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ENERGY PORTFOLIO — MANAGEMENT 
Motion 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.12 am] — without 
notice: I move — 

That this Council condemns the former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, for his many failures in 
the energy portfolio.  

We move this motion today because we have seen in this last week, with the budget having been brought in, one 
of the most spectacular and expensive backflips this government has made in its four and a half years. It has had 
to reverse the decision on the cutback to the solar feed-in tariff because of the public outcry and obviously 
because of the outcry from members of its backbench at the impact on their electorates. We felt that, although 
the current minister, Nahan, and the Premier have taken some heat, the architect of the solar feed-in tariff has 
been sitting quietly and letting it all wash over him. We thought it appropriate to raise the many failures of the 
former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, as we are now seeing the chickens coming home to roost and the 
current minister having to bear the folly of the problems associated with the failure of the minister to manage his 
portfolio. In fact, if we go back through the many, many failures of Hon Peter Collier in that portfolio and tot up 
the cost of those failures to this government and to the community, we can see that he is one of the most 
expensive men sitting in the cabinet room, because every time he has made a decision it has been a failure and it 
has cost this community enormously. 
There are many aspects of his failures and I will start with the feed-in tariff. He picked up the Labor idea of the 
feed-in tariff, but because he did not do his homework on the modelling, he thought he would introduce a 60c 
per kilowatt hour gross feed-in tariff. That very quickly changed to a net feed-in tariff that was very quickly 
dropped to 40c. The government then discovered that the pick-up of the program was so enormous—because 
people wanted to do the right thing, save money and manage their ever-increasing power bills—that people were 
caught short when the government took two years after introduction of the program to set a cap. As we now 
know, this minister was fully aware of how these things were tracking. He did not alert his colleagues or the 
Premier. He sat quietly and only when the opposition raised this issue and brought it to the public’s attention did 
he actually take any action. 
I remember he went on radio on 1 August and on one radio station said, “No, no, no, it’s all fine, we’ll sort it all 
out.” Five minutes later he went on another radio station and said, “We’ve just shut the scheme down.” The 
government obviously did not buy a rubber date stamp. There was such a great rush of people purchasing solar 
panels and getting their applications into the Public Utilities Office for the feed-in tariff that it was overwhelmed 
with them and did not date stamp them. Those people who would have been caught out with the change therefore 
had to be picked up in the scheme. That little fiasco created a significant dollar blowout in the scheme of more 
than $125 million. 
We now know from documents provided in April last year that cabinet decided Synergy would absorb the feed-
in tariff. The then minister, Hon Peter Collier, consulted with Synergy on the proposed direction that he was 
required to table in both houses of Parliament. Synergy advised that implementation of the direction would be 
contrary to its commercial interest. The then Minister for Energy received the Treasurer’s concurrence with the 
proposed direction in August 2012. A draft ministerial direction for Synergy to absorb costs was provided to the 
former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, in September 2012, but was not issued prior to the March 2013 
election. 
This minister has a track record of sticking reports on his desk and not dealing with them. We now know he hid, 
delayed and did nothing about a very significant direction that was required to be tabled in both houses of 
Parliament. That direction would have created a significant change and the public would have been aware of it. 
The reaction this week from the public about the cutbacks to the feed-in tariff would have happened prior to the 
election. I dare say the minister was so afraid of the impact on the vote from the community that he sat on it and 
hid it. He deliberately did not do what he was required to do and make public those directions. It is a significant 
failure on his part that has now cost this government more money. Every time the minister got involved in that 
program, it cost this government money and it cost the consumers of Western Australia dollars from their hip 
pocket. That is one significant failure, which we will come back to time and again. 

That, I think, minister, will be part of your epitaph. If you were in the private sector, you would not be employed 
now. I do not know how you continue to survive. We have recently seen an example of one of your colleagues, 
Hon Kim Hames, who fessed up to making a mistake with his allowances. For a paltry thousand dollars or a little 
more, he got dumped from the portfolio. You? You go down and blow money in the tens and hundreds of 
millions of dollars and you get promoted. 

Point of Order 
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Hon HELEN MORTON: I understand that a speaker is not permitted to refer to “you” and “you did this” and 
“you said that”, and that we prefer that the speaker refer to the member by his appropriate title. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! The reference to somebody as “you” is not unparliamentary. But when it is said 
directly with a pointing finger, which it was not in that case, I think it would be borderline. If the member on her 
feet directs comments through the Chair, I do not think there is any point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr President. I will say that the former Minister for Energy, 
Hon Peter Collier, indeed has cost this state government and the community an excess of money. As I said, his 
other colleague gets demoted; he gets promoted. I do not understand the thinking, but if he were in the private 
sector, he would be out the door. That is one issue. 

We then move to other issues around things like the 330-kilovolt transmission line from Perth to Geraldton. That 
is a disgrace and we have talked about it a lot. The former energy minister constantly delayed his decisions in 
that area, which led to further blowouts. I do not even know whether the poles and wires have actually gone up 
on that project; after four and a half years, the project is certainly not completed. The former minister, now 
Leader of the House, made consistent promises. That is another cost blowout. 

Let us have a talk about Muja A and B. Whenever questions were asked in this or the other place when he was 
the minister, he would hide behind commercial-in-confidence or dance around the answers—in fact, there were 
some questions he simply did not answer. We do not think he really understood what was happening with that 
project that he was signing off on. He initially made the grand announcement that the project would cost 
$100 million, and a couple of months ago we discovered it would be more than $250 million—keep totting these 
figures up, colleagues, because we have a very expensive man in this chamber—and we now understand that the 
cost blowout is more than $300 million. The former Minister for Energy signed off on this and cannot blame 
anyone else. I will not point the finger; I will just say he cannot blame anyone else. He had the stewardship of 
the decision making on this, and every decision he made as a minister in that portfolio led to cost blowouts and 
failure. His government now has to bear the brunt of the decisions he made or, in some cases, his lack of activity 
in delivering the outcomes of those decisions. I think the Muja A and B situation will continue to haunt the 
current minister, who quite often has not been provided with significant information about what the former 
minister was doing at that point in time. Information provided to The West Australian shows that those cost 
details were indeed provided to the former minister and Treasurer, and that the former minister instigated an 
independent inquiry—an independent review—into the circumstances leading to the cost overruns. So, at every 
stage of the process he should have been fully aware of what was happening down there, but he gleefully 
allowed it to continue. Every time questions were asked about what was happening with Muja A and B, he 
would quite blithely try to pass it off, which has ended up with Western Australian taxpayers having to deal with 
that massive blowout in that project he signed off on.  

Let us have a look at the Bunbury to Albany gas pipeline—another project this minister repeatedly talked up. He 
talked about committing funding to a project that I know the National Party has also been quite keen to get 
moving. It still has not happened, and I know there are cost blowouts with that one as well.  

Let us have a look at the 70 per cent price increases over the past four years, and the proposed 22 per cent 
increase that has been flagged in this budget. Gas prices have gone up. This minister signed off on the ever-
increasing burden upon families in this state. He will get to his feet at some point to try to lay the blame at the 
feet of everyone else, because that is how he conducts himself. He never takes responsibility for his own actions, 
and his decisions or lack of activity have led to blowouts and failures in all these areas that will continue to haunt 
this government until it is removed in 2017.  

I turn to that very significant inquiry into power poles in this state that had to happen. That resulted in a damning 
report from the Standing Committee on Public Administration on how Western Power had managed power pole 
maintenance and replacement under the former minister’s stewardship. What happened there? The chief 
executive officer of Western Power went; the former minister stayed. The CEO’s head rolled and the minister 
stayed. We still have not worked out how many power poles need to be upgraded and the huge amount of money 
that will need to go into it.  
I turn to the energy plan that the former minister took three years to get up. He finally tabled a report that, quite 
frankly, was full of motherhood statements and did not really address the issue of renewables, did not have a 
clear plan and was not fully accepted by industry. The one clear thing the former minister did pay for out of 
taxpayers’ money was an inquiry into the re-merger of Synergy and Verve. I know that was also touched on in 
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the government’s plan for the future of energy, so that was a significant matter during the former minister’s past 
four and a half years on which he took one line and agreed that it would not go ahead. But now, after being 
returned to government, the Premier finally gets his way, even though on one occasion the former minister said 
the Premier should take a Bex, have a lie down and chill out on that issue. The Premier is finally getting his way, 
and the former minister has reversed his position and is now saying that maybe it is a good thing, against all the 
advice of industry. There has been no modelling or costing done on how much taxpayers will have to stump up 
for that type of change. In the long term, that will be another significant failure for this state.  
We then move on and look at another enormous failure that he presided over: the Synergy billing system. Tens 
of millions of dollars went into that particular — 

Hon Sue Ellery: Debacle. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Debacle—I thank Hon Sue Ellery very much. 

Hon Sue Ellery: My pleasure. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Consumers’ bills were delayed by months and months and months and massive costs were 
imposed on people over short periods of time. I think we were arguing about that one for more than a year and 
trying to find out how many people were still having to pay their bills.  
Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! I do not want this debate to be crowded out by interjections. Serious accusations are 
being made and there will be opportunities for responses. Let us do it that way, civilly.  

Hon KATE DOUST: I am trying to do it that way; I am just ignoring all the rabble yelling at me. 

The Synergy billing system failure was, again, a matter that the former minister, Hon Peter Collier, presided 
over. He kept saying he was going to fix it, but it took months and months and months, and people in our 
community suffered for that.  

I turn to the issues around the regular Economic Regulation Authority reports into the poor service provided by 
the utilities he presided over. He would get up in this place and do his song and dance and talk about how it 
would be fixed and that he would speak to these utilities and make sure these problems did not happen—well, 
they continued to happen. I have not seen the latest Economic Regulation Authority report, but I do not think 
things would have changed too much.  

But the one thing this minister did well was — 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Facebook! 

Hon KATE DOUST: No, no; due credit must always be given. He did manage to make sure that this 
government leached out of the utilities significantly high dividend payments back into the government coffers—
the highest ever. He made sure that consumers paid extremely high power bills, but ensured that the government 
got its part of it back into government coffers.  

Another issue I had almost forgotten about was the outsourcing of call centres, and another problem I have 
already referred to is his failure to issue directions. We have to ask ourselves, if a minister has received advice 
that there is a significant problem with a major program that is going to impact on more than 70 000 consumers, 
and he knew that in August of last year and he was advised to take action and give notice in both houses of 
Parliament so that changes could be enacted to resolve the concerns, then why would not he do it? Why would 
he not, as a minister of the Crown, do his job? What was he afraid of? What was he hiding from the public? We 
now know what he was hiding: the government wanted to cut back. We now see that, because of this, the 
Premier is already talking about changing the electricity structure system and imposing a fixed cost on those 
people who have a feed-in tariff. So, no matter which way they go, because of his stuff-ups in that portfolio the 
Western Australian consumer is going to continue to pay and pay hard.  

All these things come together. I dare say that the Premier was so frustrated—although for whatever reason he 
was not prepared to demote him after his portfolio failures—that he decided to remove the Office of Energy 
from the former minister’s jurisdiction and put it into the Department of Finance, so that the Premier and the 
Treasurer could have some direct oversight as to what was happening with policy and advice. The Premier was 
doing whatever he could to try to pull things back up, because I do not believe the Premier had confidence in the 
former minister’s ability to do the job. We all know that the person who was really managing the energy 
portfolio was the Premier, because he is the one who is usually driving the initiatives in this state. 

The final thing, of course, is the way in which the minister managed the debacle with the Toodyay fires and the 
power poles, and I am sure my colleagues will go to that. 
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Sometimes there are only one or two issues on which we might point to a particular minister and say, “You 
really buggered that up, didn’t you, and made a mistake.” But we have had a litany of issues over the past four 
and a half years from this minister. Every time this minister made a decision, it was a bad decision that cost the 
taxpayers. It did not cost the taxpayers just a few dollars; it cost them tens of millions of dollars. That has all 
added up. When I was a kid, I used to watch The Six Million Dollar Man. This minister is probably the one 
billion-dollar man or the multibillion-dollar man. At the end of the day, it is the consumers of this state who have 
had to bear the burden of the bad decisions made by this minister. 
This photo in The West Australian last week said it all. It shows how frustrated the Premier and the current 
Minister for Energy must be, because they have to bear the cost and the public criticism for the bad decisions and 
the poor management of the energy portfolio under the former Minister for Energy. Today in The West 
Australian there is an article by Gareth Parker headed, “Education in $59m blowout”. The first paragraph of the 
article states — 

The Education Department blew its budget by $$59 million last financial year, putting more pressure on 
Education Minister Peter Collier’s financial management credentials. 

So not only have we seen this minister’s poor financial management and oversight of the energy portfolio in the 
past four and a half years, which has now come to a head with the decisions that have been made in the past 
week, but in this significant portfolio of education, which this minister so desired, we are now also seeing the 
minister’s failure to deliver and poor financial management. I would hate to think what would happen if this 
minister were ever given the Treasury portfolio. We would probably all be living in tents! 

I know that the minister will get up and talk about the Labor Party and about what other people have done and 
about the past. For the past four and a half years, the minister had carriage of and responsibility for the energy 
portfolio. However, every project for which this minister was responsible, and every decision that he made, is a 
cost that this government and the taxpayers of this state will have to bear. It will take a long time to recover from 
that. I am just amazed that the minister is still in the position that he is in. I do not know how the minister 
continues to survive.  

Hon Sue Ellery: It all comes down to numbers. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Maybe it does come down to numbers. But this minister stands condemned, not only for 
the decisions that he made, but also for his lack of action when he should have been active. Those decisions have 
come back to haunt the Western Australian community. I am not even going to talk about the blokes who are 
selling solar panels and who have lost out big time because of the decision to shut down the feed-in tariff, nor 
about the loss of jobs that has happened there. This minister has presided over a failure in the energy portfolio in 
this state. The minister’s successor will now have to pick up the pieces, and the consumers of this state will now 
have to bear the cost of this minister’s poor financial management and his poor decision making. I hope to God 
the Premier sees the light and dumps this minister from cabinet. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [10.33 pm]: We certainly will not be 
supporting this motion, and with only 15 minutes in which to speak — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Sorry, but I sat in silence, and I will not be accepting interjections. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! One person has the call, and therefore one person gets the right to speak. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr President. Normally I do not mind interjections, but I have far too 
much to get through. 

I have no problem in responding to everything that Hon Kate Doust has said. Unfortunately, with only 15 
minutes in which to speak, that will be very difficult. I would like to spend about five minutes doing a compare 
and contrast, and I will then respond specifically to some of the issues that Hon Kate Doust has raised. 

I am absolutely staggered that the Labor Party can come into this place and pass judgement on my management 
of the energy portfolio after the debacle that I inherited in 2008.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I have pencilled in the speakers who rose to indicate that they want to speak. But if 
they continually interject from their seats, I will classify that as their speech and I will pass over to someone else.  
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Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr President. 

I will remind honourable members, and the public of Western Australia, what I inherited as Minister for Energy. 
When I took over the energy portfolio in 2008, we had run out of electricity under the Labor Party. In one of the 
hottest summers on record, we had run out of electricity, literally. Western Australians were asked to turn off 
their lights, because we had run out of generation. 

Secondly, we had had a trip in the gas pipeline from the north west. What contingency plan did the Labor Party 
have? It was to get consumers to turn off their gas stoves, and get industry to turn off its generators and lose 
hundreds of millions of dollars. That was the Labor Party’s contingency plan. It had absolutely no plan to deal 
with that.  

The Labor Party had a disaggregation process that was completely and fundamentally flawed. In the three years 
prior to the disaggregation process, Western Power had made $1 billion. In the three years post disaggregation, 
Western Power made about $90 million. That is a $1 billion turnaround. And the Labor Party has the audacity to 
pass comment on my management of the energy portfolio!  

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Excuse me, Leader of the Opposition! 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Double standards! I tell you! 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: The Leader of the Opposition cannot help it, can she?  
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! If the minister will direct his comments through the Chair, there will be no excuse 
whatsoever for interjections.  

Hon PETER COLLIER: Thank you, Mr President. 

The disaggregation process was fundamentally flawed. It had this ridiculous netback pricing system under which 
all the costs were shovelled to Verve Energy. Verve was running at a loss of hundreds of millions of dollars 
every year. This is what I inherited as energy minister. So let us not gild the lily here. It was an absolute debacle.  

In addition, the Labor Party had not once, in all its years in government, increased electricity tariffs. So, quite 
frankly, in terms of electricity prices, we were living in a fool’s paradise. In April 2008, Alan Carpenter actually 
released a draft report on electricity price increases and said that this state needed to have a 77 per cent increase 
in electricity prices to get to cost-reflective levels. He said at the time that there would be 10 per cent annual 
increases from April 2009. Interestingly, that would have been one month after the state election. So the Labor 
Party was still going to have no electricity price increases. That put an enormous burden on the taxpayers of 
Western Australia, because they had to pay for the difference between what Synergy in those days recouped in 
electricity tariffs and what it cost for the generation and distribution of electricity. Again, that process was 
fundamentally flawed. The fact is that if the Labor Party had been responsible in government and had 
implemented CPI increases or five per cent increases on an annual basis, we would have needed either no 
increase, or only a minimal increase, in electricity tariffs when we took over the energy portfolio. The Labor 
Party when in government was highly irresponsible and completely short-sighted, and that goes hand in hand 
with the litany of issues that I inherited.   

I am man enough to say that over the past four and a half or five years, yes, I have made mistakes, and we have 
made mistakes. I have said that publicly. However, I would like to contrast the record of the Labor government 
on energy with the record of the Liberal–National government over the past four years, based on that litany of 
issues that I have mentioned. Before the last election, Western Australians had enjoyed the hottest summer on 
record. Did we ever run out of electricity generation? Never. That is because we plan for the future. We installed 
the 200-megawatt, high-efficiency gas turbines. In addition, we moved to new types of generation and new 
technologies. We now have the wave power plant at Garden Island, a $12.5 million project. We have geothermal 
technology in the midwest. We have the largest solar farm in Australia in the midwest, with 10 megawatts of 
capacity. I opened it last year. That has done an enormous amount for the midwest and the whole of Western 
Australia. We have the Collgar Wind Farm in the wheatbelt, with 111 turbines and 200 megawatts of capacity. 
We diversified our electricity generation. As I said, we are thinking about the future. 
The midwest power project is a wonderful project. The reason we have delayed that project is that when we first 
came into government, we were told it would cost $600 million. The cost then inflated by about 300 per cent in a 
matter of 12 to 18 months. I could not in all conscience agree to that so we have staged the project, and at the 
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moment it is in its construction phase. We have looked after the future generation capacity of Western 
Australians. 

The first thing I did with gas was that in January 2009 I brought all of the gas industry together. I met with the 
upstream guys and the downstream guys and I said, “Guys, we can’t let this happen again. I want a vibrant, 
dynamic gas market. I want to make sure that we have a contingency plan so that if we have a trip in the pipeline 
between the north west and the south west of Western Australia, we have something to do about it.” They went 
away and met very productively. As I came to learn, it was not very common for the upstream guys and the 
downstream guys in the gas industry to do anything cooperatively, but they did. They gave me the report “Gas 
Supply and Emergency Management Committee: Report to Government”, which I tabled in Parliament. It is a 
very good report that looks at the long-term future of the gas industry in Western Australia. One of its 
recommendations was to look towards gas storage supply in case we had a trip. We accepted and acted on that 
recommendation. As a direct result of that, there is now an arrangement between Verve and the APA Group for 
the Mondarra gas supply facility in the midwest, which will supply 90 terajoules of gas a day. That means that 
we will have 60 days of gas if there is ever a trip in the gas pipeline. The Liberal–National government has done 
something about it. I was proud to be the Minister for Energy who led that. We did do it. 

The gas industry also wanted more transparency and a more vibrant gas industry. It wanted a bulletin board and 
a statement of opportunities, which is done on the east coast. There were no problems with that; I passed that 
legislation last year. We now have a bulletin board and a statement of opportunities. The gas industry wanted a 
management plan instituted, which we did. We constructed a management plan, and it has been operational on a 
number of occasions to ensure that we have safety of gas supply in Western Australia. The Liberal–National 
government and the energy minister have implemented all the recommendations of that committee. That has now 
provided for gas security if there is another trip in the gas pipeline. 

As I have said, the disaggregation process was fundamentally flawed. Under the disaggregation, we had stranded 
assets. It is good to bring in the private sector, but not at the expense of state-owned generation. And that is what 
we had; we had stranded assets. The CEO of Verve would often ring me and say, “Minister, we are going to 
have to turn off Kwinana or Collie, because we don’t need that generation.” Why? It was because there was an 
oversupply; there were about 500 megawatts of excess capacity in the market. We were paying capacity credits 
to the private sector while our state-owned baseload generators were turned off, but they should have been going 
24/7. It was not good for maintenance. That was a result of the flawed disaggregation process. What did I do as 
energy minister and what did we do as a government? We looked at the situation to try to refine it and make it 
better. We brought in Peter Oates, an expert in the field, who produced the Oates report. He said that there were 
two options: re-merge Verve and Synergy or keep them as separate entities but make some significant changes to 
both the vesting contract and the market rules. We did both. It saved Western Australians hundreds of millions of 
dollars. It completely changed the netback pricing system and, at the same time, slowed down the displacement 
process so that we will not have another situation in which there is a blowout of private sector investment, 
private energy companies are paid capacity credits to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars and our assets 
are turned off. Do members think that the people of Western Australia do not appreciate that? They do. They 
now have security of supply in gas and electricity, and the flawed disaggregation process has, to a large degree, 
been rectified. There will always be issues with the power industry in the private and government sectors. I know 
that the new energy minister will continue to work through that. 

The tariffs were always a difficult thing. It was a difficult decision to make. We could have continued to live in a 
fool’s paradise whereby we had the lowest prices in Australia, and we could have continued to use taxpayers’ 
money to prop up the difference between generation, retail and distribution. Alternatively, we could have just 
bailed it out with that sort of money. That is money that could have been used for schools, hospitals, mental 
health services, housing et cetera. Again, it was only appropriate that at the same time we send a more 
responsible message to the people of Western Australia that it has to be a user-pays system; it has to be an 
energy system whereby the people of Western Australia pay for their electricity. Unfortunately, in a national 
comparison, the price of electricity in Western Australia is about mid-range of the price in the eastern states. We 
have slowed down the process, but, at the same time, we have increased the cost-of-living allowance to try to 
assist those who are least able to pay as best we possibly can and we have streamlined payment processes for 
those particularly in need to make sure that we can assist them. 

I would like to talk about the feed-in tariff. The feed-in tariff program was instituted through the Council of 
Australian Governments. All the national jurisdictions introduced a feed-in tariff. When we took office in 2008, 
we had matched the Labor Party commitment. It was not our commitment; it was a Labor Party commitment for 
a 60c gross feed-in tariff at a cost of $13.5 million. When we came to government, I assumed that that was a 
pretty good system because, of course, the Labor government had all the resources of government so why should 
it not do what was best for Western Australians? I soon found out that it was fundamentally flawed. To start 
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with, a gross feed-in tariff is fundamentally flawed. Ask the people of New South Wales, who have a legacy of 
billions of dollars after introducing a 60c gross feed-in tariff. Alternatively, we looked at introducing a more 
modest feed-in tariff. We looked at a 40c tariff at that stage, and we were criticised for a 40c feed-in tariff. The 
environmental groups said that it was not large enough. We were criticised because it was not large enough! I 
find it extraordinary that the Labor Party can criticise us now and say that it was too generous, because that is 
what we were saying at the time. Suffice to say, cabinet made a decision to get to 150 megawatts. I did not make 
that decision in isolation. 
Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Do you mind? 

I supported it. I was the energy minister and I take responsibility for it, but I am saying that it is ridiculous to 
assume that I did it in isolation. When we stopped it, did the Labor Party say that it was the economically 
responsible thing to do and that it was great, because of course members opposite have been critical of the fact 
that we have gone above the cap et cetera? No, they sent out a letter that states — 

Help to re-instate WA’s Feed-in Tariff scheme 

Wouldn’t it be great if you could save money on your electricity bills, and help fight climate change at 
the same time? 

Well, many Western Australians have, by installing solar panels on their rooftops and selling any excess 
electricity they produce to the grid. 

The Feed-in Tariff scheme allowed for a fair price to be paid for excess energy produced, ensuring 
households did not have to wait decades to pay off their investment in solar panels. 

This is a win–win scheme for energy consumers, the environment and the Government, who won’t have 
to build as many expensive power stations. 

That’s what makes Mr Barnett and his Government’s decision to suspend the Feed-in Tariff scheme so 
baffling. 

They say it’s been cancelled because it is too successful! 

WA Labor supports a Feed-in Tariff and needs your help to get the scheme restored by collecting 
signatures on the enclosed petition and returning it to my office. 

With your help we can show the Liberal/National Government that the Feed-in Tariff scheme needs to 
be restored. 

Did they endorse that scheme? No, they did not. Do members know who wrote this? Hon Kate Doust, the then 
shadow Minister for Energy, wrote it. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! You have had your fun. Let us get back to the one member on his feet who has the 
call. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I would dearly like to talk a lot longer on a number of other issues that 
Hon Kate Doust has mentioned but I simply do not have time. Suffice to say, as far as energy is concerned, 
Western Australians are much more secure now than they were when we took office in 2008.  

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (North Metropolitan) [10.49 am]: I was not going to rise to speak in support 
of this motion, but I cannot help myself! I want to put some names on the public record, and then I will tell 
members why I am doing so: Synergy managing director, Jim Mitchell; Western Power managing director, Doug 
Aberle; Western Power board chairmen, Mark Barnaba and Peter Mansell; Verve managing director, Shirley In’t 
Veld; Verve chairmen, Peter West and David Eiszele; Horizon managing director, Rod Hayes; and Office of 
Energy coordinators, Anne Hill and Jason Banks.  

This is a long list of significant people in respect of the energy portfolio. I have informed Parliament of that list 
of names because they are no longer with us; all of these people were removed by the former Minister for 
Energy, most of them in 2011 or thereabouts. They are all people with corporate knowledge and abilities, people 
with an understanding of the industry, and they were all removed by the former Minister for Energy. He did not 
stop there; there was more. He also removed the director general of the Department of Indigenous Affairs, 
Patrick Walker, and the Electoral Commissioner, Warwick Gately. The point I am trying to make is that there is 
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a long list of people who were removed by the former Minister for Energy. Members opposite might think it is 
funny — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point is that people who held key roles in the energy portfolio were all 
removed by the former Minister for Energy. Not only did he remove those people; he also removed people at 
speed from within his own office. A minister cannot be across his portfolio if he cannot keep his staff. A minister 
who cannot keep his staff is clearly not getting all the support he needs. For example, while he was Minister for 
Energy, Hon Peter Collier had a number of chiefs of staff. In fact, I will go through the list of his former chiefs 
of staff, and it might be — 

Point of Order 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I do not know what this has to do with the actual motion, which is condemning the 
minister specifically for his activities in the energy portfolio. 

The PRESIDENT: I am listening to the member on her feet and I am giving her the opportunity to draw the 
point she is making to the relevant point in terms of this motion; that is what I am interested in. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: The point I am making is that it is critical to have an efficient ministerial office, 
staffed with key people who are capable of performing their functions, including in the energy portfolio; it is 
critical for the minister’s ability to do his job with any degree of efficiency. I am also making the point that one 
cannot get rid of five chiefs of staff and expect to have continuity within one’s ministerial office and an 
understanding of what needs to be done. Colin Edwardes, Blair Stratton, Darren Brown, Richard Wilson and 
Peter Katsambanis all left as well. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I stand corrected; but, as I understand it, Hon Peter Katsambanis was still on the 
minister’s payroll while he was a candidate, and I want that clarified. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! That sort of behaviour is totally unacceptable, from all quarters. I think the 
Attorney General was going to take a point of order—does he still want to? 

Point of Order 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I know how much pointing the finger distresses Hon Sally Talbot; she has pulled 
me up in the past and I understand has even complained to you, Mr President, about that. I could see the anguish 
on her face as it was happening, so I think that is unparliamentary and should not be done. 

The PRESIDENT: I think that comment speaks for itself. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: On the point of order, Mr President, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has made a 
reflection upon me that is patently untrue and clearly unparliamentary, and I call on her to withdraw it because I 
believe that she ought to know, at the very least, that the statement she made about me supposedly being 
employed during the election campaign is patently false. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not know that it is. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I cannot ask for a withdrawal, because from this position I do not know whether that 
is right or wrong, but the member who rose on the point of order can, at the end of Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s 
contribution, seek to make a personal explanation in regard to that allegation. I note that that particular member 
is on my list of members who want to contribute to the debate, so he might be able to set the record straight on 
those comments, if that is the case. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Five chiefs of staff, more than 45 staff — 

Several members interjected. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Oh, calm down! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let the member on her feet have her say. Whether members like it or not, they have 
to listen to her. The member’s own advice just now was quite sensible: calm down. I expect she applies that 
advice to herself. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: On top of all of these disasters, let me continue. Approximately 45 people or 
thereabouts have passed through this office. How can it be a functioning office? How can this be a functioning 
portfolio? How can this minister have been informed, given these circumstances? 

I think I have touched on a number of points there; I want to put some other matters on the record. I understand 
that the tariff review that the minister promised never happened. The minister can correct me if I am wrong, but 
he never delivered on that promise, although he told the public that the review on the way energy is charged 
would happen; it never happened. The strategic energy initiative was years overdue, as I understand it, and 
obviously the minister was too busily engaged in other activities, which could include a wide range of things. 

We are dealing with some very, very serious issues. There have been allegations of this minister bullying staff, 
and in due course I will move a motion in this place to go, chapter and verse, into some of those allegations. The 
minister can shake his head; he does not scare me. I want to put these questions on the public record, in relation 
to the solar panel issue: When did the minister first become aware that concerns had been raised about the 
potential for the feed-in tariff cap to be exceeded? Was the minister made aware that his then chief of staff raised 
concerns about the potential for the cap to have been breached, at a meeting of all chiefs of staff on 27 June 
2011? Present at that meeting was Mr Brian Pontifex, the Premier’s chief of staff. Did Mr Brian Pontifex raise 
this issue with the Premier; and, if not, why not? Did Mr Brian Pontifex raise this issue with the minister; and, if 
not, why not? Did the minister ever raise concerns at cabinet—probably he will not tell us this—similar to those 
his then chief of staff raised with his peers regarding that scheme and that it had already breached the cap? Will 
the minister table all briefing notes his office received in 2011 from the Office of Energy and Synergy regarding 
the feed-in tariff? Did the minister have clear plans regarding the process that was to be followed to close the 
feed-in tariff scheme when the cap was breached; and, if not, why not? Was it the Premier or the minister who 
made the decision to suspend the scheme on the morning that the breach was exposed on the front page of The 
West Australian? These are important questions that need to be answered.  

It is all well and good for the minister to stand and criticise what Labor did when it was in government. The fact 
is that the Liberal Party is in government now. The minister has presided over this portfolio. The minister has 
created absolute mayhem. The Western Australian public has a noose around its neck and at the end of it is a big 
rock called Pete’s tariff. Pete’s tariff is over the $1 billion mark. The former Minister for Energy alone was 
responsible for $1 billion worth of debt because of his total incompetence in the energy portfolio.  

If I have offended members on the other side, I apologise. However, having said that, I made a comment on the 
employment of Hon Peter Katsambanis and whether he was on the payroll of Hon Peter Collier during the 
election campaign while he was also campaigning. I do not resile—I do not know. This is what — 

Hon Nick Goiran: If you don’t know, why are you saying it? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Do not be so concerned. Members opposite worry me when they are so 
concerned.  

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I am not saying anything outside. I understand parliamentary privilege.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr President, parliamentary privilege, as you know, exists so that we can come 
into this place and raise these issues, and that is exactly what I have done.  

HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [11.02 am]: I rise to speak on this motion and 
obviously speak against this motion after that extraordinary contribution, which I will refer to later. The motion 
refers to failure in the energy portfolio. The motion has been brought to the house by the Australian Labor Party. 
The Australian Labor Party in Western Australia should be very well versed with failure in the energy portfolio. 
The people of Western Australia endured a lack of security in energy supply when the previous Labor 
government was in office. Unfortunately for the people of Western Australia, the power ran out under the former 
Labor government. When there was a slight hiccup — 
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Hon Ken Travers: What year was that?  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: It ran out in 2004 and it ran out again in 2008, Hon Ken Travers. I know 
the years that it happened. I thank the member for allowing me to let members know. I thank the member for 
giving me the opportunity to remind him and the people of Western Australia. When there was a trip in gas 
supply, the Labor Party’s solution, as Hon Peter Collier pointed out in his contribution, was to beg the people of 
Western Australia to turn off their appliances; to force businesses to stop operating; and to ensure that our state 
was kept back and kept in the dark. When the power and gas went out, jobs were lost, export income was lost 
and the state was going backwards at a great rate of knots. That is the litany of failure of the former Labor 
government, which the people of Western Australia certainly have not forgotten. The Labor Party comes in here 
today supposedly with clean hands. It does not. It should recognise failure because it set the rolled-gold standard 
in failure. Under the Liberal–National government, in the past almost five years, the power has not gone off; the 
lights have not gone off; and we have not begged the public to turn off their appliances. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: We have not forced shutdowns because the government, led by the former 
Minister for Energy, was able to put in place proper plans to provide for energy security. The government did so, 
of course, at some cost after years and years of a lack of investment by the former Labor government. 
Unfortunately, those plans cost money. There is no doubt about that. We cannot create energy security by hoping 
for it. We have to invest in it. That is what the government did. That is what the minister did. As a result, we roll 
the clock forward to today, to 2013, and the public of Western Australia can with confidence expect that the 
lights will stay on. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected.  
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: They do not have to turn off their appliances to save gas. They can do that 
because of this minister’s actions to ensure energy security. Instead of condemning the minister for these actions, 
the Labor Party should condemn itself for its failure and congratulate the minister and the government for 
securing it, so that when we had record high temperatures last summer, as the minister pointed out, the lights did 
not go out and we did not have to turn off the air conditioning. The state continued to chug along as Australia’s 
economic powerhouse. That is something that the government needs to be congratulated for, not condemned.  

Let us go to the cost of power. For the entirety of the previous Labor government, under two Premiers, the 
government did not increase the electricity tariff.  
Hon Adele Farina interjected.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Did that mean it did not increase electricity prices? The real cost of electricity 
continued to rise and rise and rise. Electricity bills did not go up. The cost of electricity to the Western 
Australian public continued to go up but the former government hid it at the bottom of the budget books. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: It hid it as a subsidy in the budget, rather than on to electricity bills. It was a 
con. It was the worst form — 
The PRESIDENT: I want to make a point. I point out to Hon Adele Farina that I do not think Hansard can 
record your interjections. They will just be recorded as continuous interjections.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Because of the short time we have on these types of debates, I am regretfully 
unable to pick up on some of those interjections even though I would like to do so.  
As I was saying, the Labor Party when it was in government indulged in the grossest form of retail political spin 
and subterfuge by continuing to subsidise electricity from the budget books and not including it on the bills that 
arrived in people’s letterboxes. Unless we believe in some form of magic pudding economics by which the 
government creates and owns its own money, we know that that is just a con. The money in the government 
budget belongs to the people of Western Australia. Whilst the electricity tariffs were subsidised through the 
budget, it meant less money to invest in roads, schools and hospitals. The Liberal–National government has been 
investing in those areas for the past four and a half to five years now to catch up on the past failures of the Labor 
government and to provide for the future growth of this state. We have done so by starting to move towards cost 
reflectivity. We are not all the way there and that is unfortunate. I will tell members why it is unfortunate. Whilst 
power prices are still subsidised by the taxpayer, it effectively means a wealth transfer from the poorest people in 
our community to the wealthiest people in our community. I would have thought that the Australian Labor Party, 
which talks a big game about providing for the underprivileged and providing for the poorest in our community, 
would have supported moves to remove that subsidy from the wealthiest people in the community. I can tell 
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opposition members that the good people of Peppermint Grove, who are my constituents in my electorate, 
certainly do not need or deserve an electricity subsidy paid for by other people in this state who are in less 
fortunate circumstances. I do not need an electricity subsidy. I would argue that no member of Parliament needs 
an electricity subsidy. We need to make sure that electricity prices reflect true cost so then we can direct any 
subsidy or compensation payment to those most in need. If opposition members do not believe me, they should 
go and ask organisations like WACOSS what it thinks the real electricity price issues are. The people from 
WACOSS would point out that continuing to subsidise the wealthiest quartile at the expense of the poorest 
quartile is not a good thing. I would hope that nobody on the Australian Labor Party side would be able to argue 
with that.  

Hon Darren West: You’ve got to honour a contract! 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think Hansard might have picked up Hon Darren West’s first interjection; there is 
no need to repeat it 10 times.  
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: As to the issues raised by Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich—I am not sure what they 
have to do with this motion—relating to my supposed employment in the office of Hon Peter Collier during the 
last state election campaign, as I said in my interjection, I invite her to repeat her statements outside because they 
are patently false and patently unclear. She should not get her information from discredited sources on the 
internet.  

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I invite her to repeat her statements outside.  

In closing, I know the high jump bar for what was failure and what was success in the energy portfolio was not 
set very high by the Labor Party; I understand that. After all, the power went out and they were begging us to 
shut off appliances to save gas. But even on a fair measure, the previous Minister for Energy did a great job 
setting up this state for the future. Under very difficult circumstances he secured supply of both electricity and 
gas in the way that he explained earlier; he invested in new capacity; heavily invested in renewable energy, 
which is something for which people of the future will thank us; and he has set this state on a future course in 
which we will have not only greater predictability of energy supply, but also an energy supply that will continue 
to grow our state. This man should not be condemned, he should be congratulated. That is why I do not support 
this motion.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.12 am]: In rising to speak to the motion today, I will 
comment on the words of the motion; that is — 

That this council condemns the former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier, for his many failures in 
the energy portfolio.  

I think it should read —  

That this council condemns the Ministers for Energy for allowing themselves to be controlled by the 
Premier.  

Unfortunately, that seems to be the case. Whether it be with the previous feed-in tariff arrangements with the 
former minister or the current feed-in tariff arrangements with the current minister, we seem to have the Premier 
being the decision-maker over and above the issues. We also know that when it came to Muja A and B it was the 
Premier who was the decision-maker involved in cabinet and led that direction. I will talk about Muja A and B 
power stations in a minute, but what this motion allows is for members to canvass the issues of energy supply; 
the disaggregation of Western Power and many other issues that have come before this chamber.  

I will go back to the original disaggregation of Western Power. When the debate was on in this chamber over a 
number of years, we, the Greens, would not support the disaggregation of Western Power. For a long while the 
opposition leader, now the current Premier, would not support the disaggregation of Western Power either. I 
remember that Hon George Cash—I think the honourable gentleman actually stood here—argued vehemently in 
this chamber against the disaggregation of Western Power. 

Hon Adele Farina: And then he did a backflip! 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Then he did a backflip! The reason is that he received a sheet of paper that was hand-
delivered to him in this chamber from the opposition leader at that time—that is, the now Premier—who had in 
2005 made a decision to support the legislation on the basis that the commitment was sought by the opposition 
and received from the government that there would be no increase in the electricity prices for residential or small 
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business customers. Therefore, for the opposition—sorry, I mean for the government—I do apologise to 
government members because they do move around a bit! But for the government to actually say that the price 
rises could not occur under Labor because it was Labor’s fault is clearly incorrect.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Who was in government?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Because the deal was — 

Hon Michael Mischin: On what modelling was that based? Presumably the model that suggested there was 
going to be a decrease in power prices after the aggregation—was that not the case? That was the assurance by 
the then Labor government. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The opposition was arguing at that time that there would be massive increases.  

Hon Michael Mischin: That’s right, and the government was saying there wouldn’t be. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: That is right.  

Hon Michael Mischin: And all the opposition was doing was holding them to their word as it was false.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: But then the opposition under the leadership of Colin Barnett actually said that he 
agreed with the government. The deal was that the then opposition would support the government’s legislation as 
long as there was no increase, and that locked it in. Interestingly enough, when I go back to the fundamentals of 
splitting up what was inexorably the smallest electricity grid in Australia, the south west interconnected system, 
as it was proposed into four parts, it was actually going to be like splitting up the corner store into four elements. 
It was a really small system, and as we have seen over time, it has created massive economies of scale issues. 
But having got to that point we now have a disaggregated system. Unfortunately, the government, for all the 
wrong reasons, is now trying to put it all back together again, which will create another monolith because we 
have a contestable market out there now with private investors coming in and if Verve and Synergy are put back 
together, as we have seen from the direction that has come through this place, we will end up with another 
monolith—one that will not operate in the best interests of this state.  
I wanted to quickly refer to the energy price issues. Quite often we say that energy pricing has gone up 
significantly, but the point of the problem associated with that has nothing to do in the larger sense with the cost 
of the provision of electricity, or indeed carbon tax or anything like that. It has gone up because of the cost of 
materials to supply that energy. My understanding is that energy pricing has gone up significantly in terms of the 
provision of that energy mainly by the cost of fuel. It is something like 65 per cent since around 2007, according 
to my recollection. I believe that whatever this or a future government does in the energy portfolio area will 
result in significant increases. Why is that the case? The state had the option to forward purchase 700 petajoules 
at $3 a gigajoule from the North West Shelf joint venture, but decided not to do that. This meant that when I 
asked a Synergy spokesperson in an estimates committee inquiry about a year and a half ago whether it had an 
energy supply beyond 2015, he answered no.  

Subsequently, Synergy and the utilities managed a deal with Gorgon for gas. That gas provides 60 per cent of 
our energy. It is my understanding, having had some discussions with people involved in the negotiation, that 
after the negotiations that came in at about six times the price of the deal that was to be struck on the North West 
Shelf project, the government reneged. This has been confirmed in recent days. The Minister for Energy, Mike 
Nahan, commented on the ABC that yes, he could see an increase in gas prices of at least 100 per cent. He has 
made that publicly known. If 60 per cent of our energy is coming from gas and it is going up by 100 per cent by 
2015, that means whoever is in government is going to have to put up prices because the energy being supplied 
by the fossil fuels sector is going up inexorably.  

There has been a comment from the other side that this government has had no power outages, and I congratulate 
it for that. The fundamental reason that no power outages have occurred is that while the government was trying 
to rebuild Muja power station as a stopgap to the problem, it was actually using Muja AB as a peaking power 
plant—on occasions ramping it up. This caused the problems in Muja AB. The metal structures became 
crystalline to the point where, notwithstanding how much money was put in, they could never ever work again.  

The uptake of renewable energy is another reason we have not had power outages. The subsidy the government 
provided to people, the feed-in tariff of the amounts noted by the former Minister for Energy, has actually saved 
the state from power outages—whether we like the old-fashioned fuel systems or the new ones. Something we 
have recently discovered, which I find to be terrible, is that the Esperance wind farm pumps its electricity into 
the ground because government contracts with gas-powered energy suppliers in Esperance mean that the energy 
supplied by the wind farm cannot go into the grid. It cannot happen because of commercial contracts that have to 
be met made with the dark side of energy in this state. 
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HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [11.22 am]: I stood here yesterday and talked about the three great 
lies surrounding the carbon tax. Today I have three words for the members on the opposite side of the chamber. 
Those three words are: pot; kettle; and black. Think about it. To come in here and to put at the feet of the former 
Minister for Energy accusations that he was a bad minister is absolutely atrocious and appalling. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: It was appalling! 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: You started it. You started on the interjections; I am going to start now myself.  

Let us talk about appalling ministers. Let us talk about the Sergeant Schultz of the Labor Party over there. An 
article in The Sunday Times of 29 November 2006 states — 

Ravlich maintains she wasn’t told … 

I know nothing. I know nothing — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Thank you Mr President, I will continue — 

EDUCATION Minister Ljiljanna Ravlich insists she wasn’t told about a corruption probe into 
her department until days before a damning report was released.  
The October Corruption and Crime Commission (CCC) report found the Department of Education and 
Training (DET) did not pay enough attention to managing the risks of sexual contact between teachers 
and students and attached more importance to employee welfare — 

Point of Order 
HON KEN TRAVERS: This motion was moved by the opposition to condemn the former Minister for Energy. 
I have sat here and let a little bit go on but to be talking about Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich’s record, in my view, is 
completely irrelevant to the motion. I can understand why the government do not want to talk about Hon Peter 
Collier’s record, or defend it, but that is the motion. If they do not have anything to say about that motion, they 
should sit down. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, a similar situation came up earlier in this debate when a point of order was taken 
on Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich when she was speaking about a list of names and events; I said that I was listening in 
and waiting for it to be drawn to the motion. I instantly applied the same thought processes to what Hon Liz 
Behjat was saying and I am eagerly anticipating her comments to come to the point of the motion very soon. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Thank you, Mr President. I will take note of your words.  

I just want to say that members opposite should not come in here throwing stones; they should first look in their 
own backyards, at their own records, at what they were like when they were ministers. I will not go through the 
whole article but I will comments—“I just sort of shrugged it off … I did not know it was happening … I do not 
have a recollection of ever being briefed”—that we see that the record on the other side is just the same: 
ministers say “I do not know”. The Sergeant Schultz; “I know nothing.” 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Back to the motion at hand. 
The PRESIDENT: Yes, I am looking forward to you addressing the motion. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: We can talk about the Labor government energy policy—the mess we inherited in 2008. It 
was a system in complete and total disarray. There is only really one job for the Minister for Energy to do and 
that is to keep the lights on. That is what it comes down to at the end of the day—keep the lights on. Could the 
former government manage that? No it could not. The former government had to resort to things like — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! We are going to get interrupted in a few minutes by a practice evacuation emergency 
procedure. Let us wait for that official interruption without all these unruly interruptions. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Not only had the state run out of electricity in 2004, we were still recovering for the impact 
of Varanus Island. The minister in charge of the Varanus Island incident did not want to take responsibility for 
what they were doing. In the hearing of Senate Standing Committee on Economics on 2 October 2008 the former 
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Minister for Energy, Fran Logan, was questioned by one of my excellent federal colleagues, Senator David 
Johnston, about his participation in the Varanus Island debacle and what happened there. What did we see was 
happening under the state government at that time? Price gouging. At a time when the state was in an energy 
crisis, the former government was involved in price gouging, and the former Minister for Energy’s response to 
that was, “Well, that was a commercial decision made by Verve and Synergy at the time”. The question is then, 
who owns Verve and Synergy? It is the state government. I am sorry but a rose by any other name, yet again. 

The former Minister for Energy made a complete mess of what he did and it was not until we came into 
government in 2008 to fix up all of those mistakes that the previous government could not manage. As Hon Peter 
Katsambanis said about the cost of power and falsely holding it down over a number of years, when we came in 
and tried to reach cost reflectivity, we had no choice other than to make price rises in energy. 

Hon Ken Travers: Why did you run the ads in 2008? Why did you mislead the public? 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Talk to the hand. While the former — 
Hon Kate Doust: That’s charming. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I have stood here long enough now listening to it from that side of the chamber, why 
should I have to? 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Point of Order 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Mr President, as you very well know, the Legislative Council is a debating chamber. I 
totally fail to see how “talk to the hand” is any part of conduct within a debating chamber. 
The PRESIDENT: It is a phrase used by a member. I would classify it in the same category as somebody taking 
exception to pointing the finger and saying “you”. It is a matter of conducting yourself in a courteous manner, 
and if some people take umbrage at that, you have to respect that. 

Debate Resumed 
The PRESIDENT: An evacuation familiarisation exercise will now be conducted. 
Now we know what to do in a real situation: follow me to the muster point and do not block the doorway. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Mr President, we will follow you wherever you want to lead us.  
In the short time I have left, I will talk about the billing system that we inherited from the former government. It 
was approved in December — 
Hon Kate Doust interjected.  
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! You do not have to agree with everything that is said, but you do have to 
give the member the opportunity to say it.  

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Thanks, Mr President. The truth hurts. 

Point of Order 
Hon KATE DOUST: The member has referred to a billing system that was instituted by this minister. It was not 
an inherited billing system. The member must be correct in what she says.  
The PRESIDENT: It is not a point of order. The member has made her point in terms of an explanation of how 
she interprets the situation but, as before, while it is not exactly a point of order requiring a withdrawal, there are 
opportunities for correcting the record if she thinks the record has been stated incorrectly. I think by standing she 
has just done that. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: It was a billing system approved by the former Minister for Energy, Mr F.M. Logan, in 
December 2007. Following the implementation of that — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! On some things we have to agree to disagree. Obviously there is a 
disagreement about a certain point. Hansard has recorded those disagreements. Let us move on. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Unfortunately, given the time now left, the only thing left for me to say is that we fully 
support the actions of our former Minister for Energy, Hon Peter Collier. He is a brilliant minister, a great leader 
of this house, and I am happy and very proud to stand here today and be a part of his team.  
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Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders.  
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