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BAYSWATER ENVIRONMENT HOUSE — SAVE POWER PROGRAM 
Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (East Metropolitan) [5.40 pm]: I rise to draw members’ attention to something that 
happened today outside Parliament House. The people at Bayswater Environment House invited members to 
visit the people from Environment House to look at the important work that they are undertaking as part of the 
Save Power program, which has recently been axed as a result of this budget. I was very concerned to get more 
detail—I had heard about it—about exactly what has happened, and also to hear from some of the auditors at 
Environment House, who have now lost their jobs as a result of this decision. To give people some idea about 
the background of this program, in March 2011, Environment House began running energy efficiency workshops 
and audits. That is something that I was aware of, because they had been advertising them quite comprehensively 
for years. They were invited to sign a contract with Synergy, at the request of what was then the Office of 
Energy. The idea was that they would visit households across the south west interconnected system that were 
suffering serious energy bill hardship. That was effectively people who had been identified through the hardship 
utility grant scheme and who were deemed to need additional assistance to assess their energy usage and to try 
get a handle on their escalating energy bills. As a result, they brought together some of the most highly trained 
and skilled energy auditors in Perth, and they ended up visiting a diverse range of households. They were not 
only assessing households and giving advice about what could be done to bring down their energy usage, and 
often talking with the family as a whole, which is a really important part of that work, but also they were 
providing some hardware and helping with the installation of that hardware. So they were providing very 
practical and hands-on assistance, and that had a very positive outcome.  

The initial contract was meant to be for three months, because they were trying to deal with an outstanding 
waitlist left over from the previous provider. But the program was considered to be so successful that both 
Synergy and the Office of Energy agreed that it was worth renewing the contract until the end of 2011, and that 
was done. At the end of 2011, the contract was again considered worthy of being renewed for a further 
12 months. So a contract was entered into, and Environment House, which had been running this program, 
agreed to continue to provide it until December 2012. 

Officers from the Office of Energy were involved at all three stages of the contract and at every stage of the 
project, overseeing and approving the provision of contract schedules and the like, although Synergy was tasked 
with the day-to-day management of the project. I will say that Environment House had continued to receive 
assurances that come this budget, it would be able to continue with the program as per the contracted 
arrangements. So it was to their great shock and despair that, without any warning, they found out on state 
budget day that the program had been axed by the then Treasurer, Christian Porter. That was seven months 
before the contract was due to expire. That meant, of course, that 16 people have suddenly lost their jobs. But, 
importantly, the financial counsellors, with whom they had been working very closely, no longer had anyone to 
whom they could refer people. The people at Environment House had been working very hard to develop a very 
positive relationship with the financial counsellors, and they were seeing a high number of people who needed 
this very practical help.  

One story that was told to me was a woman in my electorate who had unexpectedly received two enormously 
huge electricity bills—in the thousands of dollars—and had no idea why. The energy auditor came out to her 
home and did an assessment. This woman had previously had an electrician come to her home, and he had not 
found anything, and she had had a relative come to her home, and he had not found anything. But within 
two hours the guy had found that the hot water system was leaking, and pretty much straightaway the situation 
was resolved. The last he heard, her power bills were down to something finally manageable. This was a woman 
on a fixed income. If that had not been identified—she had made efforts to try to have it identified—then we are 
talking about someone who would have found herself in serious financial trouble. It is those sorts of things that 
we cannot fully quantify that are now potentially going to be lost, and those sorts of things are really important.  

One of the other distresses has been the sorts of derogatory comments made by the former Treasurer as 
justification for the axing of this program. He talked about handing out door snakes and tried to dismiss the work 
Environment House was doing; that is just blatantly wrong. Apart from the fact that Environment House made it 
quite clear that it does not hand out door snakes because they are actually considered to be a safety hazard, the 
other issue is that what Environment House was doing is far more comprehensive. To just blithely dismiss the 
incredible work these people were doing is, I think, incredibly problematic and downright mischievous. But the 
other thing is, because the government has just cancelled the program overnight, despite the fact that there was 
seven months to go, Environment House has been left with $60 000 worth of hardware that it now has no 
capacity to move. It is an absolutely disgraceful way to treat a not-for-profit, community-based centre that has 
operated in good faith with the government, at its request, delivering a desperately needed service. I just cannot 
believe that that is how Environment House has been treated.  
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Environment House is concerned about other elements of the hardship efficiency program that have not received 
attention. For example, the organisation still has not been told anything about what is happening with the 
proposed replacement of creaky, leaky old electric storage hot water systems in Department of Housing homes. 
Also, a project had been planned for the replacement of inadequate insulation in those homes, and possibly 
private rentals as well; no-one knows what is happening. Then, of course, there is the St Vincent de Paul Society 
fridge program, which was providing fridges for those who had nothing and who were just coming out of 
women’s refuges or prisons, or had been in other extreme circumstances. All of that just stopped with no 
explanation as to why. These things have managed to slip under the radar, and I think it is absolutely disgraceful. 
Like I say, I was aware that the program had stopped, but it was not until today that I realised the full extent of 
what we have actually lost.  

This is going in completely the wrong direction. I delivered my budget reply speech yesterday, and I talked 
about what was happening within the Western Australian community with the haves and have-nots and people 
being left behind. Everyone knows that electricity prices have increased dramatically, which has had a 
disproportional impact on members of the community, particularly those on fixed incomes. So when those 
people come to the attention of the government through the hardship utility grant scheme because they are 
struggling, it is really important that we are able offer them the follow-through service and support that they so 
desperately need.  

A formal assessment of this program was never done, despite the fact that Environment House kept pleading for 
that to occur. One of the energy auditors of Environment House—who, it turns out, is actually also a financial 
auditor—took it upon himself to collect data from a group of his clients. He found that there was an average 
saving of $376 a household a year, which is an enormous amount of money. It is certainly more than anything 
reflected in the cost-of-living payment. That is what we have lost. When we are short-sighted and lose these sorts 
of programs, that is the sort of false economy we are looking at. I think it was a poor decision that really needs to 
be revisited. I think in the short term it is a false economy, but I think in the long term it is even worse than that. 
I hope this government reconsiders the decision. 
 


	BAYSWATER ENVIRONMENT HOUSE — SAVE POWER PROGRAM
	Statement


