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CARBON TAX 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 11 September on the following motion moved by Hon Liz Behjat — 

That the Council — 
(a) notes that the carbon tax imposed by the Gillard Labor government has significant 

adverse implications for Western Australia because as the single biggest cause of 
electricity price increases it is, and will continue to — 
(i) push up the cost of living and the cost of doing business in Western 

Australia; and 
(ii) reduce our international competitiveness and cost jobs; and 

(b) calls on the Gillard government to scrap this job-destroying carbon tax immediately. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Liz Behjat — 

To delete all words after “(b)” and insert —  

calls on all elected members of the federal Parliament to recognise the mandate given to the 
Abbott government by the people of Australia by supporting the legislation to scrap this tax as 
one of its first legislative measures. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [2.12 pm]: I am pleased to continue my remarks on the motion 
before the house. This is the third sitting week in which we have had the excellent opportunity to consider this 
important issue of the carbon tax. For those members who cannot recall what was discussed on the past two 
occasions, I take this opportunity to remind them that we had a most interesting situation last week in which the 
lead and sole speaker from the ALP indicated that she would be opposing the amendment put forward by Hon 
Liz Behjat. It is one thing to oppose the motion; it is another thing to oppose the amendment. The problem is that 
members opposite still have not understood that there has been a change in the federal government. The motion 
as it stands on the notice paper, without an amendment, includes the following words — 

calls on the Gillard government to scrap this job-destroying carbon tax immediately.  

The amendment that has been proposed by Hon Liz Behjat seeks to, amongst other things, reflect on the fact that 
it is no longer the Gillard government. Hang on a second; that is right—in between we had the Rudd 
government, the second round. 

Hon Michael Mischin: For a mercifully short time.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is quite right. To the knowledge of all members in this place, Hon Tony Abbott has 
been duly elected by the people to be their Prime Minister. Hon Liz Behjat is trying to reflect that but members 
opposite are so obstinate about this matter, so fixated on the Gillard–Rudd fiasco of the last too many years, that 
they seek, according to their lone sole speaker on this motion, to oppose the amendment. That is quite 
remarkable. As I said, it is one thing to oppose the motion—if members are in love with the carbon tax and if 
they hate Western Australia, by all means, vote against the motion; at least their name will stand in the record of 
Hansard as having done so—but it is another thing to be obstructive with respect to the amendment. That is 
where we left things last week. It was quite a remarkable set of circumstances, perhaps only beaten by the 
performance of the alliance partners on the other side, the Greens, who then propose to tell us that there is no 
such thing as a mandate. That word “mandate” is very important because members following the debate will 
understand that that is a core component of the amendment moved by the hardworking member to my left Hon 
Liz Behjat.  
Hon Ken Travers: Do you have a mandate to break all your election promises?  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is amazing that for the first time during this debate we have heard from Hon Ken 
Travers. I am looking forward to his contribution to this debate. His interjection is timely, as always. I want to 
talk about mandates. His friend Hon Robin Chapple from the Greens wanted to tell us there is no such thing as a 
mandate. Last week I said that one thing is for sure: a mandate is not when we go to the election and say, “We’re 
not going to have a carbon tax” and then come along later and specifically insert one, without any reference 
whatsoever to the people of Australia. That is definitely not a mandate. 

Hon Ken Travers: What about local government amalgamations? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I wish to continue. I know that Hon Ken Travers has a lot to say about this matter and he 
will have a full 45 minutes when he decides to raise himself from his chair and make his own contribution in the 
fullness of time. 
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Hon Ken Travers: Normally your side tell me to sit down; now you’re telling me to get up. I don’t know what 
to do anymore! 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Let’s not get too excited.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am looking forward to Hon Ken Travers speaking. It is certainly the case with members 
on this side of the house that when there is limited time, we are a bit more relaxed than when there is unlimited 
time.  
Nevertheless, the point made by the Greens is that there is no such thing as a mandate. We can have the 
philosophical debate about when a mandate exists and when it does not exist and whether there is such a thing as 
a mandate. But as I said last week, one thing is for sure—the Gillard government definitely did not have a 
mandate to impose a carbon tax. No-one in the nation could be under any illusion that if Hon Tony Abbott were 
to be successful, as he has been, and become the Prime Minister of Australia, his first item of business would be 
to ensure that the carbon tax is removed. If there is such a thing as a mandate, that is it. If there is not such a 
thing as a mandate, certainly the Gillard government demonstrated that for us.  

I would very much encourage members opposite to reconsider their position, run off to an urgent caucus meeting 
quickly, change their position, and come back into the chamber and tell us that they will support the amendment 
moved by Hon Liz Behjat and, by all means, if they want, vote against the motion. That is their prerogative in 
this place, just as it is their prerogative to vote against the amendment. I suggest to members opposite, with the 
greatest of respect, that it is absolutely farcical for them to oppose this amendment moved by Hon Liz Behjat. 
Let the record reflect that that is what they seek to do when we have the opportunity to vote on this matter in the 
next hour or so.  

Last week I wanted to outline some of the facts about this tax. I got quite far in that process. I wanted to take the 
opportunity to conclude my remarks on the European Union’s emissions trading scheme. I was in the process of 
quoting from Dave Keating of European Voice. For the benefit of Hon Sally Talbot, she will be able to find this 
at www.europeanvoice.com. On 19 April 2013, he wrote — 

So what next then? EU climate policy for the better part of a decade has been built around the skeleton 
of the ETS as the main instrument to meet the EU’s commitment to reduce emissions by 20% by 2020 
and spur investment in low-carbon technologies. Instead, the current low price of carbon in the system 
is encouraging a shift from gas to coal. 60 new coal plants are now planned in Europe, according to the 
World Resources Institute.  

Given the volatility of the European emissions trading scheme, there seemed to be little basis for the figure that 
was provided, as I outlined in the contribution I made last week, whereby the Gillard–Rudd fiasco government 
could not even get its facts right on the price per tonne. As I said last week, it seems that the revised $6 a tonne 
figure used by the then Prime Minister, Mr Rudd, in July of this year, is inflated. When we consider this 
expenditure that the failed Gillard government wasted, it is important to consider advertising, especially in 
relation to the carbon tax. For anyone who is left in any doubt, it is, of course, the carbon tax Julia Gillard 
promised she would never introduce.  

At this point I am indebted to Jamie Briggs, the then federal coalition spokesman on scrutiny of government 
waste for his wonderful publication entitled The Little Book of Big Labor Waste. I congratulate Jamie on his re-
election to the seat of Mayo with a commendable 5.19 per cent swing.  

Hon Peter Katsambanis: And he’s being sworn in today as a minister.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is interesting that we are having this debate on the very day —  
Hon Darren West interjected. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Sorry, does the member have something intelligent to say?  
Hon Darren West: I was inquiring whether the minister sworn in was a male or female minister.  
Several members interjected.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is unfortunate that the honourable member opposite obviously does not read the 
newspaper because if he had spent even the first two minutes of the day following some of the media, he would 
know that there is one very highly respected and talented female member of the Abbott cabinet.  

Hon Darren West: The token female.  

Several members interjected.  
The PRESIDENT: Order!  

Several members interjected. 
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The PRESIDENT: Order! Members, order! I think you have made your point, whatever that was, on each side 
of the aisle. We will now get on with the debate.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr President. I was talking about this excellent publication by Jamie Briggs 
entitled The Little Book of Big Labor Waste when, unfortunately, there were some rude interjections. That is 
okay because one of the great things about interjections is that our hardworking members of the Hansard team 
ensure that those interjections are reflected in Hansard. The honourable member now has under his name this 
highly unintelligent interjection about a token female. That is okay; they were his words; they were certainly not 
the words of members on this side. 

Hon Darren West: They were Ita Buttrose’s words.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Members on this side respect the member for Curtin and her contribution, which was 
reflected in a previous ministry under then Prime Minister John Howard. She continues as the Deputy Leader of 
the Liberal Party. We on this side have a great amount of respect for the member for Curtin. We would not 
choose to use those inappropriate comments, as the honourable member opposite has chosen to do and have 
them enshrined in Hansard for ever and a day. Well done, member opposite!  

I was referring to The Little Book of Big Labor Waste.  

Hon Michael Mischin: Only a little book?  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is entitled “Little Book”, albeit members who are familiar with it will understand that 
it takes quite a while to get through it. 

Hon Ken Travers: Will you table it for us?  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: No, I will not. I choose not to seek to have it tabled.  
Hon Ken Travers: It’s a secret book of waste!  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I do not have it with me but I have notes on it. But for the benefit of Hon Ken Travers, 
who is very interested in The Little Book of Big Labor Waste, he certainly can get it from 
lpa.webcontent.s3.amazonaws.com.  

Hon Ken Travers: Can you say that as I type it in?  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: In a couple of hours we will have a short recess for afternoon tea and I will be happy to 
provide Hon Ken Travers with the link, lest he in any way suggest it is a secret book of Labor waste. It is in fact 
an excellent publication. In the limited time I have left, I want to share with members some of the things I have 
picked out of this little book of Labor waste. Interestingly, the federal Labor Party—it is no doubt unfortunate 
and unpleasant for members opposite to have to hear this, but I am not suggesting they are responsible for it; it is 
their learned colleagues in Canberra—spent $100 000 building three fake kitchens for their carbon tax 
advertising campaign. Interestingly, it was found that an equivalent real kitchen would cost only $15 000. 

Hon Phil Edman interjected.  

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Hon Phil Edman, who has a lot of expertise in this respect, has just confirmed that those 
figures are indeed correct. Of course, a kitchen for this advertising shoot could have been hired for a lot less. It is 
interesting that, as I understand it, these three $100 000 fake kitchens are safely in storage at the moment for 
future use. Perhaps the new Prime Minister will ensure they never see the light of day. That was $100 000 
wasted unnecessarily. Lest we think that was all, the figures get worse, sadly enough. The federal Labor 
government spent $1.03 million researching the effectiveness of its carbon tax advertising campaign, on top of 
$1 million a year on a spin team charged with selling the tax. There is the $100 000 for the fake kitchens, and 
then there is more than $2 million, half of which is for research on the effectiveness of its campaign and then the 
other half on the federal Labor government’s spin team.  

Let us not think the waste stops there. From 2008 to 2013 the federal Labor government gave away 
$342.3 million to the Global Carbon Capture and Storage Institute. The final $45 million of the funding initially 
promised by then Prime Minister Kevin Rudd in 2008 was axed by his good friend Julia Gillard in the May 2013 
budget. This extraordinary body has been at a loss to explain how the funds will be spent. There is an interesting 
article on this in the Sydney Morning Herald of 17 June 2012, for the benefit of Hon Ken Travers, who no doubt 
wants to ensure my research is accurate. When he does that he can look up the report written by Lenore Taylor 
and the following quote — 

The institute has 78 staff, including nine permanent employees overseas—two in Washington, three in 
Tokyo and four in Paris.  

As they would. To continue — 
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Former senior employees say its first chief executive, the British businessman Nick Otter, was paid well 
over $500,000 a year—more than the Prime Minister. 

... 

The institute’s five board members are paid from a budget of $400,000 a year and are entitled to first-
class air travel. The first members’ meeting was in Canberra, where the institute is based, in early 2009. 
But its second, in November 2009, attended by more than 15 Australia-based staff, was in the luxurious 
ballroom of the InterContinental Hotel in Paris, opposite the Paris Opera and decorated in similar ornate 
style. Both industry sources and former staff concede the jaw-dropping opulence sent “all the wrong 
messages” to the 180 members who attended.  

“The spending was very difficult to justify,” said one former employee. 

And it did not end in Paris. In 2010 when they met in Kyoto, they enjoyed a dinner cooked by a 
celebrity Iron Chef (the institute says his services were thrown in for no extra charge by the hotel).  

Documents released under freedom of information show a staggering $54,257,000 was spent on 
“operational expenses” in the first two years.  

… 

At the time, Australia’s $400 million was termed “seed funding” with hundreds of millions from other 
governments also anticipated. But it took years for the US government to come good with $1 million 
and the European Union has only this year contributed €3 million ($3.8 million) for the institute to take 
over work it had previously contracted elsewhere. 

So far, the institute has spent $37 million on projects, mostly overseas. Several have failed. Only about 
$6 million has been spent on projects in Australia. 

A total of $8 million was spent on a single CCS plant proposed by the energy company Tenaska, in 
Texas. In a recent report, Tenaska conceded it was still unable to bridge a “financing gap” required 
before the project could proceed because the US government had not provided any assistance. 
Internationally, the only CCS projects working on power plants are where the injected carbon dioxide 
serves an additional revenue-raising purpose—helping to recover more oil deposits from underground. 

Not surprisingly, this American power company was delighted to receive Australian taxpayer funding for its 
profit making exercises. I will quote from a document dated 12 October 2010 titled “Tenaska Carbon Capture 
Projects Receive International Recognition, Support” — 

Two Tenaska projects aimed at substantially reducing carbon emissions from power generating plants 
have received international recognition in the form of grants from the Global Carbon Capture and 
Storage (CCS) Institute, based in Australia. 

Receiving the grants underscores Tenaska’s position among the leading developers worldwide of 
technologies to limit emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2). 

The two projects are: 

• Tenaska Trailblazer Energy Center in West Texas, which received $7.7 million, ($8.03 million 
AUD). The proposed 600-megawatt (net) pulverized coal-fueled power plant will be among 
the first worldwide designed to capture 85 to 90 percent of the CO2 emissions and transport 
them via pipeline to nearby oil fields for use in enhanced oil recovery. 

• A second Tenaska carbon capture project, which will receive $795,000 ($825,600 AUD) to 
support CO2 capture development studies for a retrofit of Entergy’s Roy S. Nelson power plant 
in Westlake, Louisiana. 

The grant awarded to the Trailblazer Energy Center, planned near Sweetwater, Texas, will help fund the 
front-end engineering and design (FEED) work for the power plant’s carbon capture technology. The 
carbon capture plant at Trailblazer is among the largest proposed for a commercial scale conventional 
coal plant in the world today. The use of the CO2 in enhanced oil recovery in the Permian Basin is 
projected to add more than 10 million barrels annually to the region’s oil production. 

The Rudd–Gillard–Rudd government was handing Australian taxpayer dollars to a non-profit corporation which 
in turn handed the money on to a power company in the United States which is using it in a project to lift oil 
production in West Texas. Should we laugh or cry at the absurdity of this? This use of ordinary Australians’ 
hard-earned money to fund the increase of oil production in West Texas is irresponsible.  
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There are many more things that I could say on this topic of the carbon tax but time is running out. I will present 
a few more in the limited time I have left. It is important to note that the federal Labor Party team spent 
$4.4 million in July last year sprucing up new offices for the Clean Energy Regulator—otherwise known as “The 
Carbon Cop.” The final thing is Labor’s Department of Climate Change, which opted for one of the highest cost 
rentals in Canberra signing a fifteen-year lease at $158 million at the new Nishi building where rents are about 
25 per cent higher than most office buildings. The amount of waste is unbelievable and I could go on about the 
inefficiency and waste with this tax. I urge members opposite to support Hon Liz Behjat’s amendment and I 
recommend that they support the motion as a whole; of course that is a matter for them, but it would be farcical 
for them not to agree to the amendment. 

HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [2.35 pm]: It is a great pleasure to rise and speak in 
favour of both the amendment and the substantive motion moved by my friend and colleague Hon Liz Behjat. It 
is an extremely important motion that highlights the extreme damage that the federal Labor government’s 
disastrous carbon tax has reaped on the public, households and businesses in Western Australia. It is also 
important because this motion not only calls on the incoming Liberal–National government led by the new Prime 
Minister, Tony Abbott, to abolish this tax, but also it calls on all elected members of the federal Parliament, 
including the 15 members sent from Western Australia to the federal House of Representatives, to recognise the 
strong mandate that the new federal government has to scrap this tax. 

As alluded to in earlier comments, the new federal government was sworn in today. I take this opportunity to 
congratulate them, firstly, on their election, and, secondly, on their swearing-in. It should be noted that five of 
the newly sworn ministers come from the great state of Western Australia—Julie Bishop, deputy leader of the 
Liberal Party, who, along with Senator David Johnston and Senator Mathias Cormann are members of the inner 
cabinet, and Michael Keenan and Senator Michaelia Cash, who are in the outer ministry. I congratulate them all 
on their appointment as ministers and wish them well in their endeavours to provide stable, competent and good 
government to the public across Australia. 

Part of that good government would be to correct the errors of the past. The carbon tax is one of the major errors 
that was continually highlighted by the coalition during the election campaign and the fake pre-election 
campaign that then Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, called and even before that when Julia Gillard broke the 
promise she made in the 2010 election not to introduce a carbon tax. Since that time the federal Liberal–National 
coalition has made it extremely clear that its position is to abolish the carbon tax upon election to government. 
No ifs, no buts and no maybes. The public in Western Australia and across Australia as a whole were fully aware 
of that when they walked into polling booths on 7 September and cast their vote. What a decisive vote it was—a 
clear-cut victory. At last count the coalition held 90 of the 150 seats in the House of Representatives, won with a 
two-party preferred vote of almost 53.5 per cent—a resounding victory in anyone’s language.  

Conversely, the Australian Labor Party, the party that introduced and championed the carbon tax and told us all 
throughout the election campaign that it would maintain it in some form—I will get to that in a minute—broke 
its promise to the Australian people in introducing it. It was reduced to a rump. The party received the lowest 
vote across Australia that it has received in over 110 years. It has not been lower since the 1903 election. In 
Western Australia, the party’s vote fell below 30 per cent to 29 per cent. The party of 29 per cent is the tail that 
wants to wag the dog, as its members sit on the opposition benches and familiarise themselves with that place 
again. Every fair-minded person across Australia knows it is not right that the party who had its policy 
universally rejected should obstruct a popularly elected government from implementing one of its key policies.  

The carbon tax has had an interesting history. Through the late 1990s and the first decade of this century there 
was a growing movement that did not communicate about something called climate change; it communicated 
about something called global warming. There was an emerging fear that the additional production of carbon 
dioxide in industrial processes was creating artificial increases in global temperatures. That was the genesis 
of the concerns that eventually led us to the carbon tax. Through that period, noises about the impact of carbon 
dioxide and man-made carbon dioxide became louder and louder. Some of that noise was informed by science; 
I accept that. However, a lot of that noise was informed by a very loud political campaign for various partisan 
political reasons. Much of it, unfortunately, was a bit of an echo chamber from the past. The anti-western and 
anti-industrialist noises that seemed to have been muted after the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe 
seemed to have reappeared by the mid-1990s in this new movement that was championing de-industrialisation 
and an end to economic growth. Those people were talking about global warming. They were a part of that 
movement. I acknowledge that they were not the total part. People were concerned about the impacts on the 
climate, temperature and sea levels. Many scientists created a new industry in measuring or attempting to 
measure these impacts. An even bigger industry was one that tried to model future impacts many years into 
the future. We came to the early 2000s, the start of last decade, and there was a growing concern that 
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something may or may not need to be done to stem the increase in man-made carbon dioxide emissions across 
the world.  

I should point out at this stage that Professor Bob Carter, who has recently written a book called Taxing Air, 
highlighted that industrial or man-made carbon dioxide is a very, very small percentage of all carbon dioxide 
produced on an annual basis. He estimates seven billion tonnes of industrial carbon dioxide enters the 
atmosphere each year compared with 200 billion tonnes from natural flows of carbon dioxide from land and sea. 
I imagine that includes carbon dioxide from livestock and other things that are not man-made. To put that into 
perspective, when we look at altering the production of industrial carbon dioxide, we are addressing the seven 
billion tonnes of man-made carbon dioxide and not the 200 billion tonnes of natural carbon dioxide released each 
year. I place Bob Carter’s figures on the record because they highlight that carbon dioxide production comes in 
many forms, so to look at solely that small area that relates to industrial production addresses only a very, very 
small component of it.  

There was some consensus around global action. People such as Rupert Murdoch and others have called it taking 
a risk-management approach to the issue of what was then global warming and later became climate change 
when the models did not quite work out and the warming predictions did not quite come to pass. I will come to 
that as I keep going in my speech today. Initially, all the action and discussion was about a global response. That 
is extremely important because a global response would have put everybody on a level playing field. The issue 
of whether one nation would impact on its industrial production negatively and allow a free kick to other nations 
to increase their industrial production would have been reduced. In the context of that movement to consider a 
global response to dealing with man-made emissions of carbon dioxide, here in Australia there was 
bipartisanship on the issue in the lead-up to the 2007 federal election. That bipartisanship was based around the 
global response. Australia would play its equal part, but not disadvantage itself vis-a-vis other nations.  

Post the 2007 election, as we know, the federal government changed, but so did global thinking. The best way to 
describe it is that we had a love fest at Copenhagen to stop the rise of the oceans and the heating of the planet. 
We were going to return to a sort of 1967 summer of love with niceness and goodness and daisies popping up all 
over the place, and the planet would be saved. That was the intention going to Copenhagen and what happened? 
I am reminded of a saying we had when I was in student politics many years ago, when I had hair on my head 
and I was a lot lighter than I am today. We would say that if we put a bunch of extreme left-wingers in a room 
and they were in one faction, all we had to do was wait and they would split into as many factions as there were 
bodies in the room. That is what happened at Copenhagen. There was no global agreement. There was no 
agreement between every country, whether they were industrialised or industrialising, developed or developing, 
First World or Third World or whichever terms we want to use. There was no agreement that everyone would go 
the same way. Emerging nations, particularly China and India, suddenly realised that they did not want to put a 
handbrake on their own economic development and say to their people, “You may have aspirations, but we are 
going to go with this global warming hysteria and put a carbon tax on you” or a price on carbon, or a global 
emissions trading system or whatever the various proposals were. Everyone left disappointed.  

Unfortunately in Australia the Prime Minister at the time, Kevin Rudd mark I—to distinguish him from Kevin 
Rudd mark II, who will also feature in my discussion today—declared climate change, global warming, 
whatever it is called, the greatest moral challenge of our time. Out he went in his unique way to lead the world 
and propose an emissions trading system. We know that plan was intended to unite both the Liberal and National 
Parties on one side of the debate and our friends the Greens on the other. Eventually that plan collapsed, and 
collapsed for a very good reason, because it was going to impose a tax on Australians, on Australian business 
and, through a tax on electricity, a tax on every single Australian resident, which was not going to be imposed in 
other parts of the world—namely, our chief competitors the United States, Japan, China, and our emerging 
competitors India and Africa. Those countries were not going to be subject to that levy and the Liberal-National 
Party and even the Greens agreed it would not be a good idea to move down the track of an emissions trading 
scheme. That was not the end of it.  

Soon after that, Kevin Rudd was replaced by Julia Gillard who declared that Kevin Rudd’s government had lost 
its way. She went to the 2010 election with a suite of policies showing the Australian people how Kevin Rudd’s 
Labor government had lost its way and that she knew better and would put the government back on track. One of 
her key promises—not only given by her but repeated by her Treasurer Wayne Swan at the time—was that there 
would be no carbon tax under the government that Julia Gillard led. That promise was quite clear and 
unambiguous.  

All the major parties went to the 2010 election with the policy of no carbon tax. It could not have been clearer 
than that. The result of that election was that 149 of the 150 House of Representatives seats in the Parliament in 
Canberra were won by candidates from political parties that had indicated there would be no carbon tax. Four 
independents were also elected, so the 149 seats were taken up by Liberal, National, Labor and independent 
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MPs. One seat in the House of Representatives was won by the Greens, which clearly wanted the carbon tax , so 
it was 149 to 1. That was very clear—unambiguous.  

What happened? In the rush of the Labor Party after the 2010 election to remain on the Treasury benches and in 
its desire to embrace the Greens so they could cobble together a minority government, the promise made by Julia 
Gillard when she looked down the barrel of a camera on Meet the Press on Channel Ten in the lead-up to the 
federal election when she said clearly, “There will be no carbon tax under the government I lead,” was thrown 
out the window. Through a bizarre combination of Labor and the Greens, the Australian and Western Australian 
public were lumbered by this catastrophe known as the carbon tax.  

We were told at the time that it was an imperative. We were told at the time that the science was settled and 
everyone who opposed the carbon tax was condemning the planet to disaster—rising sea levels, increasing 
temperatures and all sorts of scary scenarios of coastal land being wiped out and all the usual hysteria. Robyn 
Williams, a science commentator for the government and taxpayer-funded Australian Broadcasting Corporation 
said that sea levels may rise by up to 100 metres this century. There was all sorts of hyperbole. Everyone who 
questioned the need for a carbon tax was labelled with the awful term “denier” and marginalised. Everyone who 
questioned the need for a carbon tax or questioned the need for Australia to act ahead of the curve was tarred 
with the brush that they were denying the settled science of climate change.  

What was the main instrument used by the proponents of a carbon tax to promote the idea that the science was 
settled and there was no need for further debate? It was the reports over time of a United Nations body called the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the IPCC, which had been formed in the 1990s and had brought out 
a series of reports. Its 2007 report was quite alarming and was used by proponents of the carbon tax to suggest 
that the science was settled, that there was an international imperative, a global planetary emergency, and we 
must act and stop questioning the science because there was no need to question it. The 2007 IPCC report was 
one of the main arguments the Gillard government hung its hat on.  

Subsequently, a series of whistleblowers released emails from the East Anglia University in the United Kingdom 
that indicated that all was not well with this supposed settled science, and that the findings of the science had 
been nobbled, changed, spun, between the collation of the science and the writing of the report. That information 
has been put out to the public. It has been significantly debated. I am not sure who is right or wrong, but it has 
been out there. What I do know is that in the past couple of days the IPCC has started preparing the groundwork 
for a retreat from the alarmist claims made in 2007. At the end of this month, the 2013 report of the IPCC is due 
to be released, but the IPCC has already started leaking that it got things wrong, that it possibly exaggerated or 
overemphasised rising temperatures. It also appears from those leaked reports that the IPCC, based on its 
findings, will claim at the end of this month that the world has in fact warmed over the past 60 years at around 
half the rate claimed in its 2007 report. It is also likely to confirm that over the past decade there has been no 
actual discernable warming in global temperatures. That information has been out there before but it is 
instructive that the report of the body used as the main example of the settled science, the main justification that 
we should stop questioning the findings on climate change and global warming and just accept them, is being 
refuted by a subsequent report of the same body. 

Quite clearly, if the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is starting to change its figures and to say that it 
got it wrong, how is the science settled? It is not; it never has been. Science has never been about consensus; it 
has been about right and wrong, and a lot of it, when it comes to climate in particular, has to do with long-term 
empirical observation—not short-term observation and extrapolation in models that have quite clearly proved to 
be unreliable at best and totally and utterly discredited at worst. Having not been able to accurately predict rises 
over the past 60 years and now, in 2013, having to correct downwards by half the predictions made in 2007, how 
can we take as settled the modelling for what might happen in 10, 20, 50 and 100 years? We cannot. I do not 
think that takes away our need to continue to take a risk-management approach on this issue, but we should not 
label people who question facts and assertions presented to them. We should not label them pejoratively. We 
should not call them deniers in a pejorative fashion, as has been done, and we should not dismiss them, because, 
as we are seeing, some of their concerns and some of their assertions are now being accepted by the very body 
whose piece of work in 2007 was used to pillory those people. It is an ever-moving feast. 

There are lots of assertions—assertions about rising seas and about rising temperatures. There are equally 
credible assertions about no rise in temperature or possibly even a reduction in the future, and there are other 
theories about what might be causing it apart from man-made carbon dioxide emissions. I think we should 
continue to treat all those ideas and all those theories as valid until they are properly disproved by science, not 
disproved by some muzzling of debate or by some imposition of a prevailing orthodoxy to push a particular 
barrow, which, unfortunately, has happened over the past decade in this country and in many other countries. 

We come back again to this carbon tax that was imposed on us. If we are to take a risk-management approach, if 
we are to recognise that climate impacts are global and if we are to recognise that as a small nation producing 
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less than two per cent of the world’s carbon dioxide emissions annually we can have very little impact with 
unilateral action, again it will guide us to a global solution, back to where we were in the lead-up to the 2007 
federal election. Yes, we need to monitor this; yes, we need to have a fair and reasoned debate and take due heed 
of a risk-management approach, but going alone is like committing economic suicide. Sadly, that is what the 
Gillard government, with its alliance partners the Greens, did on behalf of Australia and on behalf of Western 
Australia when it introduced the carbon tax. It immediately led to a nine per cent increase in the cost of 
electricity—a nine per cent increase in every bill for every household across Australia, including every 
household in Western Australia. 

Hon Ken Travers: So is your government going to cut it by nine per cent? 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: I will get there if Hon Ken Travers gives me the opportunity. I have only 15 
minutes. I cannot cover all fields, but I will get there. There was an immediate impact on every family budget—
every single one of them. Of course — 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Order, members! Not everyone may agree with what 
Hon Peter Katsambanis is saying. However, he has the call and deserves to be listened to in silence. 

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. 

As I was saying, the impact on energy-intensive businesses has been very apparent: there has been a reduction in 
competitiveness. In many cases, there has been such a reduction in competitiveness that businesses have had to 
shut down and lay off staff. What has that done? Has it saved the world? No. Has it reduced emissions on a 
global basis? No. It has exported emissions from Australia to other places, particularly to emerging markets in 
China and throughout Asia. In Australia, our production of electricity is at world-class standards in relation to 
carbon dioxide emissions. For every unit of electricity produced in Australia, we have significantly lower carbon 
dioxide emissions than the same unit of electricity produced in our near-neighbour competitors such as China, 
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and the like. We are exporting production of electricity from a low carbon 
dioxide environment in Australia to a high carbon dioxide environment in Asia. That is doing two things. It is 
destroying our competitiveness and therefore reducing our jobs and our economic prosperity, and it is 
transferring those jobs and that economic prosperity to Asia and at the same time leading to an increase in global 
emissions rather than a decrease. That is economic suicide. 

That was well recognised by the public of Australia. I put the facts on the record at the start of my contribution 
today. At the election on 7 September, exactly 11 days ago, the vast majority of the Australian public clearly 
voted for a party that recognised the damage that had been caused by the carbon tax—damage caused to Western 
Australian families, to Western Australian business, and to families and business across all of Australia. The 
public recognised that and said, “No more, thank you very much. We don’t want to continue down this path. 
Europe may have an emissions trading system, but do we want to be a basket-case economy like the vast 
majority of nations in Europe, with low growth, high unemployment and extreme economic misery? No, we 
don’t.” That is what the public of Australia quite clearly and unilaterally said. It cannot in any way be claimed 
that Tony Abbott did not publicise his position on the carbon tax, did not communicate it properly, was 
confusing in some way or tricky, or possibly even hid it under the carpet so the public did not recognise it. He 
did not do that. He sang it from the rooftops absolutely every single day after Julia Gillard chose to break her 
promise to the Australian people in the lead-up to the 2010 election. From the day she broke that promise, I do 
not think there was one single day when Tony Abbott did not communicate in one way or another his desire, his 
fervent wish, to rid the Australian people of this disastrous tax. Eleven days ago, Tony Abbott was given a strong 
mandate to do so. The public of Western Australia led that charge. On a two-party preferred basis and on a first-
preference basis, the coalition parties, the Liberal and National Parties here in WA, received a higher vote than 
any other place in Australia. Labor received the lowest vote in its nadir moment—at the moment when it struck 
the bottom of the sea; that is, as far as the national first preference vote for the Labor Party was concerned, its 
vote in Western Australia was even lower. Quite clearly, the public of Australia want this tax removed, and want 
it removed immediately! Members ask about a mandate—if this is not a mandate, I struggle to understand what 
any government could ever have as a clear and unambiguous mandate. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Apparently the repeal of WorkChoices was a mandate.  

Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Just as John Faulkner told the Australian people that the Labor Party had a 
mandate to repeal the WorkChoices legislation, and so it did. The Liberal Party in opposition federally accepted 
the will of the Australian people. The Liberal Party was not happy about it, obviously; it accepted the will of the 
Australian people and allowed the incoming federal government in 2007 to get rid of the WorkChoices 
legislation, as it clearly had a mandate to do after the 2007 election. Even I accept that; I accept that that was a 
clear and unambiguous mandate, as this one is.  
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But it is even worse because, as I said earlier, after Kevin Rudd’s government lost its way, we got Julia Gillard’s 
version of a Labor government. It promised no carbon tax, but then cobbled together a nasty deal to stay in 
government with the Greens and introduced a carbon tax that it said it would never introduce! Eventually, the 
Gillard government was skewered by its own, as the Rudd government had been. It did not wait to be rejected at 
the polls by the Australian people and we got the Kevin Rudd government mark II. Just as Julia Gillard set out in 
2010 to distinguish herself from Kevin Rudd, to make it look like it was a “new way”—maybe that was the 
genesis of the new way—so did Kevin Rudd earlier this year, in July, when he became Prime Minister; Kevin 
Rudd set out to distinguish himself in a new way from Julia Gillard. In his inimitable way, he went out on a 
rather bizarre crusade to make an announcement every moment and come up with Kevin’s grand plans for the 
future. He eventually got to the carbon tax and realised he had to do something about it. But Kevin, because he is 
Kevin Rudd, did not alter the carbon tax. He did not amend the carbon tax, he did not change the carbon tax, he 
did not even say to the Australian people, “I’m going to tweak it; I don’t think it’s quite right; I think we need to 
move from one to the other.” In his grandiose style, he came out and publicly declared that under his reign the 
carbon tax was effectively “terminated”. That is what Kevin Rudd said. He claimed he would terminate the 
carbon tax.  

At the 2013 federal election the Australian Labor Party was universally and decisively rejected by the Australian 
people. The former government came down with Kevin Rudd’s platform to terminate the carbon tax. Tony 
Abbott quite clearly said he would repeal it; Kevin said he would terminate it. Of course Kevin then nuanced it 
and said, “We’re just going to move to an emissions trading system a bit quicker.” He came up with this idea that 
the emissions trading system would be similar to the pricing in Europe, which, at the moment, depending on the 
day, is about €7 to €8 a tonne. That was totally contradicted by Treasury figures that by about 2016 it would be 
about $39 a tonne; almost double the carbon tax as it is today. Irrespective of that, Kevin said he would terminate 
the carbon tax. We have had the federal election. The election was run, and won by the Liberal Party. It was won 
quite clearly, quite calmly and very articulately, without grandiose and verbose language: the Liberal Party said 
to the Australian people, should it be elected, the carbon tax will be gone; it would be repealed. Labor, the party 
that was rejected at the election, went to the election 11 days ago with a platform to terminate the carbon tax. 
The election has been run, and won—even Kevin Rudd acknowledged that he had been defeated. He gave a 
speech that was longer than Rob Oakeshott’s speech in 2010 when he was going to create this new way of 
government with Julia Gillard. Kevin Rudd accepted he had lost. What did the remaining rump of the Labor 
Party do? It came out and said it would frustrate the elected government; it would not allow the elected 
government to implement one of its key policies that it took to the election—the repeal of the carbon tax; it 
would not allow the removal of this disgraceful tax from the budget of every Australian every time they pay an 
electricity bill; and it would not allow the removal of this burden on Australian business. Labor is now claiming, 
and its two leadership contenders are now claiming, that it will not allow this popularly elected government with 
a strong mandate to implement its mandate. That is shameful. It is almost as shameful as what I saw on 
television last night; that is, one of the leadership contenders for the federal Labor Party, Anthony Albanese, 
bragging in a speech yesterday that he was still technically the Deputy Prime Minister of Australia! That is 
someone in complete and utter denial. How could anyone on 17 September 2013, in Anthony Albanese’s 
position, who is trying to present as a credible opposition leader, come out and brag that he is still the 
Deputy Prime Minister? He should have had his tail between his legs licking his wounds and reflecting on why 
the Australian people — 

Point of Order 
Hon KATE DOUST: My point of order relates to the relevance of arguing about a member of Parliament from 
another place.  

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): I thank Hon Kate Doust for the point of order. 
Hon Peter Katsambanis is starting to stray from the amendment and indeed the substantive motion. I remind him 
about what we are discussing this afternoon and I would invite him to contain his remarks.  

Debate Resumed 
Hon PETER KATSAMBANIS: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I am speaking on the amendment to the 
motion about elected members of the federal Parliament; including Anthony Albanese, who was elected in his 
seat of Grayndler—congratulations to him. I am speaking on the proposed amendment to this motion which calls 
on all elected members of the federal Parliament to recognise the mandate given to the Abbott government to 
repeal the carbon tax. Anthony Albanese, by his actions yesterday, showed once more that he is in complete 
denial. He is clearly not a person who is fit to lead what was once a proud party, the Australian Labor Party, 
because he is bragging about an office that he was tossed out of 11 days ago! He is still bragging about it. He is 
in complete denial, and so is the Labor Party. I am not in the game of offering the Australian Labor Party, either 
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in Western Australia or in Australia, political advice, so I am not going to. If they think they are on the right 
track, the proof of the pudding will be in the eating in the future.  

This motion and the amendment are very clear. They are calling on elected members of the federal Parliament to 
recognise the damage that the carbon tax has done to Australia’s economy, to Australian business and to every 
single Australian household and to repeal the carbon tax. This is a good motion; this is a sensible motion. It is 
calibrated in those very stable terms that Tony Abbott has shown he is capable of in his short time as Australian 
Prime Minister, and will continue to show. There is no hyperbole; there is no grand message about saving the 
world. This is about alleviating an unnecessary burden on every single Australian family. This is about cutting 
the cost of electricity; it is about empowering Australian business and Western Australian business to be 
internationally competitive, to grow our economy, to provide more job opportunities and to ensure continued 
prosperity for our nation.  

If the Australian Labor Party and its elected members in the federal Parliament, including the three that it is 
sending to the House of Representatives from Western Australia, do not want growth, jobs and prosperity, and if 
they do not want a reduction in the cost of living of every Australian family, well may they continue on this 
ridiculous path to deny a popularly elected government the opportunity to repeal the carbon tax that it quite 
clearly said it will repeal.  

Division 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (20) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Rick Mazza 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Nick Goiran Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Mark Lewis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 

Noes (11) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Sally Talbot  

            

Pairs 
 Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Sue Ellery 
 Hon Jim Chown Hon Darren West 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [3.26 pm] — in reply: I will not take too much time of the chamber 
because I think we need to vote on this very important motion. I want to thank members on the government side 
of the house for the wonderful contribution they have made to the debate on this motion; in particular, my good 
friends Hon Nick Goiran and Hon Peter Katsambanis on their arguments in support of this very important 
motion. I was especially paying attention to what Hon Nick Goiran just said. The actions of those on the 
opposition side we have just witnessed some 10 seconds ago in voting against the amendment that I put forward, 
which seems to me a very illogical thing to do, show that our friends over there just want to continue living in 
the past and have not yet recognised that, in fact, there has been a change of government. I note with delicious 
irony that today is the day that we finally get to vote on this motion, which was placed on the notice paper on 
14 May this year, because today is a wonderful day in Australian history! Today Tony Abbott has been sworn in 
as the Prime Minister of Australia bearing true allegiance to Her Majesty, Queen Elizabeth II, and to the people 
of Australia, taking that wonderful oath to lead our country, as he will. We know that he has already taken —  

Several members interjected. 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: — that important step towards the abolition of the carbon tax. We know Tony Abbott and 
the team that he leads are people of their word. They have, as their first action, gone out and put in place the 
measures to remove the carbon tax. Unfortunately, the people on the opposition side did not want to contribute to 
the debate by way of making speeches. They just like to do what they usually do: act like a complete rabble and 
do things by interjection. The typical lazy opposition that we have on those benches over there! They do not 
want to make speeches; they only want to interject and make — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! This motion has “carbon tax” noted in the title, and I think we should hear that term 
mentioned occasionally!  
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Hon LIZ BEHJAT: I was drawing attention to the fact that members on the other side did not want to speak 
about carbon tax; they just wanted to interject. There was so much interjection going on over there that they were 
creating some innocuous carbon dioxide inside the chamber! Of course, there was some contribution towards the 
carbon tax from their friends, the Greens.  

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order, members!  

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Settle down, you lot! Settle down! Of course, as usual, the contribution towards the debate 
that we heard from the Greens was, “Don’t worry about the message, shoot the messenger.” I recall during 
members’ statements one evening the Greens decrying the words of Professor Bjorn Lomborg; we heard the 
usual sort of contribution we expect from the Greens. Not much substance and quite a bit of fluff! 

I thank members on this side of the house who contributed to the debate. It is a great day for Australia now that 
Tony Abbott is Prime Minister. One of the first actions of that government will be to get rid of the carbon tax. 
We will see a reduction in prices across Australia. Small business that has been hurting — 

Hon Kate Doust: Is that a guarantee, member?  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: It is not guaranteed, because the opposition — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! All members know the rules. Only the member on their feet can address the house at 
one time.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: The opposition in Canberra, once it finally gets itself organised and decides who will lead 
it, which will take some time, has not decided whether it will support this mandate given to the Abbott 
government to abolish the carbon tax. That is what we are waiting to see. We are ready to go with it. The Abbott 
government is putting everything in place to do that. It is a matter of whether it will be supported. 

With those words, I thank all members on this side for their contribution to this debate and reiterate how pleased 
I am that today is the day that Tony Abbott became Prime Minister and we saw him put in place the actions 
needed to get rid of this job-destroying carbon tax.  

Question put and passed. 
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