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CLIMATE CHANGE 
Motion 

Resumed from 20 August on the following motion moved by Hon Lynn MacLaren —  
That this Council calls on the state government to — 

(a) note that on 9 May the daily mean concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere 
surpassed 400 parts per million for the first time since measurements began in 1958; 

(b) note that evidence of warming Western Australian oceans is indicated by the 
increased numbers of jellyfish, tropical fish and whale sharks observed further south 
than ever before; and 

(c) explain the changes required to the state government’s climate change strategy to 
reduce the rate of carbon dioxide emissions and to protect WA’s unique biodiversity. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.14 pm]: I continue my remarks from when I last spoke on 
this motion, when I was putting some perspective on the temperature that we have on this planet. I was interested 
to see that one of my colleagues on the Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation was paying significant 
attention to my comments during that debate. There is a consensus—I will explain in a moment why I say 
“a consensus”—that the planet’s temperature is between 14 and 15 degrees. However, in establishing how we 
have reached that 14 to 15 degrees, we need to look at the temperature in the deep ocean in Africa, here in 
Western Australia, and in the Arctic and Antarctic. A whole range of methodologies need to be pulled together. 
We then need to pull our short-term weather presentations into our long-term periods, which are approximately 
30 years.  
Three organisations have come up with that model. They are NASA’s Goddard Space Flight Center, the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s National Climate Data Center, and the United Kingdom’s 
Met Office Hadley Centre. They use different methodologies and different models. But in essence they all come 
up with the premise that the world’s temperature averages between 14 and 15 degrees.  

We can evaluate the world’s climate over longer periods of observation, and I will quote some figures. In 2013, 
the global temperature was about 1.12 Fahrenheit, or 0.62 above the long-term average for the twentieth century. 
According to NOAA’s National Climate Data Center, that number puts 2013 in a tie with 2003 for the fourth 
warmest years on record in the NOAA database, which goes back to 1880. 

When we talk about limiting our emissions and/or decreasing them, we are talking about the potential for two 
degrees of climate warming if we have business as usual. That is considered to be catastrophic. We need to 
understand what that two degrees means in terms of global temperatures. It is not two degrees here in Western 
Australia, in the deep ocean, or in the Arctic or Antarctic. It is actually the average of two degrees. To us in 
Western Australia, where we get temperatures of 40 degrees-plus, two degrees might not seem to be that much. 
But we need to realise that an increase of two degrees on 14 to 15 degrees is actually a 14 per cent increase in the 
temperature of the planet. That is why it is considered to be catastrophic. Therefore, when we look at that two 
degrees, we must look at it in terms of the total impact on the planet, not necessarily in our backyard or in 
Britain’s backyard or Africa’s backyard. It is the effect on that notion of around 14 to 15 degrees. As we can see, 
we are already starting to move towards an increase of one degree, which is a seven per cent increase in the 
global temperature.  
Unfortunately, in my previous contribution, I harped on about science. The issue is that we normally accept 
science. We accept science when our scientists come to us at a time of war and develop technology or machines 
to help us in that environment. We accept science when we determine that the earth is not flat but is round. 
Science tells us that. But recently we have had a series of arguments that somehow science is wrong. 
Unfortunately, we are now also challenging the fact that our climate scientists at the Bureau of Meteorology are 
getting it right.  

There has been some concerted effort in this regard. The Australian has published attacks on the bureau’s 
temperature record and data homogenisation process. These attacks are not based on scientific data but on the 
basis of individuals who purport to identify that the scientists at the bureau have got it wrong, but do so without 
any scientific credentials. Recently federal MP George Christensen tweeted that it is time for an official 
investigation of the bureau’s handling of temperature records. Columnist Miranda Devine has claimed that the 
bureau’s actions are fraudulent. We, as members of Parliament and as ministers, go to our bureaucrats and our 
scientists for hard advice. We do not refute it. We use that advice readily. But there are a range of people without 
any scientific credentials who are going out of their way to challenge science. It alarms me incredibly that 
pseudoscience is being used to damage the reputation of our scientific community, who automatically by the 
very nature of their scientific training are very, very conservative people who do not like to make rash 
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statements. Recently The Sydney Morning Herald—I will turn to this—in an article entitled “Climate change 
scientist calls on colleagues to speak up on global warming debate” stated — 

One of Australia’s most senior climate scientists has called on his colleagues not to sit on the sidelines 
of the political debate about global warming and other environmental issues, given the evidence they 
present asks society to consider fundamental changes. 
In a speech to be given to the Australian Academy of Science on Tuesday evening … 

That would have been Tuesday, 19 August — 
… Dr Michael Raupach, who heads the ANU Climate Change Institute, told Fairfax Media ahead of the 
speech “Exhibit A” was human-induced climate change. 

And that it was real — 
“To pretend that science, and in particular environmental science, can remain at the side of that debate 
is simply no longer tenable,” he said. “And any statement environmental science chooses to make 
carries implications about those choices and there is a very important call for the scientific community 
to be fully engaged in that public debate, fully participating in it.” 

The Bureau of Meteorology and our scientists are being challenged by federal members of Parliament and right-
wing columnists and that is very unfair on the bureau and belittles the debate, because, in truth, it brings no 
reality into the debate. 

The UN believes that almost 40 to 70 per cent of our emissions need to be cut by 2050. That will only enable us 
to stay below the chance of reaching that two-degree ceiling that I have just mentioned, which is a 14 per cent 
increase in the climate. The two-degree ceiling was set by the UN in 2010 in the hope that it could hold back 
disastrous climate change. The latest report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change expresses even 
more alarm about that—I will turn to that in a minute. Those people—the shock jocks in the Australian 
newspapers and media—who are saying, without any scientific basis, that climate change is all a fallacy and 
does not exist, are putting at risk human society into the future. As such, I would hope that one day those people 
who have misled the public are held to account, because they are putting us all at risk. 

Let us look at what China is doing. In its latest decisions, China has identified that it will reach what is known as 
“peak coal” by 2015—only one year away—and it has gone about a process of bulldozing power stations in that 
nation to achieve that. China has the luxury of being able to shut down fossil fuel–powered stations with 
bulldozers, not by some parliamentary process. New solar technologies are emerging dramatically. Driveways 
can generate power, main roads can generate power and new flexible films can be attached to roof tiles, and that 
will bring in incredibly cheap new forms of solar energy. Those systems are just a footstep away from being 
introduced. As I have already talked about, one of the problems in the Western Australian energy system is that 
it is an energy system that considers renewable energy to be disruptive energy. Unfortunately, in the future, as 
these new technologies come on board and the public adapt and adopt them, because they are cheaper and more 
affordable, Western Australia, because it has a very small grid system—that is, the south west interconnected 
grid—will be left with unviable infrastructure and that will cost governments in the future millions of dollars to 
maintain. Hon Mike Nahan has already indicated that energy prices will increase by 100 per cent in the 
foreseeable future. That is going to be a huge impost on the public. However, what it will do is force and 
encourage people to move straight off the grid into their own systems, to have battery systems that are now being 
developed and coming onstream, and suburbs, as in America, will be moving off the grid. I implore the 
government, in looking at the energy structures in the grid in the future, to understand what is just around the 
corner and start developing a smart grid system that can cater for those new developments. 

In Australia, while a lot of people identify, we have a small impact. However, when we are part of a global team, 
when we are part of any team, it is desirous that we all pull our weight. For Australians to say that because 
Australia has only a small population and because our impact is small we do not have to do what the other 
nations of the world are doing is being disingenuous to the rest of the world that is pursuing to a large degree 
better physical and strategic developments in energy. 

I have just made some of the points I wanted to make today around the whole temperature issue and science, and 
the fact that the UN wants to cut our emissions. Now I want to turn to our emissions. I think I have mentioned 
this before, but when we talk about needing to reduce our emissions by 40 to 70 per cent, and if we are to play 
a meaningful role in that, we need to understand where emissions are heading currently. 

In 2011, I had a really tremendous gentleman working for me, David, a former librarian and researcher, and I set 
him the task of working out where we were going with our emissions in Western Australia. We report our 
emissions from corporations through the federal National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting process. 
Unfortunately, they are all bundled together, so if it is Rio Tinto, it reports its national emissions to the NGER 
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and we cannot separate it out state by state. We also discovered that many organisations are not required to 
report their emissions because they fall under a certain level of emissions, and that is quite significant. The 
Western Australian Environmental Protection Authority also does not report on emissions; it has recently come 
under quite a bit of public scrutiny. 

We went through the process of looking at the NGER data and breaking it open, and we also went through a 
process of writing to all major corporations that we could identify, seeking from them a list of their emissions. 
A large percentage of them wrote back to us, for which I thank them, identifying their current emissions in 
Western Australia. However, about 20 per cent of the corporations we wrote to did not respond, so the data we 
put together did not include the emissions or projections of any of the corporations that did not respond. The data 
that we acquired was based on factual data; we did not make any suppositions about things we could not 
understand, and in some cases, where there were options, we chose the conservative option. 

In 1990, the year of the Kyoto Protocol, our emissions in Western Australia averaged out at 52 million tonnes of 
CO2e per annum. I will talk about CO2e shortly. That is where the impact of all emissions, whether from 
methane or CO2, are aggregated into the model. By 2010, this level had grown to 74.3 million tonnes of 
CO2 per annum. We must remember that we were one of the lucky countries that, under the Kyoto Protocol, was 
allowed an eight per cent increase; but going from 52 million tonnes to 74.3 million tonnes completely blew that 
permit. When we carried out these studies—this, as I say, was in late 2011—we had already reached 85 million 
tonnes of CO2 per annum. The most worrying finding of the research we conducted—it is available in fully 
documented, tabled data on my website—is that it is projected that emissions will increase by a further 83 to 
128 million tonnes per annum, on top of that 85 million tonnes, from projects that will come onstream in the 
future but that have not yet been developed. This means that we will, at the minimum, quadruple our 1990 figure 
of 52 million tonnes of CO2 per annum. 

Where is the restraint? What processes are being undertaken by this state government to reduce our emissions by 
40 to 70 per cent, as stated by the IPCC? We are thumbing our noses at the rest of the world, and the problem is 
that the rest of the world will, at some stage in the future, turn around to us and say, “You’re not on the team. 
We’re going to take your bat and ball away.” That is extremely worrying for Western Australia because we rely 
on our mineral resources to generate a huge amount of our income, and we rely on the fact that we convert our 
gas fields into liquefied natural gas and ship it overseas. There has been some talk in the European Parliament, 
on a motion moved by Belgium some years ago, that sanctions should be applied to both the US and Australia 
for our failure to participate in the global attack on runaway climate change. Should those sanctions be put in 
place, I hate to think where it will leave our nation, so we really do need to take on board our responsibilities as 
a player in the global team. 
A problem we have is that there seems to be this idea that gas is a transition fuel. Let us put that idea in context. 
If one smokes cigarettes, it is highly likely that one will get cancer; scientists—those people who some people do 
not want to believe—tell us that. Scientists also tell us that there is no difference between smoking a menthol 
cigarette, a filter cigarette, or a Gitane, if you happen to be French; the impacts will be the same regardless of the 
filter, and there will be a significant chance of contracting cancer. That is the level of discussion we should be 
having about whether we use coal, oil or gas, because they are all proportions of a very, very toxic impact on our 
climate. 

I have managed to acquire some recent studies; I have to say that obtaining some of them is rather difficult, 
because one has to pay significant amounts of money for scientific studies. There have been some studies into 
methane, and methane is one of the problems we face with gas fields. It is now estimated that, during the 
extraction of gas, there is an expected methane release of around two per cent from each field. We know that 
methane is around 28 to 34 times more potent than CO2, using a 100-year horizon, but in the immediate term it is 
100 times more damaging than CO2. We are starting to see that the notion of 2.5 per cent is wrong; documents 
that have recently been provided to the US Environmental Protection Agency show that to be the case. When we 
talk about the development of gas fields, we must consider them to be as harmful as conventional coal. 
As I said, I recently acquired a paper titled, “Toward a better understanding and quantification of methane 
emissions from shale gas development”. It was produced quite recently; about four or five weeks ago. I turn to 
an abstract from that paper; it is a highly technical paper. It reads — 

The identification and quantification of methane emissions from natural gas production has become 
increasingly important owing to the increase in the natural gas component of the energy sector. An 
instrumented aircraft platform was used to identify large sources of methane and quantify emission 
rates in southwestern PA — 

Pennsylvania — 
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in June 2012. A large regional flux, 2.0—14 g CH4 s—1 km—2, was quantified for a ~2,800-km2 area 
… Large emissions averaging 34 g CH4/s per well were observed from seven well pads determined to 
be in the drilling phase. 

That is two to three times the order of that 2.5 per cent leakage we are talking about. It was really interesting that 
the pads they were looking at were fracking wells. Those fracking wells were not production wells; the primary 
exploration wells were having these massive leaks. It gives me great concern, if it is as identified in the studies 
coming out of the United States, that the Environmental Protection Authority in this state will not even assess 
a provisional drilling of a fracking well. Indeed, we should be having an EPA assessment because this seems to 
be the largest source of methane leak in the development of the fracking industry. I think that to say fracking is 
the way to go is a nonsense because not only is it another gas resource that is equally as harmful as coal, but also 
it is having massive methane impacts that we have identified are 100 times, in the short term, worse than CO2e, 
and 28 times worse over the long term into the future. 

I will quickly talk about methane. Massive bubbles have been occurring in the tundra of Russia, where the 
permafrost is melting. We are getting an incredible feedback loop of massive amounts of methane being leaked 
into the atmosphere from what we call bubbles as the tundra starts to melt. There is a massive feedback loop 
going on at the moment, and I believe we in Australia, as part of the process, must become more inclusive in the 
international debate around climate change. To sit here and say, “Don’t worry about us; we’re an infinitesimal 
part”, is like an ostrich putting its head in the sand. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [2.42 pm]: I rise to support the motion of Hon Lynn MacLaren. 
The electorate I represent certainly has concerns about our ability to conduct our businesses in the 
Agricultural Region as a result of climate change. I do not think that, realistically, anyone is still, deep down, in 
denial that climate change is real and that it is caused by carbon dioxide emissions. People will say that for cheap 
political points and the ability to do nothing, but I do not think, really, anyone looking in a mirror and asking 
themselves the question would be in denial about this being an issue that we need to deal with. 

I think it is a good motion, and I thank Hon Lynn MacLaren for bringing it to this house. It calls on the state 
government to note the increase in the concentration of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere; it is now over 
400 parts per million for the first time since we began measuring in 1958. There have been times in history when 
carbon dioxide levels have been elevated in the atmosphere; we can tell that from samples of ice cores from 
Arctic and Antarctic regions. We know there have been times when carbon dioxide levels have been higher, but 
the climate was certainly unsuitable for the habitation of humans during that time. In the subsequent millions of 
years there has been a natural sequestration of carbon dioxide back into the hydrocarbons that we now know as 
fossil fuels. These things certainly do move naturally, and there are emissions of carbon dioxide from other 
sources, but there has been a natural sequestration of carbon dioxide over millions of years that we are now 
rapidly undoing at a rate of approximately 400 years a week. We need to take stock of that and understand that in 
this instance it is because of us that the climate is beginning to change. 

Climate has changed forever, and people who do not want to accept that we are responsible often say that it 
happens for a number of reasons. That is certainly true; large meteorite strikes on the face of the earth caused 
massive amounts of dust and cloud, and some severe volcanic eruptions have affected the amount of heat that 
can get to the earth. But this time it is us. In 2006 we had been talking for some time about the inevitability of 
climate change and the effects that we as a race were having on the climate, then Al Gore brought out 
An Inconvenient Truth. As a former vice-president of the United States of America, Al Gore was well versed in 
what was happening. He was extraordinarily unlucky to be, I think, dudded out of the presidency of the 
United States of America. He saw fit to create a documentary that highlighted exactly why the fact that we are 
changing the world’s climate was an inconvenient truth. Some very, very sound arguments were put in 2006. 
After watching that documentary, the view I came to was that not only do we need to act, but also we were too 
late and that much of the change caused by human-induced carbon dioxide emissions had already begun, so we 
would have to start adapting to that, and that we were too far down the road to get back the equilibrium we had 
had when the industrial age began. I think 400 parts per million is an important threshold that should spark 
debate; it is just a figure, but it shows that it is increasing, and it will continue to increase to 500 parts 
per million, and so on, over the next number of years. 

Some good attempts were made by the former federal Labor government. Kevin Rudd described this as the 
greatest moral challenge of our time, about which I think he was right; he said that it is something we have to do. 
We are the first generation to understand what is happening, we have the science, and we have an overwhelming 
number of scientists who agree that what is before us is indeed the case. There are a few who will argue against 
that, but the overwhelming majority are in agreement that human-induced climate change is real and that these 
carbon dioxide emissions cannot continue if we are to keep our climate at a level and stage suitable for the 
habitation of human beings on the planet. We know that. It is now up to us to accept that moral challenge and be 
prepared to make some hard decisions and do something about it. I often say to people who argue against climate 
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change that if the believers are wrong and we do take action on climate change but it is wrong and we need not 
have, we will have the most efficient renewable energy systems in the world. That will happen across the world, 
and our energy requirements will be sustainable and renewable forever more. If the deniers are wrong and we 
choose to do nothing on climate change, as the current federal government is choosing at the moment, we will all 
be in trouble. We do not have an alternative address, we will not have anywhere to live, our planet will be 
ruined, and we will not be able to live here forever more. We are all concerned about future generations and we 
really need to address this issue. The reality is beginning to dawn on even those who are sitting on the fence. 
I must admit that early on in the debate I was one of those people; I was not convinced. From my agricultural 
experience in trying to grow crops in less and less rainfall and suffering more and more adverse events such as 
frost and extremely hot days, I knew there was something going on. It was getting more and more difficult to 
produce quality crops at a yield that we needed to make money. I saw that very early on. I must admit that part of 
me was not 100 per cent convinced that it was human induced and that there may be reasons such at solar flares, 
sun spots or other things going on in the universe—an extraordinarily big and unknown place—that may be 
affecting the climate on planet earth. However, I keep coming back to the fact that this has been happening over 
the last relatively short period from when the industrial age hit its straps and the population began to grow. I am 
not convinced now that it is a coincidence. As a matter of fact, I think it is not a coincidence at all; it is becoming 
a matter of fact. 

In agriculture we are seeing a variance in early season rainfall; we are seeing more extreme weather events early 
in the season. Big rainfall events can come down from the north as a result of decaying cyclones, but they are 
very patchy. If we get under one of those, that is good; the season gets off to a good start because it creates good 
soil moisture, but if we do not get one of those, we have to rely on frontal rainfall systems that we have come to 
expect as normal, as we did, especially in the 1960s and 1970s and to a certain extent the 1980s. It was expected 
that every week or 10 days there would be a front that would contain somewhere between 20 and 150 points 
of rain. Farmers could bank on that rainfall and work their soil and plant their crops accordingly. That worked 
tremendously well for us. In Western Australia we were able to rely on that and build a wheat industry and the 
infrastructure that came with it to the point at which in 1970 we finally produced a million tonnes of grain. On 
the back of that came technology and more acceptance that some farmers would grow crops rather than run 
sheep. In subsequent years, the amount of grain increased and the number of sheep decreased and we have 
become predominantly a cropping environment. Without those changes in technology, given the way the weather 
behaves now, we would produce very little. It is a testament to our farmers that they have been able to adapt to 
these dry seasons with more extreme weather events. 

In the last 10 years we have often found the months of June and July to be very, very dry because in those 
months no northern systems have come down or their occurrence has been very rare, so we are relying solely on 
frontal rainfall systems that have just about dried up. Even in Goomalling, where we farm, we often do not get 
those fronts and they do not push through to the eastern wheatbelt and to the north eastern wheatbelt and 
Yilgarn. It has become very difficult to farm in those areas where once upon a time, as fronts decayed, they 
would reasonably reliably bring up to half an inch of rain. That land was all cleared in the 1950s and 1960s with 
that climate pattern; money was made, the areas were developed, thousands of jobs were created and the state 
was boosted economically as a result. That land would not be cleared today because of the way the climate has 
changed and rainfall has become less reliable and therefore we have less rainfall. 

The other thing we have noticed is the advent of frost. I can remember in the mid-1990s some severe frost events 
occurring in the Lake Grace area. I can remember there being a high demand for hay mowing equipment so 
people could get down there and mow the crops. I felt very sad for farmers who had grown magnificent crops 
that reached the top of the fence only to find that when they began to flower, a frost occurred and the crops 
produced nothing. I felt really bad for farmers in those areas, but I thought, “Well, if you’re in that southern area 
and low-lying country, frosts will happen from time to time.” The reality is that frosts now happen somewhere 
every year. We never had frosts on our farm until 2006 and, subsequently, we have been spared frosts in only 
two years. If members are not familiar with how frosts occur, when the temperature drops below zero, any 
moisture in the air freezes. While a wheat plant is flowering, which is the determinant flowering plant, every 
flower on that head of wheat will flower over the same two or three-day period. If a frost happens in that period, 
those flowers can be burnt and fall off the plant. If members recall their year 9 biology class, I am sure they will 
understand how the flower creates the seed. That is becoming more and more prevalent. It might happen right 
across a paddock or in the lower areas of a paddock. It might pick out a certain soil type; for instance, sand plain 
is more susceptible to frost damage than is heavy country. We are finding that frosts are having a greater and 
greater economic impact on our farmers because they are essentially providing some examples of frost further 
and further north to areas that were once considered frost free. It would be nice to see an insurance scheme made 
available so that heavy financial losses can be avoided—I think that is becoming a reality through the good work 
of Hon Nigel Hallett—and farmers can mitigate that risk. It is nonetheless a risk and will need to be paid for and 
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the cost of taking out that insurance factored into farming budgets so they can spread the risk over a number of 
years. 

What also impacts on farmers in the agricultural region and other regions is the advent of extraordinarily hot 
days at unseasonal times of the year. I was in Geraldton about three weeks ago—late August—and when we got 
off the plane it was 36 degrees. That was extraordinarily unseasonal. At that sort of temperature, plants wilt and 
flowers fall off canola and lupin plants rendering them worthless and unable to produce any seed. They are some 
examples of how climate change is affecting us. It is not unpleasant just for people walking around in the hot sun 
or getting up on cold mornings; there is a monetary cost to agriculture as a consequence of climate change, 
which is certainly prevalent and most noticeable in the south west of Western Australia. Changes in climate are 
recorded more in the south west of Western Australia than anywhere else in the world. They are some of the 
examples of how climate change is affecting us. 

Carbon dioxide is produced from fossil fuels, as members will know and other speakers have pointed out, 
predominantly from coal and burning hydrocarbons—coal, oil and gas—and we need to reduce those carbon 
dioxide emissions. There are a lot of ways we can do that such as looking at alternative fuel arrangements, 
reducing our reliance on electricity and providing self-generated electricity and installing solar-powered hot 
water systems. We can do hundreds of things in our homes that I am sure members are aware of to reduce our 
carbon dioxide emissions and carbon footprint. We all know this and we should be doing this. We are the first 
generation to know that it is a fact that we are causing climate change by the production of carbon dioxide 
through burning fossil fuels. 

Given Al Gore’s documentary in 2006 in which he showed that he could see the effects of climate change and 
given that we were feeling its effect, when the federal government changed in 2007, that government was 
committed to taking action. It introduced a carbon price so that it could be traded as a commodity around the 
world and there would be schemes whereby companies producing renewable energy with no carbon dioxide 
output and companies that were taking action to sequester carbon could make money out of it at the expense of 
those who were producing carbon dioxide. Most people will not take action on something unless there is 
a monetary reason to do so. The emissions trading scheme was hatched. I say to my honourable colleagues from 
the Greens (WA) that I agree with a lot of things they do. I often defend the fact that they get double the number 
of votes of members of the National Party but only get a sixth as many seats. They stand for some important 
issues, but I think it was an extremely poor value judgement by the Greens to not agree to the emissions trading 
scheme in 2007–08. As a consequence, we have had to make alternative arrangements. Australia lost the 
opportunity to begin to trade carbon, not only within Australia but also around the world. Immense mistakes 
were made at that time. The government of the day was determined to price carbon dioxide. A very famous half-
quote is often heard coming from the other side of the house. I am of course referring to the 2010 federal election 
campaign when the then Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, made the famous quote, “There will be no carbon tax 
under a government that I lead, but make no mistake, we will price carbon.” Even in 2010, after the carbon 
pollution reduction scheme was scuttled, the then Labor government still understood the importance of putting 
a price on carbon. That was what the Prime Minister of the day said prior to the 2010 federal election. The 
second half of the quote was often dropped off, solely for political purposes. The policy idea itself was sound, 
but solely for political reasons the media and the opposition of the day got behind it and quoted half the story to 
make it look as though the Prime Minister had misled the public in her pledge, which of course she had not. 

That opportunity was lost. It was such a shame that there was no emissions trading scheme. I am confident that 
that scheme could have been modified in a positive, world-leading way to take serious action to reduce carbon 
dioxide and serious actions on the effects of climate change on the broader world. It was lost—circumstances 
changed. We then had an opposition leader who believed that climate change was absolute “crap”—that was his 
word. That was widely taken up in the media and became a bit of a catchcry for anyone who believed in climate 
change but did not want to do anything about it—they did not want to pay. There were fear campaigns about 
what it would cost. I think Barnaby Joyce said that a lamb roast would cost $100. Barnaby Joyce does not say 
much that makes very much sense, but that was totally ridiculous. It was a political statement to try to create fear 
among the general population. I saw a lamb roast in Woolies the other day for about $7.99 a kilogram. We 
certainly did have a price on carbon for quite a long time and I think the scheme worked okay. 

Tony Abbott was then the Leader of the Opposition. That is what he thought. He became the elected leader, 
sadly, when Malcolm Turnbull was of the same view as Al Gore and the rest of us—that this is perhaps above 
politics. This is a policy that we need to get serious about, but the Liberal party room did not agree and 
Malcolm Turnbull lost by only one vote. Now we have Tony Abbott, who I call the climate change denier, 
because I know that he must surely believe that climate change is real. What I think has happened to 
Tony Abbott is that he has been swayed in his view. I can only speculate about why he may have been swayed in 
his view. In am sure that in the fullness of time it will come out how he was swayed in that view. I note some of 
the events in New South Wales at the moment. I am sure that the results of some of those inquiries will lead us to 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 10 September 2014] 

 p5921a-5935a 
Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Darren West; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Lynn MacLaren 

 [7] 

why the government has taken the view that it has. The greatest moral challenge of our time has now been put 
off for somebody else to do. It has been put off for our kids and grandkids. They will look back on us and say, 
“What were you thinking? Why didn’t you take action sooner when the problem was easier to fix and as soon as 
you became aware?” That is what they will say. Some of us will be able to say, “We did what we could but 
ultimately we ran into a hostile opposition, a biased right-wing media that was trying to get that opposition into 
government, and that is what we were left with in the year 2013.” We will be for at least two more years. 

I note that we are in a very unique class in world history. We are certainly the first Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development economy, and I think the first in the world, to repeal action on climate change. 
That is a total embarrassment around the world. Countries such as China and India are taking action on climate 
change, as well as much of Europe. Germany is leading the way. Some countries have engaged more nuclear 
plants. Although nuclear energy is too water intensive for Australia, it is certainly an option in some parts of the 
world. Everybody knows how dangerous and unpopular nuclear plants are. There have been some extremely 
unfortunate events—at Chernobyl and Fukushima—to underline that, but there are countries in the world that are 
still prepared to do that rather than increase their carbon dioxide production. That says something about what the 
rest of the world thinks about the incessant production of CO2. 

Now we are winding back the Clean Energy Act. It may be a surprise to some members to know that the 
Clean Energy Act was the piece of legislation that priced carbon, and encouraged investment in renewable fuel 
supplies and all the jobs that come with new technologies. Imagine if we had not embraced other new 
technologies when they came, as I alluded to before, for instance in farming. If we took the attitude that we are 
taking to new technologies of renewable energy we would still be back with horses and carts, and living much 
more simply without the standards of life we have today. I think it is important that we embrace renewable 
technology. It comes in many forms. I will touch on those in a little while. It is such a shame. 

It is not just agriculture; it also affects the fishing industry. I note that the second paragraph of the motion 
states — 

(b) note that evidence of warming Western Australian oceans is indicated by the increased 
numbers of jellyfish, tropical fish and whale sharks observed further south than ever before; 
and 

If those species are moving further south, I think it is reasonable to suggest that other species of fish—species 
that we catch commercially—may also be moving to different parts of the ocean and at different times of the 
year. That creates some challenges for the fishing industry, whose catches are diminishing, especially of certain 
sorts of fish. I think anyone who wants to catch a herring would agree with me there. Changes to the time of the 
year means that fish may not always be available at the times of the year that the season opens. A particular 
species may not be there. There is now a need to import more and more fish as a result of those sorts of things. 
Industries such as aquaculture are also affected. I heard the Minister for Fisheries talk about a very exciting 
aquaculture project in the Kimberley, which sounds like a winner. Those sorts of opportunities, with the changes 
in ocean temperatures and changes in climate, will make investors a little more nervous about such ventures. 

In terms of renewable energy, all of us have seen the wind turbines at Cervantes, Walkaway and Albany as we 
get around to other parts of the state. I look at those turbines with a sense of awe because there is this amazing 
piece of machinery spinning around producing free energy. It is not totally reliable, because the wind does not 
always blow—we accept that—but certainly in those areas that I just talked about there is an abundance of wind 
most of the time. We can reduce our reliance, certainly at peak times, on fossil fuels and coal-fired power 
stations. It is cheap, it is generally reliable, and the technology is readily available. There are plenty of places 
around the state of Western Australia where wind energy can be produced. There had been significant 
investment by the private and public sectors into renewables when there was an incentive to do so. Sadly, there is 
no longer that incentive. Walkaway wind farm has local government approval to double in size. At the time of its 
building it was already the biggest wind farm in Western Australia. It has approval to double in size but there is 
now severe doubt whether that will go ahead in the current federal environment. 

There have been trials of wave energy production. Waves are much more reliable than wind. They can produce 
both base load and peak power. Trials have been conducted in the Albany area on different ways to produce 
wave-powered energy. They have generally involved a big paddle that is similar to a tennis racquet. The waves 
move back and forth and pump water to a high point and then it runs back down through a turbine. That 
pressurised water can also be desalinated. It is sound technology that needs more investment, and it would 
certainly be useful in places such as Western Australia, which borders a big ocean with reliable waves. Sadly, 
investment in that energy technology will have to wait until we once again get fair dinkum about returning to 
renewable energy and are given an incentive to do so. 
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There has been quite a lot of research and investment into geothermal energy, which is certainly suitable for base 
load energy. It involves some very deep bores and some hot parts of the earth crust, some of which can be found 
near Bunbury. There are some areas in which hot rocks or the magma of the earth is not too far from the surface. 
There is potential to produce base load power at all times. It is a useful technology in that it can be wound up and 
down like a base load power station or coal-fired power station and it can produce varying amounts of energy at 
different times of the day and year. 

Another exciting prospect for us in Western Australia is concentrated solar power stations, which involve large 
fields of mirrors that reflect energy to a central point to superheat a fluid that can then be run through to create 
steam and to run a power station. There is potential to store that hot fluid in the ground and to create power at 
night. Once again, these technologies need investment and they need proving. A lot of work is involved. We 
need a price on carbon to create that investment and to allow further development of solid base load renewable 
power systems. Once they are in, they are in and they will provide free power for a long time. 

Of course, as everyone has seen driving around the city, there are photovoltaic cells on the roofs of many houses. 
They are a cheap way to produce power. With a little bit of incentive, many home owners made the financial 
decision to invest in renewable energy so that their homes are sustainable. They need to be backed up by base 
load power, because once the sun goes down, they do not produce power. Certainly, they are a form of peak 
electricity production. Western Australia’s highest base loads occur on extremely hot days. We need to reduce 
the need for “rolled gold” power production systems and transmission systems so that during peak demands the 
power that comes to the grid is a relatively cheap and easy to maintain photovoltaic system in which home 
owners can invest. 

Germany is well ahead of us; indeed, it is on target to produce 50 per cent of its power by renewables. We had 
a target of 20 per cent by 2025 or something like that. It now looks as though we will abandon that target, 
because the balance of power is held by a coal-mining billionaire who was formerly involved in the  
Bjelke-Petersen government. I am sure the responsible moral challenge will not be met by his party and 
organisation. They will always influence the government and work with the government of the day to wind back 
action on climate change and carbon dioxide production. 

Sadly, what we like to think we would find in good public policy is not to be. Certainly as an elected member of 
the Parliament, I want to look at the long term. We must arrive at policies and programs that benefit the long 
term even if it sometimes means sucking up a bit of pain in the short term. This is totally contrary to that. The 
short-term gain of large miners and big carbon dioxide producers is being put ahead of the long-term gain of 
future generations living in Western Australia, Australia and the world. It is sometimes said that our little bit will 
not make much difference. That would be right if everyone thought the same. The fact is that everyone is doing 
something. Australia is the highest carbon dioxide producer per person in the world. Perhaps we are second; 
there is a bit of doubt as to whether Oman or one of those countries produces a bit more than us. But certainly we 
are right up there. That is not a good prize; we need to reduce our emissions. We have the renewable energy 
capacity to do something. What we lack is the will, which is a great shame. The short-term gain has been put 
ahead of the long-term gain. Future generations will experience long-term pain because we are not taking action 
on climate change now. I heard Hon Robin Chapple say that the world will eventually lose patience with our 
obnoxious stand on carbon dioxide production. The Treasurer said that we need lifters, not leaners. When it 
comes to the production of carbon dioxide, we are the ultimate leaners. I am not proud of that at all. We need to 
get fair dinkum about climate change. I have made that point enough times. 

There is no alternative address to earth. This planet is the only one on which we have found life. It is the only 
place that we know of that can facilitate any form of life and it is the only planet that can sustain human life and 
large vertebrates like us. It makes no sense at all why we would do something that could jeopardise the ability of 
the planet to sustain all forms of life. If action is taken on climate change, but it turns out that those who believed 
in climate change were wrong, we will end up with the best renewables and the most efficient energy systems. 
We will be wiser with our energy and we will sustain our future into the long term. That is the worst that can 
happen. If those who deny climate change and think it is absolute crap because they do not want to do anything 
about it and want to sell out on our children and everyone else who will inhabit the planet after us—I refer, for 
example, to the Prime Minister—are wrong and we do not take any action, the planet will no longer be fit for 
human life. Agriculture will wither and die. Fishing will wither and die. Food production as we know it will 
change. We can adapt. What we have is pretty good and it is incumbent on all of us to take whatever action we 
can, whether that be converting to renewable energy, using less coal-fired power or making the tough decisions 
and taking the hard steps to reduce the rate of carbon dioxide emissions and to protect Western Australia’s 
unique biodiversity.  

I commend Hon Lynn MacLaren for bringing this motion to the house. It is a good discussion that needs to be 
had. Sadly, I think we are having it 10 years too late, but the fact that we are having it is a positive. I live in hope 
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that one day the world will unite and Australia and Western Australia will be part of some meaningful action on 
climate change and that it will take steps to reduce the carbon dioxide production that we are creating and stop 
the climate change that we are causing. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [3.18 pm]: I am glad to be following Hon Darren West in this debate. 
I followed his comments with great interest. They took me back to one of the first debates on this topic in this 
place, which I participated in back in 2005. I must confess that it was somewhat to my surprise that a person on 
the opposition benches, as it was in those days, absolutely understood the key issues and key threats associated 
with climate change. I refer to National Party member Hon Murray Criddle.  

In an important sense—not of course in terms of the left–right party affiliation, but in terms of bringing 
arguments of real policy and intellectual calibre to this place on this topic that are grounded in experience—
Hon Darren West has taken up that mantle from Hon Murray Criddle. These are people who have spent their 
lives working on the land. These are professional farmers who saw the effects of climate change long before they 
began to be systematically documented by scientists, and even longer before the political imperative of climate 
change began to manifest and we began to see policies develop around that subject. So it is great to see 
Hon Darren West take up that tradition, which has been spread a bit thin in this place in recent years. 
I was intrigued by the argument put forward to Hon Darren West, and I know he will appreciate my pointing out 
that it actually has a highfalutin philosophical name. It is called Pascal’s wager. Of course Pascal was not talking 
about climate change when he put forward this proposition. He was talking about belief in God. We have just 
heard Hon Darren West articulate that proposition in a different context, and I think it works just as well in that 
context. Pascal’s original proposition was that we all ought to believe in God, because if we do not follow God, 
we will be in the most terrible trouble when we die and we find out that God does exist; but if we follow God 
when we are alive, we will be home and hosed when we die. So, what are the odds on this? It makes sense to be 
a Christian, because it is in our own interests—we will live a good life, and we will get the rewards when we die. 
What Hon Darren West was putting forward about climate change is essentially the same wager, and he is 
absolutely right. 
Hon Liz Behjat interjected. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am just outlining it. I can go into it in more detail with Hon Liz Behjat if she is 
interested. It is a sound philosophical proposition. It is not a joke. That is exactly why what Hon Darren West has 
put forward is so interesting. What he is saying is: why would we not go with the proven scientific arguments 
about climate change? Even if we have some deep-seated ideological objection to accepting these scientific 
propositions, and even if it turns out that climate change has a different effect to that being predicted by 
scientists, we would still end up with a very sound set of public policies that would serve our economy, and, 
indeed, the global economy, very well into the future. So I think that is an argument that those of us who 
frequently speak on this subject ought to incorporate into our armoury. Therefore, as I have said, it is great to be 
following Hon Darren West in this debate. 

I get on very well at a personal level with the two WA Greens representatives in this chamber. They are both 
decent people, and they do their very best to put forward the arguments in which they believe. But I have to say 
that it does anger me when I hear the Greens being so sanctimonious about climate change. I have to say this. 
I am not having a personal swipe at either Hon Lynn MacLaren or Hon Robin Chapple. Both of them very 
sincerely believe the views that they put forward. I also acknowledge that they were not directly party to those 
terrible decisions that the Australian Greens made at the end of the last decade when they effectively changed the 
course of Australia’s political response to climate change by doing a double-cross on the pricing of carbon. 
I think that was a catastrophic mistake. Although I deeply respect many of the arguments that the two 
Greens members of this chamber put forward on climate change, and I know how sincerely they believe in them, 
it really saddens me that the Greens’ movement in Australia decided to play crass political politics with this 
issue, which is, as other speakers on this side have referred to, one of the most pressing problems of the 
contemporary age. 

I would remind members of this chamber that the last time the Australian Greens voted against carbon pricing 
was the day before Malcolm Turnbull was rolled in his party room, and that Tony Abbott, the man who is one of 
the most conservative Prime Ministers that this country has ever seen—the man who said that climate science 
was crap—is now driving climate policy in this country. I have to say this, and I know that the Greens will not 
be happy to hear me put it so bluntly, but the Greens need to take responsibility for that. It was a very, very poor 
decision, and the results of that decision will play out in the Australian economy for decades to come. The sad 
fact is that because we did not get a price on carbon in 2008–09, we now have no national climate policy. 
Members can argue for many, many hours about whether a carbon price mechanism would have been so much 
less effective than our carbon pollution reduction scheme. We can have that argument, and that argument needs 
to be had and it needs to be thrashed out, as it will be, until, with the benefit of hindsight—as I dare say so often 
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happens with these things—we are able to shine the light into the dark murky corners where the answers to some 
of those questions lie. But it does not seem to me that it was worth compromising the entire Australian policy 
setting on the reduction of carbon for the sake of arguing the fine point between a carbon pricing mechanism and 
a CPRS. After all, what is thoroughly documented in recent political history is that about now—in about the 
middle of 2014—we would have been moving to a CPRS in any case. So we have now abandoned the field of 
making progressive moves on climate science and left it to people like Clive Palmer and the 
Palmer United Party. There has not been a more revolting sight than seeing a man like Clive Palmer mouth those 
sentiments that only a few years ago would have been in the mouths of the Labor Party and the mouths of the 
Australian Greens. I think that is a sign of how low this debate has sunk and how little real chance we now have 
of making any significant policy gains on climate change in the next few years. That is a great tragedy. 

I want to take issue directly with something that Hon Lynn MacLaren said, but it is just in terms of thinking that 
she might have slightly understated the problem. Towards the beginning of her speech Hon Lynn MacLaren 
referred to the fact that climate change was the elephant in the room. I think that was the expression she used. 
I am not sure that that is the right metaphor, because I am not sure that that really captures the seriousness of 
what we are dealing with here. If anybody is in any doubt about how great our challenge is, they need only read 
through Hansard to the following few contributions to this debate, which started about a month ago in this place, 
when Hon Colin Holt and Hon Paul Brown from the National Party, and Hon Mark Lewis from the 
Liberal Party, gave us their take on climate change. I am not sure what point Hon Mark Lewis was making when 
he talked about his confidence in budgets. Members should go back and read what Hon Mark Lewis said about 
his confidence in budgets. That view is closely shared by the Premier, who also seems to have little time for 
what appears in budget documents. 

Hon Ken Travers: That’s because he knows what damage he will do between budgets! 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Absolutely! I hope that at some stage in the not too distant future we will have 
a chance to engage with Hon Mark Lewis about what exactly he understands the budgetary process to be about. 

But, truly, in 2014, why are we still getting conservative politicians standing up in houses of Parliament and 
saying, “If you have any good ideas, give them to us”? For goodness sake! We cannot continue to conduct this 
debate in terms of belief and denial. It is simply not true that we can characterise climate change in terms of 
something we either believe in or do not believe in. That is because the science is in. 

I have spent some considerable time in previous debates on this topic going over this, and I hope I will not cover 
much of that old territory. But to point out whether this elephant in the room metaphor is the right one for this 
occasion, I come back to a quote by British journalist George Monbiot that I have cited before in these debates. 
It is about the latest Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report—I will have a little more to say about 
this in a moment—released about 12 months ago, and states — 

What the report describes, in its dry, meticulous language, is the collapse of the benign climate in which 
humans evolved and have prospered, and the loss of the conditions upon which many other lifeforms 
depend. Climate change and global warming are inadequate terms for what it reveals. The story it tells 
is of climate breakdown. 

This is a catastrophe we are capable of foreseeing but incapable of imagining. It’s a catastrophe we are 
singularly ill-equipped to prevent. 

That is a bit more than an elephant in the room. An elephant in the room is something that makes people feel 
uncomfortable and is something that they do not quite have the language with which to express that discomfort. 
Climate change is more like the sword of Damocles that is hanging over our heads: we can see it, we have 
a graphic description of the size of the sword and the force with which it is going to strike us, yet we stand there 
frozen in time not able to take real action. As I have said, one of the reasons we have not been able to take real 
action is that people constantly play politics with this issue. We are still allowing conservative politicians all 
over this country to stand up and waffle on and say, “If you have anything constructive to say, if you have any 
idea of a plan that might work, why not give it to us because we are open to your suggestions.” It is a complete 
and utter nonsense!  

In illustrating that point, I ask anybody on the other side of the chamber who has the remotest inclination to take 
this matter seriously to consider exactly what the IPCC is. The IPCC is not a collection of ratbag, leftie, tree 
huggers sitting around in ivory towers and academic common rooms around the world cooking the books to 
make it look as though we have some kind of climate emergency; it is a collection of thousands of scientists who 
work by consensus only. Anyone who has had anything to do with the political process knows that working by 
consensus is one of the most arduous—tortuous, even—mechanisms that humankind has ever invented. It is 
much, much easier to just go and get the numbers and then cut the throats of anybody who does not agree. It is 
much more straightforward and practical to do that. It takes far less time to just do the numbers and get what 
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people want passed. But the IPCC does not work like that; it works by consensus. It means that every single 
decision, every single recommendation and every single finding that comes out of the IPCC has been through the 
most arduous process of examination by people who do not agree with each other about many of the 
fundamentals, so the only thing that gets through those sieves is information that is unanimously agreed upon by 
these thousands of scientists. I put it to honourable members that that is a process that would frequently elude us 
in making any progress, yet the IPCC for years now has been battling through that mechanism and has come up 
with thousands of pages of recommendations about precisely what we ought to be doing. If anyone is in any 
doubt about that, they should look at some of the things that do not get through the IPCC process. If we are 
talking about thousands of recommendations getting through that process, it must be approaching millions of 
them now that have been knocked out along the way. Sadly, what has happened is that the conservative side of 
politics has chosen to perpetuate this lie about the way climate change science operates. It is simply not true that 
that is the way that climate science works. 

Hon Liz Behjat: They are not scientists; they are lobbyists. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Hon Liz Behjat is doing it right now. She says that they are not scientists; they are 
lobbyists. She should go to one of the conferences or forums, read one of the journals or send an email to 
somebody at the IPCC and I am sure that they will email her back and put her straight. 

Hon Liz Behjat: And they are a UN-sponsored lobby group—you know that. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Do not come into this place and peddle that absolute utter rubbish about how climate 
science works. Do not come in here and do that because it is not fair on our constituents and it is not being 
honest with the electorate or serving the Australian economy well. 

I want to award a little accolade. I do not want to speak too long about it because I know that there are at least 
two other speakers who want time in this debate, one of whom I think is the Minister for Mental Health to 
respond on the government’s behalf and Hon Lynn MacLaren, the mover of the motion, who would like time to 
respond at the end of the debate. I want to award my gong of the week to a highly amusing and very diverting 
article by Ian McAuley about the first year of the Abbott government, entitled “A Year Of Tony: Credit Where 
Credit Is Due (And They’re Running On A Lot Of Credit!)”. I clicked on this article with a degree of trepidation 
because I wondered whether I really wanted to read it. I will read only one paragraph, because as soon as I read 
it, I knew I was going to read the rest of it. I have printed out a copy and I promise to circulate it around the 
benches on this side of the chamber this evening. The article starts off — 

The Abbott Government was elected one year and one day ago. Ian McAuley celebrates the countless 
successes that have slipped under the radar. 

A year into the Abbott Government’s term we can reflect on its impressive economic achievements. 

The highlight is the repeal of the carbon tax. It’s easy to stand up against tree huggers and left-wing 
romantics who prat on about global warming, but it takes political courage to stand up against scientists 
and economists. 

The debate on the other side of the chamber is so poorly informed that I dare say members on that side listened 
to that with a bit of relish. I dare say their hearts warmed a little because they heard that they were being credited 
with showing real political courage—the real political courage to stand up against the scientists and economists. 
However, of course, that is a comment that is made with such a fine ironic sense of humour that it is perfectly 
obvious that what is being said here is, “Well done, you have just wrecked public policy on this debate for the 
next decade.” I congratulate Hon Lynn MacLaren for bringing this topic to the house once more and I look 
forward to hearing the concluding stages of the debate. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [3.37 pm]: My speech is going 
to be very short. Hon Lynn MacLaren has raised three major issues on climate change and as the minister 
representing the Minister for Environment I will address the matters in the same order as they were raised in the 
motion. The first is that carbon dioxide concentrates measured at the Mauna Loa Observatory in Hawaii reached 
400 parts per million for the first time in May 2013. This was the highest concentration of carbon dioxide 
recorded since measurements began at Mauna Loa in 1958. Four hundreds parts per million is an arbitrary 
milestone; however, carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere are continuing to increase. Carbon dioxide 
concentrates again reached over 400 parts per million in 2014. The average for May this year was 401.85 parts 
per million. The member’s motion has asked us to note that. 

The second point is about the issue of ocean warming in 2013. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
noted that over the period 1971 to 2010 global ocean temperatures rose by 0.11 degree Celsius per decade from 
the surface to a depth of 75 metres. There has been a gradual sea surface warming of about 0.02 degrees Celsius 
per year off the lower Western Australian coast since the 1950s. During the summer of 2010–11, the waters off 
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Western Australia experienced warming of more than three to 4.5 degrees Celsius above average seasonal 
temperature. This was most significant in the midwest and Gascoyne regions. This marine heatwave event 
coincided with an extremely strong La Niña event and a record strength Leeuwin current. These created a major 
temperature anomaly in addition to the underlying long-term ocean warming trend. 

Recreational fishers observed that tropical fish, such as Spanish mackerel, had extended further south. The 
heatwave was also responsible for some spikes in recruitment—that is, migration onto trawling grounds—of 
commercial prawn species in Exmouth Gulf and Shark Bay, and of tropical fish species at Rottnest Island. Both 
the Shark Bay saucer scallop and blue swimmer crab stocks suffered a severe recruitment failure and a high 
mortality of adults in the months following the heatwave. While these observations relate to the specific 
heatwave event, they are consistent with the findings of the International Panel on Climate Change’s 
“Fifth Assessment Report” working group II report, released in 2013, which concludes that there is high 
confidence that there will be future spatial shifts in some marine species distributions due to projected ocean 
warming. That notes paragraph (b) of the motion. 

I turn now to paragraph (c), which is the one that I obviously have a bit of difficulty with. I liaised at length with 
the Minister for Environment to find a position that we could agree on—an amendment to paragraph (c) that 
would enable us to support the motion. A key factor in the development of the Western Australian climate 
change strategy is national policy and actions. The national carbon pricing mechanism has now been repealed, 
and in June this year the Australian government introduced legislation to the federal Parliament to establish the 
Emissions Reduction Fund. The Emissions Reduction Fund is the centrepiece of the Australian government’s 
policy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet Australia’s target of five per cent below 2000 levels by 
2020. 

The Western Australian government supports measures to reduce emissions and has instigated direct action to do 
so, including using more natural gas for electricity generation. However, the government’s view is that decisions 
on the design, implementation and timing of the regulation of greenhouse emissions are primarily matters for the 
commonwealth government and the federal Parliament, where emissions reductions may occur in the most 
economically efficient manner. The state has a role in adapting to potential future temperature increases and 
other impacts of a changing climate, and it is for this reason that the strategy, “Adapting to our Changing 
Climate”, provides a framework and role for government leadership in adaptation. Our strategy has just been 
released, it is out there and the government is committed to it. 

The government’s role includes measures that protect Western Australia’s biodiversity from the impacts of 
climate change, including the establishment of a comprehensive, adequate and representative system of reserves. 
The reserve system, as well as conserving representative biodiversity, provides for increased resilience and 
community awareness of the importance of biodiversity through managed opportunities for tourism and visitors. 

I would like to amend the motion so that this side of the house can support it in full. 

Amendment to Motion 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I move — 

To delete paragraph (c) and insert — 

(c) continue its work on direct action measures and implementing its high-level strategic 
framework to support agencies developing responses to adapt to the effects of climate 
change, recognising that decisions on the design, implementation and timing of the 
regulation of greenhouse emissions are primarily matters for the commonwealth 
government and federal Parliament. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.45 pm]: I note that there is limited time for debate on this 
motion, and I do not believe that that time extends when we have an amendment to the motion. Therefore, in 
speaking to the amendment moved by the Minister for Mental Health, I would like to make my substantive 
concluding reply to the contributions to the motion. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Members, I will just confirm that the Minister for 
Mental Health has finished her remarks on the amendment. We need to deal with the amendment as put, and then 
Hon Lynn MacLaren can respond to the motion as amended, or the motion in its original form. The question is 
that the words to be deleted be deleted. 

Amendment (deletion of words) put and passed. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I do not want to waste any time putting a view on the amendment, but I will not 
support it. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, I am just seeking some advice. It was affirmed that the words to be 
deleted, be deleted. I am going to put the question that the words proposed to be inserted be inserted — 

(c) continue its work on direct action measures and implementing its high-level strategic 
framework to support agencies developing responses to adapt to the effects of climate change, 
recognising that decisions on the design, implementation and timing of the regulation of 
greenhouse emissions are primarily matters for the commonwealth government and federal 
Parliament.  

Division 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson) 
casting her vote with the noes, with the following result — 

Ayes (19) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Jim Chown Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Robyn McSweeney 
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 Mark Lewis Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Dave Grills Hon Rick Mazza  
 

Noes (11) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Sue Ellery Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson Hon Darren West 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Sally Talbot Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Ken Travers  

            
Pairs 

 Hon Peter Collier Hon Stephen Dawson 
 Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Adele Farina 
Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.55 pm] — in reply: I start by thanking members for their 
contributions. It has indeed been delightful to debate and talk about what I believe is the most significant 
challenge of our time—that is, climate change. When we look back on the debate over the coming years, I hope 
we will reflect on how far we have come. It has been enlightening to hear members’ differing views on the 
subject, but on the whole it has been very disappointing. The very essence of this motion is that we, here, have 
a responsibility in the policies that we adopt in state government to address climate change. A lot of the debate 
was centred on denying that it exists, questioning the science, and pointing to the federal government and saying 
it has to fix this. There was also pointing outside this space here in this chamber and saying that local 
governments should approve a low-carbon economy in their local boundaries; there was also the question of 
whether it is a federal government or international responsibility. Really, the fact is that it is a state 
responsibility. That is what we are trying to face here, and we have to accept that we have a role in preparing the 
planet for what is about to occur and slowing down the worst impacts of climate change. 

I start by thanking Hon Col Holt in particular. He said in his contribution that he has not heard enough from the 
Greens on the solutions, and asked whether I would table the documents that define the solutions. Members, 
I will table some of our solutions. This document contains the top 11 or 12 solutions that we have put together, 
and it highlights that, indeed, it is a state responsibility and that there are things we can do as a state to address 
this. The Greens’ “Energy 2029”—a plan for 100 per cent renewable energy supplying the south west 
interconnected system—explains how our energy policy in this state can transition to renewables. Last year, 
Senator Scott Ludlam updated the plan for the electricity network servicing Perth and south Western Australia, 
and the update takes into account the rapidly falling renewable energy technology costs. “Energy 2029” costed 
three scenarios, including business as usual, and found it to be roughly the same cost to go to 100 per cent 
renewables. I encourage members to have a look at this. The update finds that it is cheaper to go to 100 per cent 
renewables than business as usual. At the conclusion of my remarks I will seek leave to table “Energy 2029”. 

I will also seek leave to table the calculations of Sustainable Energy Now. They are the calculations on which 
“Energy 2029” is based, and many members will be familiar with this document. This is the technical study that 
provides the calculations and engineering assessments. I will be seeking leave to table this. I will also be seeking 
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leave to table the “Clean Energy Roadmap”, which includes specific steps and policies to manage the transition 
between now and 2029. Significant contributions to this debate were made by regional members, and this 
document addresses, particularly, them. It shows how the regional areas are a key part of the transition. It is 
a four-part policy road map for Western Australia to achieve 100 per cent renewables, including paying a fair 
price for solar and looking at six renewable energy zones in WA. It incorporates WA’s top 20 solar postcodes 
work, which I will also be seeking leave to table. 

During the state election campaign I produced the solar power social housing initiative. That costed initiative 
shows how we can revitalise the solar panel industry by putting solar panels on our state housing. This initiative 
would create jobs in rural areas where there is state housing and would create jobs and provide more security in 
the city. This was so popular that the Australian Labor Party—WA Labor—also came out with a very similar 
policy, if not the same one. It is an idea that is not new. It has been talked about in the sustainable energy 
network and we both released it in the state election, so I will seek leave to table that document. Transitioning to 
renewable energy will reduce emissions, and that will have an impact on climate change. My friend 
Hon Colin Holt is particularly interested in climate change solutions relating to Western Australian regions, so 
I urge him to read “Energy 2029” and the “Clean Energy Roadmap” about the proposed regional renewable 
generation hubs in the midwest, goldfields, Pilbara and great southern. We also did some research on WA solar 
postcodes and I hope I can table that also, although I possibly will not be able to table it. We took the figures 
from the Clean Energy Regulator on household photovoltaic uptake and looked at the uptake in the top 
20 postcodes in WA by generation and penetration. That showed that not the richest households are installing 
solar systems. As my fellow members will know, solar is not a luxury for just the wealthy suburbs; it is the 
mortgage belt in our poorer suburbs that are by far the biggest installers of solar power in their homes. 

In his contribution, Hon Robin Chapple mentioned the impact of fracking on emissions through the release of 
global warming gases. We know that shale gas fracking will make global warming worse, and destroy 
Western Australia’s valuable farmlands, damage our precious water resources and put pressure on our regional 
communities. Senators Rachel Siewert and Larissa Waters travelled Western Australia, particularly the midwest, 
and released their assessment of how fracking will impact on climate change. If we do not frack we will be in 
a better position to hand down a better environment for our future generations, as many people mentioned in 
their contributions. It was exciting to hear that we are thinking long term into the future; it is just frustrating that 
we are not doing anything about it right now. 

Fundamentally relevant to this debate, WA in particular, these Greens energy planning documents are just the tip 
of the iceberg on the costed technical studies and reports the Greens have developed in collaboration with 
developers, academia and the community for climate change solutions in WA. I draw the attention of members 
and seek leave at the end of this debate to table the report titled “Bike Vision—The Greens 2029 Perth Bike 
Plan”, which is an alternative low-emission mode of transport and a low-carbon alternative to getting around the 
city. This is a climate change initiative, friends; making cycling safe and efficient will get people out of their cars 
and off the roads. Infrastructure and safety measures will increase participation and reduce emissions. This 
policy will create alternative modes of no-emission transport. It is part of a sustainable low-carbon city, as is the 
“Transforming Perth” plan, which has won a national planning award. This is a plan for a more people-friendly 
and climate-friendly city design, which was written by the Greens in partnership with the Property Council of 
Australia and the Australian Urban Design Research Centre. Earlier this year AUDRC won a national planning 
award. If we build our city so that we do not have to travel so much and reduce our carbon footprint in our daily 
lives, we will combat climate change. Urban design and urban planning is a state policy. That, my friends, is one 
of the policies we can use to address climate change. I encourage members to look at my Climate Change 
Readiness (Coastal Planning and Protection) Bill, which relates to both Perth and the regional coastal areas. It is 
an adaptation bill and is about adapting for sea-level rise and storm surge. 

I draw members’ attention—I will seek leave at the end of my speech to table it—to the future jobs package for 
WA. This is our transition plan for after the boom, and guess what? Saving the planet or developing more 
renewables, manufacturing and building homes and public transport infrastructure and increasing tourism all 
create jobs, so we can create jobs after the boom and address climate change. Those are state policies that we can 
adopt. The state government is cutting down 600-year-old trees for woodchips and the WA Forest Products 
Commission is running at a $20 million loss. We came out with a plan to save our south west forests and grow 
jobs and a sustainable affordable housing industry from plantation forestry. This got great pick-up in Albany. 
Hon Colin Holt may be aware of it, but in case he is not, I seek leave to table the paper titled “Future Forests: 
South-West Forests—Too Precious to Lose”. 
Another sustainable initiative that can be done at a state level is the Perth greenways initiative. This too was an 
initiative we released in both state and federal elections and is about restoring greenways in our city. It not only 
is great for habitats and our biodiversity but also will reduce the urban heat island effect, so we do not have to 
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use our air conditioners as much and therefore create fewer carbon emissions in our city. This is a response to 
climate change and this is how we can reduce our emissions. 
Hon Ken Travers: Is there anything left in your library at the moment? 
Hon LYNN MacLAREN: That is all I will seek to table, with the exception of one further document. 
I mentioned in my contribution that there is indeed a thing called climate depression. The Minister for Mental 
Health seemed to be a little underprepared to respond to that. I will seek leave to table the Climate Institute’s 
report on mental health and community wellbeing in the wake of extreme weather titled “A Climate of Suffering: 
the real costs of living with inaction on climate change”, which describes how when terrible disasters occur 
people suffer from higher rates of depression—the rates of suicide and self-harm go up. It is unfortunate, but it is 
true. There is also a research paper on it from the Climate Institute that I will attach and seek leave to table at the 
end of my remarks. There is also a very short summary document but I will not need to table that. 

I have one minute left to reply to the few members who sought leave to contribute to this debate. Basically, 
Hon Rick Mazza’s contribution was addressed largely by the facts and figures put out by Hon Robin Chapple. 
I will leave that with the member. I refer him to Hon Robin Chapple’s counter-debate on his comments about 
denying that climate change is real. It is ironic that Hon Mark Lewis mentioned that he funded a former role 
concerning the Indian Ocean Climate Initiative because the Barnett government stopped funding that initiative. 
That is a shame and I would like to see Hon Mark Lewis advocate for it. Hon Paul Brown, we have a lot to say 
about nuclear power. It is not part of the solution, it is part of the problem, but, unfortunately, I have no time to 
address it. As the motion has been so terribly amended, I seek leave to withdraw it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Standing order 71 states — 

After a motion has been moved, it shall be deemed to be in the possession of the Council, and can only 
be withdrawn by leave of the Council. 

Hon Lynn MacLaren has sought leave to withdraw the motion. 

Leave denied. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Hon Lynn MacLaren wishes to seek leave to table the papers. 

Leave granted. [See paper 1837.] 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: The question now is that the motion, as amended, be agreed to. The motion, as 
amended, states — 

That this Council calls on the state government to — 

(a) note that on 9 May the daily mean concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere 
surpassed 400 parts per million for the first time since measurements began in 1958; 

(b) note that evidence of warming Western Australian oceans is indicated by the 
increased numbers of jellyfish, tropical fish and whale sharks observed further south 
than ever before; and 

(c) continue its work on direct action measures and implementing its high-level strategic 
framework to support agencies developing responses to adapt to the effects of climate 
change, recognising that decisions on the design, implementation and timing of the 
regulation of greenhouse emissions are primarily matters for the commonwealth 
government and federal Parliament. 

Division 

Question (motion, as amended) put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson) 
casting her vote with the noes, with the following result — 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 10 September 2014] 

 p5921a-5935a 
Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Darren West; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Lynn MacLaren 

 [16] 

Ayes (21) 

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

Noes (12) 

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

Pair 

 Hon Peter Collier Hon Stephen Dawson 
Question thus passed. 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm  
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