle the truth!  

Several members interjected.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is the issue. 
Mr C.J. Barnett: Let’s see how you measure up — 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am more than happy any day.  

They will be the excuses. But I close on this: the Premier is always so indignant and so angry whenever anyone 
holds him to account. Whenever I point out a broken promise, according to the Premier that is re-running the 
election campaign! Whenever I point out that he lied to the Parliament, it is “How dare you?” He lives from one 
day to the next, and whatever happened the day before does not count. That is the way the Premier operates. That 
is why I am saying that in here we are institutionalised; in the real world what the Premier said before counts. 
What the Premier said the other week counts. What the Premier said before the election counts. That is the real 
world and that is the standard to which the Premier should be held.  
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MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [3.10 pm]: I rise to support the motion that the Premier be condemned for 
lying about the Verve–Synergy merger and that this matter be referred to the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee to report by December 2013. I highlight that that is what we are talking about. I know what will 
happen here because the government has form. Government members will get up and talk about everything other 
than the issue confronting the chamber, which is the fact that the Premier lied to us and the people of this state. 
He lied when he said that Verve and Synergy’s chairs had written to him to ask him to amalgamate the two 
companies. That never happened. When the Premier said it to the media on 10 April and in this chamber the 
other week, it was a lie. The way we deal with these matters in this chamber is to have the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee deal with it. We have asked that committee to take on that responsibility. That is the issue 
we are discussing. I imagine that a number of members opposite will get up and tell us all the reasons that 
disaggregating Western Power was a bad idea. Unfortunately, Mr Speaker, you will need to rule them out of 
order, because that is not what is being debated. None of those issues are relevant to the Premier lying to the 
people of this state. We need to hear from the Premier and the government the defence of that lie and not about 
issues unrelated to the lie. The lie was that Verve and Synergy asked the Premier to do that.  

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That was a lie. It was always a lie and the Premier knew it. The Premier came into this 
chamber and lied. He knew that that was untrue when he said it and that makes it a lie. I point out that the 
Premier has a problem in the energy space. I give the example that on 20 June 2013 the Premier said about Muja 
power station — 

It is actually still profitable … 

That is a direct quote from Hansard, yet I have in my hand the Verve annual report, which states that there was a 
$76 966 000 loss on the Muja project.  

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Riverton, I formally call you to order for the first time today.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will read out what the report states — 

From the acquisition date to 30 June 2013, Vinalco contributed revenue of $2,873,000 and resulted in a 
profit of $435,000 to the Group’s results.  

However, later on the same page the report refers to “Impairment on goodwill” and a $76 966 000 loss. When 
the Premier said on 20 June that Muja power station was profitable, that was also untrue. But we are not debating 
that; we are debating why the Premier lied to this chamber when he said that the Verve and Synergy company 
chairmen had asked him to amalgamate the two companies. That is the only issue that we are dealing with today. 
As I said, we know that you, Mr Speaker, will hold this debate to its proper course.  

I make the point that our code of conduct provides — 

(10) Misleading the Parliament or the Public 
Members must not knowingly mislead the Parliament or the public in statements they make and are 
obliged to correct the Parliamentary record as soon as possible when incorrect statements are made 
unintentionally. 

The Premier has made no personal explanation to this chamber to say that he unintentionally lied about this 
matter. The Premier had the opportunity the other week when he tabled the letter. If he wanted to correct the 
record of Parliament, he could have done so, but instead he wanted to spin and obfuscate on this issue. He 
wanted to continue to protect the lie he made in April and the lie he made the other week. I remind the house of 
what he said to the media, which is clearly in breach of the code of conduct for members of Parliament. He 
said —  

I guess one of the telling points came mid last year when the chairmen of Verve and Synergy wrote to 
me and said the two should be amalgamated. And I took that advice, … 

I make the point that that never happened. That was a fabrication. It was not true; it was a lie. If the Premier now 
says that it was such a long time since he had read the letter, it is still a lie. If he was not of the mind of knowing 
the truth of that, he could not make that statement. It does not matter how long ago he read the letter. It does not 
matter what the facts were that he had forgotten; that actually proves the lie. If he now says that he misled 
because he did not know the truth, that is still a lie. Unless he took the first opportunity to correct the record, he 
has no defence at all. We know that he has lied. We know what is going to happen. He will talk about everything 
except the lie—everything except the issue that we are debating. The one thing that the Premier will not do in the 
debate today is come to the point of the debate. The only thing that we are discussing today is the Premier’s lie to 
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this Parliament and to the people of this state about Verve Energy and Synergy and the letter from those two men 
and the fact that not a single word of that letter supports the lie that the Premier made. I remind the chamber 
again of the lie of Wednesday, 30 October. He said — 

I will not interject again, — 
We could have objected to those words as well —  

but why would the chairmen of both Synergy and Verve write to the Premier of the day and say, “This 
does not work; you need to put the two entities back together”? One of those chairmen was appointed 
by the Labor government. 

Later on he said — 
It is pertinent when those two chairmen, both experienced business people and experienced in the 
industry, make the point that this does not work. 

That was a lie. That is not in the contents of this letter. We have been through this letter in some detail because 
we happened to debate the Verve–Synergy matter on the day that the Premier made his lie. We talked about this 
letter on the Thursday of the last parliamentary sitting week. The Premier cannot defend himself by saying that 
he had forgotten the contents of the letter. That proves the lie. If the Premier could not remember the contents of 
the letter, how could he quote from it? How could he come to the chamber on Wednesday, 30 October and claim 
that this was the content of the letter? How could that be? That is no defence to lying to the chamber. The 
Premier cannot weasel his way out of this matter. There is only one appropriate course here, and that is to have 
the Procedure and Privileges Committee deal with this matter. I remind the chamber that I was once accused of 
lying to this chamber, and I spoke in favour of the referral motion. The matter went to the committee and the 
report came back showing that I had told the truth. What is the member for Wanneroo saying—that the 
committee was wrong? 
Mr P.T. Miles interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, just carry on, please. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I was just making sure what the implication was, Mr Speaker, because the report was 
tabled and you read the report into Hansard and it found that I had told the truth in this chamber. When I was 
accused of not telling the truth, I was very happy to have the Procedure and Privileges Committee, with a 
majority of Liberal members, look at my behaviour, because I knew I had nothing to hide. 

We know where this debate is going. The Minister for Energy will talk about all this stuff to do with 
disaggregation and the honourable Treasurer will make his usual song and dance routine, but the Premier will 
not acknowledge that his lie is what we are discussing. We are not discussing the disaggregation of Verve and 
Synergy and Western Power and we are not talking about the Independent Market Operator or the replacement 
vesting contract. These are not the things that we are debating. We are debating why the Premier told a lie in this 
chamber and why the Premier told a lie to the people of this state. He cannot defend himself by saying that he 
had forgotten the contents of the letter, because that proves the lie. That proves that what he said in the chamber 
was not true; it was not based on the information contained in the letter. Let us understand this very clearly. If his 
defence is that he had forgotten what was said, why was that not what he said in the chamber? He did not 
interject on the member for Willagee and say, “I have forgotten the contents of the letter from the chairmen of 
Verve and Synergy.” He interjected and said — 

… This does not work; you need to put the two entities back together”? One of those chairmen was 
appointed by the Labor government. 

That is what the Premier said. He cannot rewrite the truth. The truth is written in Hansard and we know what 
was said. That is the issue that we are dealing with, not any other extraneous matter, and that is what the Premier 
has to answer. We do not want to see a song and dance routine or a distraction from other ministers; we want to 
hear the Premier explain his lie.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.20 pm]: We have had a one-week break from Parliament. I 
would have thought there were some issues in the community; for example, local government reform, education 
issues, the Kwinana bulk jetty, the police dealing with a potentially dangerous situation in the south west — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen, I call you for the third time. I have done my utmost to make sure that 
the opposition’s speeches were heard in silence, and I expect the same courtesy the other way. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: There are many important issues of concern and interest to the public. Training funding is 
a current issue; Elizabeth Quay has been an issue for the opposition for some time; and there is also floating 
LNG. I would have thought that the opposition would have done some work on some of those issues, but the 
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opposition has come back to this chamber with a lazy motion on what is an insignificant matter. The opposition 
does not get to the main issues.  

Dr A.D. Buti: So you not telling the truth is not significant?  

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I put you on notice that if you shout out, you will be asked to leave the 
chamber. I have said previously that I have done my utmost to make sure that the arguments were heard in 
silence, and I expect the same courtesy for the Premier. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This motion that the opposition has moved accuses me as Premier of lying. Indeed, I 
noticed that the Leader of the Opposition accused me on television of being a blatant liar. I wonder whether 
other members opposite are going around saying that publicly.  

The opposition is not addressing an issue of great significance, but I will go through it and I will respond to it. 

Mrs M.H. Roberts: So it is not significant whether you lie or not? 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I have been a member of Parliament for quite a long time; I am in my twenty-third year. 
The Labor Party has made three attempts in that time to discredit me and pull apart my standing and reputation. I 
will detail those for the interests of new members here. The first attempt was when Labor referred me—and 
succeeded—to the Procedure and Privileges Committee for some form of misconduct relating to my work as a 
local member to have a property in Peppermint Grove called The Cliffe taken off the state heritage list. Mark 
Creasy, a well-known prospector, was the owner of that property. I was accused by the Labor Party of all sorts of 
wrongdoing and improper conduct. The opposition even accused my son of being involved; the opposition even 
went to that point. My son, somewhat upset, contacted me immediately and said, “I do not think, dad, that I have 
even met Mark Creasy. When I was a stockbroker, I may have spoken to him about a listing”. That is when he 
was a junior and beginning his working career. The local newspaper ran a series of vicious articles, implying a 
whole range of things. There was a correspondent to that local newspaper from Sydney—I think it might have 
been a Mr Butcher—who accused me of everything and wrote page after page about me. To the great credit of 
my electorate officer, she tracked him down, and do members know who he was? He was a leftover groupie 
from the 1970s who was a fan of The Triffids, a well-known Western Australian group — 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Speaker, under Standing Order 94, a member’s speech must be relevant to the 
question before the house. The question before the house is whether the Premier should be condemned for lying 
in relation to the Verve–Synergy merger, not whether he should be condemned for any earlier issues that he 
might be trying to canvass now. The matter before the house is very specific. It is that the Premier be condemned 
for lying in relation to the Verve–Synergy merger, and that the matter be referred to the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee. It is very specific. It is not an opportunity to re-canvass whatever other earlier issues the Premier 
might feel aggrieved about. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: To accuse a Premier of being a blatant liar on public television is a serious matter, and, 
Mr Speaker, I therefore have the right to respond to that as I wish. The sole motivation of the Labor Party is to 
try to discredit the Premier of the state for political purposes, so I will respond as I wish. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Premier has been in this place for about 20 years so he should know that it is not his 
entitlement to respond as he wishes. Mr Speaker, I draw to your and the Premier’s attention standing order 94, 
which states under the heading “Relevance” — 

A member’s speech must be relevant to the question under discussion …  

It is not up to the Premier to respond as he wishes.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: It is open to any member, in this case the Premier, who is accused of lying to Parliament to 
give a defence, including referring to previous examples where he has been accused of that.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, if someone is making assertions about a member’s bad character, they 
have a right to reply as to their good character.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Labor Party in government referred me to the Procedure and Privileges Committee 
over an issue that was proved and shown to be absolutely false.  

Mr M. McGowan: It wasn’t us in government; you were in government.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Labor Party was in government.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 12 November 2013] 

 p5852c-5867a 
Speaker; Mr Mark McGowan; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Colin Barnett; Mrs Michelle Roberts; Mr John Day; Mr 

Paul Miles; Dr Kim Hames; Dr Mike Nahan; Mr Ben Wyatt 

 [7] 

Mr M. McGowan: We were in opposition. Get the facts right. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker.  

Mr M. McGowan: The Parliament referred you.  

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 

Does the member for Wanneroo have a point of order?  

Point of Order 

Mr P.T. MILES: Yes, thank you, Mr Speaker. This side of the house listened to both members, much to our 
disgust, without any — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you. Sit down, please. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you to order for the second time. Member for Butler, I call you to 
order for the first time. I have asked to hear points of order in silence.  

Mr P.T. MILES: Thank you, Mr Speaker. This side of the house has listened to the opposition point out its 
concerns in this matter of public interest, and listened in silence. I ask you, Mr Speaker, to ask opposition 
members for the same courtesy that government members gave them when they made their points.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Further to the point of order, the opposition has been interjecting because the Premier 
has been misleading the house by suggesting that the matter of The Cliffe was a matter dealt with when the 
Labor Party was in government. 

The SPEAKER: That is not a point of order, member for Midland. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Labor Party was not, Mr Speaker; it was when the Liberal Party coalition was in 
government.  

The SPEAKER: There is no point of order, member for Midland. Premier, you can now carry on. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The reference to the privileges committee over The Cliffe was totally discredited; it was 
done for a political purpose. The correspondent to the local newspaper was finally exposed as being associated 
with The Triffids, who wanted to retain that house as some sort of memorial. That is how stupid it was. It was an 
issue run by the Labor Party to try to discredit me.  

The second attempt by the Labor Party to discredit me related to a referral by a former member, Eric Ripper, to 
the WA Corruption and Crime Commission relating to a decision by a former member for Fremantle, Adele 
Carles, to support the Liberal–National government. The CCC dismissed that out of hand with no case to answer. 
That was again a frivolous use of a serious institution, the CCC, for a petty political purpose. It was an absolute 
abuse of the proper role of the CCC and the matter was dismissed almost immediately. It was frivolous, 
politically motivated and irresponsible in terms of the proper conduct of the affairs of this Parliament and this 
state.  

I do not claim to be a saint. I take part in vigorous debate in this chamber. I always have and probably always 
will. That is the nature of a Parliament. However, I have been in politics for 23 years. For the record, I have been 
a Premier for five years. In addition, I have been a minister for eight years, a Leader of the Opposition for four 
years and a deputy Leader of the Opposition for one year. I think I have probably been subject to a fair bit of 
parliamentary and media scrutiny over that period. I accept that willingly. If one takes public office, one is open 
to scrutiny here and in the media. I accept that, and I have never complained about it. In all of that scrutiny that 
has gone on within Parliament, in the media and in the wider community over a long period in public office and 
when holding higher office—I am not being silly in saying this—have I been found to be criminal? No. Have I 
been found to be corrupt? No. Have I been found to be improper in my conduct? No. Have I abused 
entitlements—travel or any other? No. I must say that when my wife travelled with me once, she was questioned 
by the Labor Party over ordering a cup of tea and a ham sandwich. That was it. 

In those 23 years have I ever misused privilege in this Parliament to attack a third party? No. Have I ever 
employed members of my family to work in my office or anywhere in government? No. Members can search if 
they want to, but over the past 23 years — 

Mr P. Papalia: Have you lied to the Parliament?  
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The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the first time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members can search through Hansard if they want to. I am no saint. I am not perfect; I 
make mistakes. Members may disagree with my policies and they may not like me. Find the criminal act, find 
the corrupt act, find the improper behaviour, find the misuse of allowances, and find the member of my family 
employed in my office. They will not. They will not find any of that over 23 years.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the second time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am not going to do it, but some time ago I made a speech about a football team and one 
by one I went through members of the Labor Party when they were in government. I am not going to do it again 
but I could. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: It was rubbish.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Butler! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: All the accusations, two attempts, counting today, to refer me to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee and one referral to the Corruption and Crime Commission. It is a bit rich coming from the 
Labor Party, which had five ministers forced to resign, four ministers as a result of inquiries by the CCC—not 
inquiries referred to the CCC by the Liberal Party, but inquiries resulting from independently initiated 
investigations of the CCC. There is a big difference.  

I am not in the business of running to the teacher like the Leader of the Opposition. I accept the robustness of 
parliamentary debate, and I will come back to that. When one runs to the teacher like that, one loses the respect 
of everyone in this Parliament and a lot of the community. Accuse me of a criminal act, a corrupt act, employing 
family members in my office, misappropriating allowances—members might have a point, but the Leader of the 
Opposition cannot do that over 23 years. He has very little substance. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the third time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We have a motion before us—the third attempt in my political career to discredit me. The 
Labor Party cannot win the debate, it cannot win the policy debate and it could not win the last two elections, so 
this is what it degenerates down to. This is where the Labor Party is. 

Mr M. McGowan: It’s a question of your honesty. Why don’t you deal with it?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I think I just did. I have been honest for 23 years. One of the members who was called 
before the CCC is leaving the chamber. Why would he not leave the chamber?  

Mr J.R. Quigley: I will come back and I will interject on that and say I was exonerated in the flesh.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Butler, I call you to order for the second time.  

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Speaker, this time I draw your attention to standing order 92, which states — 

Imputations of improper motives and personal reflections on the Sovereign, the Governor, a judicial 
officer or members of the Assembly or the Council are disorderly other than by substantive motion. 

The Premier has clearly made a reflection on the member for Butler. He is therefore out of order and I would ask 
you to deal with that matter.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I heard the Premier say that “One of the people who reported me to the 
CCC is leaving the chamber.” How is that an improper motive? 

Several members interjected.  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Speaker, I do not know whether or not you were listening clearly. It was actually an 
adverse reflection on the member for Butler, implying not that the member for Butler had referred the Premier to 
the CCC but, indeed, that the member for Butler had a case to answer at the CCC.  
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: That is what the Premier said.  
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members!  
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Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: He said he was running from the chamber.  
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Butler!  
I heard the Premier say that the member for Butler was the person who had referred him to the CCC. That is how 
I understood it. Anyway, I am not going to get into an argument. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: The transcript will be there.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! Let us move on.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: You were dishonest about the letter. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Butler, I call you to order for the third time.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The member for Butler called the Premier dishonest and I think that he should be asked to 
withdraw that. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will continue.  

This is the third attempt to try to discredit me. Okay; let me comment on that. The comments I made in the house 
on the evening of, I think, 30 October were by way of an interjection. The member for Willagee was speaking to 
the Verve and Synergy debate and I interjected as he spoke. I accept the standard of the house; I am not arguing 
about that. I was not making a prepared speech; I was not reading from anything. I simply made an interjection 
in a volatile and heated debate, as debates in Parliament normally are.  

I quote from Hansard of 30 October as follows — 

I will not interject again, but why would the chairmen of both Synergy and Verve write to the Premier 
of the day and say — 

I was paraphrasing; I was not quoting from anything. To continue — 

“This does not work; you need to put the two entities back together”? One of those chairmen was 
appointed by the Labor government.  

That was an interjection in a debate, off the top of my head. I was not reading anything; I did not have a piece of 
paper in my hand. I certainly did not have the letter in my hand. I was simply making an interjection, and 
interjections happen 100 times a day in this house. The member for Cannington asked a question the following 
day. That is fair enough; he was doing his job.  

Mr M. McGowan: You left out the second quote by the way.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: You have had your time.  

Mr M. McGowan: You left it out. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is a man over there who called me a blatant liar. He will not get much tolerance 
from me; I can tell him that. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Not at all.  
Mr R.H. Cook: It’s horrible being caught out, isn’t it?  
Mr M. McGowan: The truth hurts.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: No.  

The following day the member for Cannington asked me a question about this matter. In response to his 
question, I said, and, again, I quote from Hansard of Thursday, 31 October as follows —  

Perhaps what I said yesterday might have been a slight overstatement. I have the letter and I will quote 
from it.  
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I proceeded to quote from the letter. On the previous day I did not have the letter. I said very clearly in Hansard 
of 30 October that the letter did not call for an amalgamation, but certainly made comments along those lines. I 
will spare the house hearing the whole letter. I quote from one part of the letter from the two chairmen of Verve 
and Synergy — 

… the changes made to the electricity industry in the past ten years have not been well managed and 
have not been a success.  

The letter and the attachment to it explained at length a whole range of issues that would result in an 
improvement for the Western Australian public with the two utilities being merged. Yes; it is a letter of 
18 months ago. I cannot recall reading it previously in those intervening 18 months. It was not the prime 
motivation for bringing the matter to cabinet, but it was a consideration in my mind. Eighteen months ago, 
in March 2012, there was a lot of debate about whether we should merge. During its first term in government, 
this state government tried to make the system work—the changes to the vesting agreement and the like. But it 
was patently clear that they were not working and the motivation for taking the Verve and Synergy merger to 
cabinet was a loss approaching $1 billion, and there was no sign of those losses diminishing. That was the cold, 
hard motivation. I am sure the Minister for Energy will add comment in that regard. I acknowledged in question 
time that my comments were not strictly accurate.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite giggle. They should show some maturity. 

The comment was an ad hoc, off-the-cuff comment about a letter from 18 months ago—a letter that provided a 
case for amalgamation. I conceded that it did not strictly say to put them back together. I read from the letter and 
I stand by it. That letter was a case in point showing the advantages of amalgamating Verve and Synergy. Yes, 
members opposite may have a point: the interjection I made in the heat of debate was not strictly correct. I 
conceded that and I acknowledged that when questioned on it. It was therefore an exaggerated statement—a 
paraphrasing of a letter that I probably had not read in 12 to 18 months. Yes, technically it was verbally wrong; I 
concede that. If members opposite want an apology, I apologise for that. But it was off the cuff and it was in the 
spirit of the letter written and the discussions that were going on. I tabled the letter; I did not seek to hide the 
letter. The reason I did not table the letter at a press conference some six months ago is that I knew it referred to 
individuals. I had not looked at the letter, so I was not going to table a letter that referred to individuals until I 
had seen it. When I checked the letter after questioning from members opposite, I was satisfied that enough time 
had passed and that we could go on and do that. 

This motion is nothing more or nothing less than an attempt to damage my character. Members opposite may 
succeed. They might not like me. They might hate me. They might go out and call me a blatant liar, but the 
Leader of the Opposition will be accountable for it. 

Mr M. McGowan: This is a policy issue. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is not a policy debate. This is about referring a Premier of Western Australia to the 
Procedure and Privileges Committee, and that is what I will respond to. 

If we are talking about character, let us talk about character just for a moment, and let us talk about the character 
of the Leader of the Opposition. 

Point of Order 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Point of order, Mr Speaker. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Speaker, there are standing orders in this place for a reason, and I again refer to 
relevance and standing order 94, which states, “A member’s speech must be relevant to the question under 
discussion.” The question under discussion is the Premier’s character, not the character of anyone else in this 
house. 

The SPEAKER: Premier, I have given you licence to dispute the statements that were made about you, but can 
you please keep your argument to the motion in front of us. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, the point that I intend to make is that yes, members opposite could argue, and 
I accept, that what I said was not to the word of the letter—a letter I did not have in front of me. Did I knowingly 
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mislead the Parliament? No, I did not. Inadvertently it was not word perfect, but it was certainly the spirit of the 
letter, including an attachment, outlining the advantages of amalgamation. 

I just want to make a couple of comments about character, because this motion is about referring a Premier of the 
state—forget Colin Barnett—to the Procedure and Privileges Committee on the basis that what is said in 
Parliament must be absolutely strictly correct to the word. 

Mr M. McGowan: Have the courage to move a motion. Come in here with your own motion. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Leader of the Opposition does not like this, does he? 

I would say that everyone in this Parliament at some stage will say something—if they have not already—that is 
not word perfect. Is it intentional? No. I have never intentionally misled this Parliament in any way in 23 years. I 
am not saying that I do everything right; I am not saying that my memory is perfect; but never have I gone out 
and intentionally misled this Parliament. 

If members opposite are going to refer a person—in this case me—to the Procedure and Privileges Committee, 
they must be convinced, first, that the person was knowingly misleading—I deny that; and, secondly, that this is 
a serious breach of parliamentary debate. That is the test. Members opposite say it is serious. Let us take the 
Leader of the Opposition, Mark McGowan, as the test. I refer to a reference from an article some time ago in 
2008 — 

Point of Order 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Point of order, Mr Speaker. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Come on! You put up a debate and you will not fight it. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Midland. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I just want to inquire as to whether or not you will be 
upholding standing order 92 with respect to imputations and personal reflections needing to be made by way of 
substantive motion, as the Labor Party has made today. 

The SPEAKER: I think the Premier wishes to make reference to another set of circumstances, which he is 
entitled to do. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is the test as to whether something should go to the — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There are a lot of interjections; members opposite should listen to this. 

The test is: at what level of “misleading”, “incorrect” or “not word perfect” do members opposite refer someone 
to the Procedure and Privileges Committee? Let us take the self-righteous Leader of the Opposition as a test. Let 
us take him as a test. I will read a short quote from an article of 6 May 2008 referring to a meeting between 
Mr McGowan and Noel Crichton-Browne. My quote relates not to that meeting, but to the parliamentary side of 
the matter. It states — 

Mr McGowan told parliament they met in 2001 because Mr Crichton-Browne wanted to pass on 
information about members of the Liberal Party. 

Today, Mr McGowan conceded that it was him that initiated the contact with the former Senator. 

That is another example, which might well be deliberate. The Leader of the Opposition told Parliament that 
Noel Crichton-Browne initiated the meeting; he had to then admit that he had not told the truth and that he had 
sought the meeting. I refer to another example.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Who wrote that article? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will give it to the member later.  

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There was another issue that I thought was kind of interesting. This is about the test of 
when a statement to Parliament is so wrong and so deliberate that it should be referred to the Procedure and 
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Privileges Committee. I remind the house again that the Leader of the Opposition is putting himself up as the 
holder of high standards, so let us is look at his standards. I will quote very briefly from an article that appeared 
on PerthNow in 2008. All members should listen, please, because this is about the holder of high standards. It 
reads — 

THE future of the Premier’s right-hand man, Education Minister Mark McGowan, hangs in the 
balance after revelations of his links to Brian Burke.  
Mr McGowan has repeatedly — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Listen! 

Mr McGowan — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: You cannot take the reply! 

Point of Order 
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Mr Speaker, can I ask why you are not upholding standing order 92 and why you are 
allowing this Premier to go into a series of character assassinations, which are strictly not permitted. If the 
Premier wants to have a debate about that, he can do it by way of substantive motion.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mrs M.H. Roberts interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Midland! The accusation of lying is about the most serious accusation that can be 
made, so I will allow the Premier to continue his speech. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: This is about the standard of what gets referred to the privileges committee. The 
opposition is following its leader on his high, virtuous role. It needs to understand what his real standing and 
practice are. I will make a very brief quote. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Premier, can you come to the end of these examples? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am. I will just quote a short paragraph. I repeat — 

THE future of the Premier’s right-hand man, Education Minister Mark McGowan, hangs in the 
balance after revelations of his links to Brian Burke.  
Mr McGowan has repeatedly denied involvement with Mr Burke—telling parliament and the media that 
the former Labor premier even prepared a campaign against him at the 2005 election.  

But explosive emails obtained by The Sunday Times reveal that aspiring premier Mr McGowan was 
working with the disgraced lobbyist at that election. 

Using the email address of Mr McGowan’s wife, Sarah, the pair exchanged emails where Mr Burke 
advised Mr McGowan about campaign fundraising strategy. 

Further The Sunday Times article states — 

The emails were sent when Mr McGowan was parliamentary secretary to then-premier Geoff Gallop, 
during Dr Gallop’s ban on ministers and their staff meeting Mr Burke and lobbyist Julian Grill. 

You did not tell the truth to Parliament! But in his case it was deliberate. That is the test! The Leader of the 
Opposition cannot make that accusation against me. It was deliberate — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: That is enough, Premier. I will take a point of order from the member for Midland. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The Premier specifically said, “You did not tell the truth to Parliament”, so I ask when 
the Speaker will enforce standing order 92. 
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The SPEAKER: Can the Premier please stop his examples and move on? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I have stopped my examples. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: The requirement is for a member of Parliament to withdraw an aspersion of that nature. 
His comments were unparliamentary and if the Speaker adjudicates that they are unparliamentary, the Premier 
should be made to withdraw in the same way that the member Cannington was made to withdraw. 

Dr K.D. HAMES: Further to that, the Premier was reading from an article and I think that is allowed under the 
standing orders. 

The SPEAKER: Premier, you cannot say that the Leader of the Opposition deliberately misled Parliament, 
irrespective of the fact that you are reading from an article, so please withdraw your remark. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I withdraw that. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: For the interest of members, particularly new members on the other side, perhaps they 
should read the articles. 

An opposition member: Perhaps you should table them. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: I will table them; yes, I will, Mr Speaker. 
The SPEAKER: Premier, move on, please. 
[See paper 1138.] 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Hypocrisy shows itself when someone claims something that was patently untrue. The 
Leader of the Opposition has come in here and accused me of misleading Parliament, and presumably 
deliberately misleading Parliament, when that was anything but the truth. It was an interjection during a fairly 
fiery debate—an interjection that I corrected when asked by the member the following day. It was not word 
perfect; I was not quoting; I was not working from a prepared speech. But the test, as the member for 
Cannington quite rightly said in his comments, was: was it knowingly to mislead? No, it was not; it was not 
knowingly. It was referring to a letter of 18 months ago, which I doubt that I have read more than once again in 
that 18-month period. 

Members opposite might argue whether that was or was not misleading Parliament. I would argue that it was not, 
but it certainly was not knowingly misleading. The test then is: what degree of inaccuracy or misleading or 
paraphrasing, rather than direct quoting, is permissible and what is not? I will argue that this is meant to be a 
vibrant debating chamber, but when we get an example by the man who accuses me of being blatantly dishonest 
on public television, and by the standard that he purports to set—articles set it out very clearly—in my view, he 
misled Parliament, and knowingly misled Parliament, as reported in those two articles. He did not tell the truth, 
in my view. I conclude with those comments. I have not gone down the trail the opposition thought I would; I 
have not. 

Mr M. McGowan: You are quoting inaccurately articles from a girl who — 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Inaccurate articles? The Leader of the Opposition should get up and make a personal 
explanation about his meeting with Noel Crichton-Browne. He is a weak Leader of the Labor Party. He lost the 
last election by the biggest margin in 90 years. He tries to rewrite it. He has members who have dirt all over their 
files. If he wants us to go through it, we will do it. If the Leader of the Opposition wants to swim to the bottom 
of the harbour, he will be at the bottom. If he wants to take Parliament down that path, he should bring it on, 
because he is very, very low, and his attempt at discrediting me is nothing more than a political stunt. As I said, I 
am not perfect, but I will put my 23 years in public office against him any day. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Minister for Energy) [3.52 pm]: I would like to make a few comments going 
back to the source of evidence—that is, the letter from the chairmen of Synergy and Verve Energy dated 30 
March 2012. Everyone who was around at the time knows that there was some debate in March 2012, and it had 
been recurrent for a number of years, about the re-merger. The letter states — 

The Chairmen, Managing Directors, together with Peter Oates, met recently to discuss the implications 
of a possible merger of the two Corporations. 

Then it goes on to say that the managing directors and chairmen met with the entire boards of those two 
organisations and confirmed that the boards were — 

… willing to cooperate with the Government and would welcome — 
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I repeat: “would welcome” — 
the opportunity to research, design and implement a merged entity … 

In short, the boards were willing to cooperate with the government and would welcome the opportunity to 
implement a merged entity—let me put a caveat: should the government suggest so. That is right. At this stage, 
the problem was that the key objectives of the merged entity were not clear. The chairmen went on to also state 
that the real concern was that — 

… the Government will appreciate that the changes made to the electricity industry in the past ten years 
have not been well managed and have not been a success. 

So let us get our objectives right and let us get the process right, rather than repeat what had been done in the 
past. They also state — 

Once the Government has clarified the objectives of the merger, the Corporations would then appoint 
an appropriately qualified corporate advisor to work with key people from both Synergy and Verve 
Energy, assisted by Peter Oates as an expert consultant. 

Tick; we have done that. They continue — 
We envisage that the corporate advisor’s terms of reference, in addition to completing the due diligence 
work, would include the preferred corporate model, structure, an analysis of the costs and benefits, 
identification of commercial contract issues and an implementation plan. 

That is underway. The objectives continue — 
This work would be done as a co-operative working project by the two Corporations —  

Tick — 
… 
In addition, some consulting advice will be needed to determine the structure of the new corporation 
and the market. 

Tick — 
Once the decision to proceed is made, this process should be undertaken quickly to provide certainty to 
all involved and avoid unnecessary instability and speculation. 

Tick. Also, it was not just the letter; there was an attachment, and in that attachment it is stated — 
It was agreed by all — 

That is, the managing directors, the chairmen of the boards and all the board members of Synergy and Verve — 
that a merged entity would: 

• reduce conflicts between Synergy and Verve Energy; 

• deliver economies of scale through joint fuel purchases; 

• lead to more effective advice on the generation outlook; 
• reduce the number of direct reports to the Minister; 
• reduce overheads in the form of a single board and executive team; 

• create a substantial corporation with a solid balance sheet to underwrite future participation by 
the private sector in the construction of new generation plant; and 

• lead to potential to optimise the operation of Verve Energy’s portfolio … 

I read that as a clear sign to the government by the entire senior management and board of the two entities to 
please proceed under this process. How could it be read otherwise? All these objectives are listed, and it then 
goes on to say that there are some issues that the government should look at. One is the potential disadvantage, 
including significant ongoing negative comments from industry. It also looks at how it will impact the 
contractors to these entities, and how it will impact those to whom Verve sells energy—so it will have impacts 
on the market. The letter is saying to proceed with care and due diligence, to find out what the market structure 
is, to link with those organisations and to incorporate their concerns. That is what we have done, and shortly 
after this MPI we will proceed to sit down and go through consideration in detail of the legislation that follows 
from this process. What is wrong with that? 

Mr P. Abetz: Spot-on. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Spot-on; that is what we do. There is absolutely no doubt that the boards of these entities 
knew that there were serious problems. Why? It is because they were the ones carrying the can for the failure of 
the market. They were the ones responsible for dealing with the losses forced on them by the failed merger, so 
they went to the government and said, “Listen; you’ve been talking about re-merging these two. Be careful. 
Think it through and do the objectives.” They then went on to list all the objectives as they saw them, and they 
are all saying, basically, that there are huge advantages in the merger. Any logical person reading this—one who 
did not have blinkers in front of their eyes—would say that the chairmen of Synergy and Verve, the managing 
directors of both those entities and the entire boards are saying, “We welcome the opportunity to implement a 
merged entity; it has immense gains, but it has to be done thoroughly, carefully and quickly”, and that is exactly 
what we have done. 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [3.57 pm]: Obviously, the government does not 
support this motion; it is a beat-up by the opposition. It has overstated its arguments, it has overreached and I do 
not think it has much credibility. It is appropriate to refer a member’s conduct to the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee when there is a suggestion of deliberate misleading of Parliament—the sort of behaviour that we saw 
from the Labor Party in the WA Inc years and, possibly, the sort of behaviour we saw from some Labor 
ministers during its time in government between 2001 and 2007, albeit that they were investigated by the 
Corruption and Crime Commission.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Premier! Member for Warnbro! 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: There was no deliberate misleading of the house in relation to this issue by the Premier. He 
has himself indicated that he was responding through an interjection. His recollection of the details of the letter 
was somewhat imprecise, and he made that clear when he spoke again in Parliament not very long after that 
point. There is absolutely no case for any suggestion that there has been a deliberate misleading—in other words, 
lying—to Parliament. It is the sort of behaviour that we have seen in the past from some in the Labor Party, as I 
said. If the Labor Party really had any belief in its own argument in this case, it would be arguing the substance 
of the issue—in other words, its own record on electricity reform, which was disastrous. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [3.59 pm]: It was interesting to note that the Premier said that he took 
licence with —  

The SPEAKER: Sorry; I thought you were taking a point of order. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: No; he has finished his time! God, Mr Speaker!  

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park; sorry. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier said that he took licence with the letter. When the Premier got up and said, “I 
would have thought there were issues around the community about our government”, now that is taking licence! 
When the Premier got up and said, “I don’t claim to be a saint”, now that is taking licence! When the Premier got 
up and said, “I never complained about public scrutiny”, now that is taking licence! When the Premier got up 
and said, “Muja wasn’t the government’s finest hour”, that is taking licence! But when the Premier gets up and 
completely misrepresents the terms of a letter, it is more than simply taking licence; it is telling a lie! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Premier said the opposition moved this motion because it does not want to participate in 
the debate. It is very hard to participate in the debate when the Premier is telling the exact opposite of what his 
advice was. The Premier said, “It was a flippant remark. It was by way of interjection to the member for 
Willagee. It was off-the-cuff.” I went back and had a look. On six separate occasions in about half a minute, he 
said that it was a fact that the chairmen of both those utilities said “merge us”—six separate occasions! This was 
not an off-the-cuff “I can’t quite remember”, ad hoc issue; this was six separate occasions in response to the 
member for Willagee.  

The Premier focused on what was said outside the Parliament. I want to take the Premier back. Cost of living, 
electricity prices and the re-merger of Synergy and Verve were very topical issues. They were perhaps the most 
topical issues of the first term of the Parliament. The Premier said on 10 April this year — 

I guess one of the telling points came mid last year when the chairmen of both Verve and Synergy 
wrote to me and said the two should be amalgamated and I took that advice, … 
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One of the telling points in April last year! One can only assume the Premier, when making the decision to 
merge Synergy and Verve—a policy that is utterly friendless anywhere else in the community and a key decision 
involving billions of dollars of publicly owned assets—would have had a look at that advice. Of course he has 
looked at that advice; that is why he would not release it to the media. That is why he was reluctant to release it 
to the Parliament when the member for Cannington said, “Well, release it.” That is why he has been caught out, 
and that is why the Parliament is entitled to presume an element of deliberate intent on behalf of the Premier. 
This was not an obscure issue; he said at the time that the telling issue—the issue that made him walk away from 
everything he had said prior to the election campaign and say, “I have changed my mind”—was that the 
chairmen said “merge us”, and the letter simply does not say that at all. Members, that is the reality.  

Do not think for a minute that just because the Premier has not been caught in the past, he is innocent of all bad 
behaviour. I am looking forward to that defence appearing down at the Supreme Court—“Because I haven’t been 
caught as a criminal, because I haven’t rorted my travel entitlements and because I haven’t employed a family 
member in my staff, I cannot possibly do anything wrong.” That is the defence we have had from the Premier. 
For some reason, the Labor Party apparently was the manager of The Triffids at some point! That is his defence! 
When the Premier comes into this place aghast, because, as the Premier, he should not have to subject himself to 
these sorts of motion, we know there is a problem. The office of Premier does not mean that the Premier is 
suddenly immune from the issues of truth and accountability to this Parliament. When the Premier said that the 
telling point about this policy decision was a letter from the chairmen saying “merge us” and it emerges that that 
is not true—in fact, the opposite was said—then we know there is a problem. So, just because the Premier is the 
Premier, it does not get away from the fact that when he tells a lie, it is a lie. He now has the opportunity to send 
this off to the Procedure and Privileges Committee to have the matter assessed, like the member for Cannington 
did, so that the Parliament in its complexity and the issues the Premier raised can be addressed appropriately, 
because the Premier lied and I think he knows it.  

Division 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (17) 

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

Noes (33) 

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

            

Pairs 
 Mr P.B. Watson Mrs L.M. Harvey 
 Mr M.P. Murray Ms E. Evangel 
 Mr P.C. Tinley Mr M.J. Cowper 
 Ms J. Farrer Mr R.F. Johnson 

Question thus negatived. 
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