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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS REDUCTION 
Motion 

Resumed from 18 October on the following motion moved by Hon Paul Llewellyn - 

That this house calls on the state government to - 

(1) Develop binding targets for emissions reduction to set us on the path of achieving the cuts 
required to avoid dangerous threats to the climate. 

(2) Support these targets with funding and policy measures. 

(3) Maximise the economic opportunities available through innovation and large-scale investment 
programs aimed at greenhouse gas reduction. 

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan - Minister for Education and Training) [2.01 pm]:  I 
reiterate that this government is doing some amazing things in this area.  Sometimes I think the biggest problem 
is that -  

Hon George Cash:  You are amazing.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is nice of Hon George Cash to say so.  I am sure Hon Norman Moore does 
not agree with him.   

Hon Norman Moore interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  He also thinks I am amazing.  I am, of course, interpreting that to mean 
amazingly good, and not amazingly bad!   

Many good things are happening, but I make special mention of the WA Greenhouse Task Force.  The 
government established this task force to provide advice on short, medium and long-term targets for reducing 
greenhouse emissions in the stationary energy sector.  That sector is by far the largest contributor to greenhouse 
gas emissions in Western Australia.  The most recent economic analysis and advice received by the state 
government concludes that early and concerted action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions will only marginally 
slow economic growth.  That demonstrates that delaying action to reduce those emissions will be more costly 
and socially and economically disruptive.  The task force has been doing some work since it was endorsed by 
cabinet on 15 August 2005.  The interim view of the task force, based on some preliminary reviews and 
consultancies, is that a target of 50 per cent reduction in greenhouse emissions is feasible.  The task force is 
preparing specific advice on what technologies and policies could be introduced to meet the target at the lowest 
possible cost to government, industry and the community.   

It is worth noting that the task force has also provided recommendations to government on interim targets for 
2020.  This is a very positive initiative.  The work of the task force provides a very good strategic direction for 
the state on greenhouse gas emissions.  It is developing recommended funding and policy measures to support 
the achievements of any target that it sets.  It will provide a report to government in December 2006.  I am sure 
everybody awaits that report with great anticipation.  I am confident that it will provide a very clear way 
forward.  There is no doubt that everybody recognises the importance of addressing this very significant matter.  
The task force report is being developed with the policy objective of providing a sound basis for maximising the 
economic opportunities that can be derived from reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  It would be inappropriate 
for government to consider setting overall greenhouse gas emission reduction targets before receiving the advice 
of this very important greenhouse and energy task force.  Given that that will happen in December 2006, I can 
see that the Greens (WA) are very excited.  Hon Paul Llewellyn cannot hide his joy at the prospect.  Every 
Western Australian has good reason to be excited.  I see Hon Giz Watson jumping about in her seat.  I will even 
say “literally” because she is jumping up and down in her seat.  All Western Australians should be jumping 
about in their seats because this task force is a very important initiative.  It has done some excellent work and it 
will provide an excellent way forward.   

Hon Paul Llewellyn interjected.  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  People might argue that some of this work may be a little overdue, as might 
Hon Paul Llewellyn.  Some people might argue that it should have happened 10 years ago.  My view is very 
simple: it is better late than never.  It is good that this work has been done.  Greenhouse gas emissions and their 
impact on a range of areas, particularly through climate change, is a very challenging area.  Certainly, 
governments have responded to the science of climate change, and they are adopting long-term aspirational 
targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Many have also adopted short and medium-term targets so as to 
provide them with some indicators on the way to meeting the final target that they set.  They are supported in 
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that work by significant policy packages and funding measures.  The United Kingdom, for example, has set a 
target for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 that is 60 per cent below the 1990 figure; the 
Netherlands target by 2020 is 30 per cent below the 1990 figure, and for 2050 it is 80 per cent below the 1990 
figure; in France, the target by 2050 is 75 per cent below the 1990 figure; and in Germany, the target by 2020 is 
40 per cent below the 1990 figure.  New South Wales has set its target for 2050 at 60 per cent below the 2000 
figure.  It is good to see that those countries and the respective states of Australia have given some consideration 
to setting targets. 
This issue of greenhouse gas emissions reduction is not an easy one to deal with.  However, I do not doubt for a 
moment that everybody considers it to be a very important issue.  I see Hon Murray Criddle nodding his head.  
Being from and of the agricultural sector, he would be more than aware of the impact of greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Apart from daylight saving, right now this is the issue out there. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is the second issue behind daylight saving.  However, I will comment on 
how - 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  One has to love daylight saving. 

Hon Peter Collier:  I was talking about from the minister’s point of view. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Daylight saving is indeed a very good issue.  The great thing about daylight 
saving is that everyone can engage with it. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  The minister knows as well as I do that daylight saving is a diversion from the real issue. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  No, because the real issue is greenhouse gas emission reductions.  The member 
is quite right, because I was just on my way back to that issue, and I will not be led astray again. 

The PRESIDENT:  Order, members!  The Minister for Education and Training should not be led astray. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Thank you, Mr President.  The point I was making is that this is indeed a very 
serious issue.  No doubt the people who have worked on the land for many generations have seen significant 
changes as a result of climate change and the impact that it has had on their agricultural activities.  I do not 
suppose it makes much difference which type of agricultural activity it is.  However, when it comes to cause and 
effect, they are probably at the grassroots level whereby they can see first-hand the adverse impact of greenhouse 
gas emissions, and therefore they can, I am sure, wholeheartedly support any policy that will lead to a reduction 
in greenhouse gas emissions.   

Amendment to Motion 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The last time I spoke on this matter I foreshadowed an amendment.  I move -  
To delete paragraphs (1), (2) and (3) and insert instead -  
 investigate the establishment of targets for emissions reduction to set us on the path of 

achieving the cuts required to avoid dangerous climate change, noting that -  
(a) a Greenhouse and Energy Taskforce has been established and will report to 

government in December 2006 on the feasibility and implications of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions from the stationary energy sector by 50 per cent by 2050; 
and 

(b) Western Australia is participating with other states in the National Emissions Trading 
Taskforce, which has recently released a public discussion paper noting that a 
national emissions trading scheme would require emissions reduction targets to be set 
at the national level. 

HON GEORGE CASH (North Metropolitan) [2.16 pm]:  This amendment is to delete certain words and to 
substitute those words with other words.  I must express some surprise.  During the minister’s speech I 
interjected by saying that I thought she was amazing.  She understood that to mean that I thought she was 
amazingly good. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  In some respects she was right.  I thought she was amazingly good at being able to 
portray her argument as supporting the environment, when in fact she was stripping the motion of all its 
substance and inserting instead absolute rhetoric.  That is why I said the minister was amazing - amazingly good 
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at being able to do that.  I should say that I am not surprised, because when it comes to the environment and the 
state Labor Party, we have been seeing that for years.  There is now a widening gap between the promises that 
we heard from the Labor Party and the lack of action of the state Labor Party six years into its term of 
government in Western Australia.  Perhaps “widening gap” in itself does not sufficiently describe what is 
happening, because it is now a chasm.  There is now a huge difference between what Labor says and what it in 
fact does.  I say that the amendment is nothing but rhetoric, and the minister is attempting to substitute the 
substance of the original motion, which was moved by Hon Paul Llewellyn on behalf of Hon Giz Watson, with 
what is almost hot air. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I gather you don’t like it. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It is not that I do not like it.  I have been around this place long enough to be able to 
count.  It does not really matter whether we support Hon Paul Llewellyn’s motion or the minister’s amendment, 
because if we are committed to doing what we should be doing about the environment, we will be doing much 
more than what is contained in the motion and much more than what is proposed by the minister’s amendment.  
There must have been a cultural shift within the community, and certainly within this Parliament, for us to be 
acting in this way.  It is not a case of not liking what the minister is saying.  They are very interesting 
motherhood statements that sound great, are airy-fairy and mean nothing, but I am sure that they will make some 
people feel really good when they read them.  I do not dislike her words.  I do not even dislike the way in which 
she put them.  When she moved her amendment, I could tell that she was speaking with her tongue in her cheek, 
and that is not unreasonable.  That is part of Labor’s environmental policy for Western Australia - say one thing 
and do another. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Did you have a task force when the Court government was in power? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  We had lots of task forces, and I was probably on some of them. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Were you?  Can’t you remember? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Probably, but that is a long time ago now.  The other day when the opposition 
supported the bill introduced by Hon Paul Llewellyn, I said that the state government should not keep looking 
back and ploughing the old field; it should start looking forward towards the new world. 
Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Yes, it must do something.  What is the minister’s view - she can respond by way of 
interjection - of Sir Nicholas Stern’s report, which was released the other day in the United Kingdom? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I know that he released the report.  I understand that it is a fairly complex report.  I 
know that the Howard government has put out some policy positions in response to the report.  I know that 
yesterday Hon Paul Llewellyn asked a question of me, as the minister representing the Minister for the 
Environment, about the Stern report.  I have not yet read the Stern report, and probably because education is my 
number one priority.  Although I represent the Minister for the Environment in this place, I haven’t got that far. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I understand that.  However, the good news is that the report was released, and the 
minister knows that the report was released yesterday. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It was referred to on the front page of The Australian this morning. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  It was referred to in some English newspapers yesterday.  The bottom line with the 
Stern report is that not everyone agrees with what he has said.  The interesting point is that he is the former chief 
economist for the World Bank.  He is not a raving -  

Hon Paul Llewellyn:  Greenie! 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  No, the member should not put himself down; let us do that!  He is not some raving 
environmental loony or, as Hon Paul Llewellyn wants me to say, some “greenie”.  This chap is the former chief 
economist for the World Bank, so I think he has some economic credentials.  He basically said that there is a 
massive problem with the environment and that there is too much talk by people about wanting to fix the 
environment and not enough talk about recognising the economic cost that will be imposed on the world as a 
whole if we do not make some progress in that area.  When Sir Nicholas Stern released his report, some people 
said that it was a very negative report and that the world should be full of gloom because of some of the things 
that he suggested may happen and, indeed, in some cases will happen.  However, when Tony Blair, the Labour 
Prime Minister, was asked what he thought of the report, he said that the report was all about people being able 
to have their cake and eat it too.  He saw the positive side of working towards improving the environment.  He 
recognised that it would come at a cost.  However, as is shown in Sir Nicholas Stern’s report, it is not the cost of 
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improving the environment; it is actually the cost to the world economy of doing nothing and allowing the 
environment -  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It is the opportunity cost. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  No; it was an actual cost, as compared with an opportunity cost.  There would be lots 
of opportunity costs, but these were actual figures.  When we look at some of the work he has done, we find that 
the underdeveloped countries will suffer the most if we do not do something about it.  Sir Nicholas Stern was not 
exactly complimentary of all the developed countries in the world.  He thought that they were the major emitters 
and that they must recognise where they are going wrong.  He said that there is a way and that it is not all doom 
and gloom.  The environment can be turned into a massive global business and the gross domestic product of 
many countries can be improved as a consequence of spending billions upon billions of dollars.  As some people 
have said, to do nothing will cost trillions of dollars in the end. 

The minister has asked me what I think about the amendment.  The amendment is something that we have to talk 
about.  It has given me the opportunity to stand and say that lots of people in the community think that the state 
is not doing enough.  I acknowledge that when the Liberal Party was in government, it clearly did not do enough.  
The bad news is that six years down the track, under this state Labor government, we are in a worse position.  
The bad news is that it is all rhetoric and no action.  One of the things that I have noticed with the state Labor 
government is that instead of having a critical look at, and focusing on, what it promised to do for the 
environment, it reverts to form and immediately starts knocking.  In this case, it generally knocks the federal 
Liberal government.  I have spent some time looking at the current federal coalition government’s record on the 
environment.  It is doing a significant amount of work.  It is committing millions and millions of dollars towards 
improving the environment.  Ian Campbell, the federal Minister for the Environment and Heritage, a Western 
Australian senator, is doing a huge amount of work trying to get on top of the environmental issues in Australia. 

Hon Louise Pratt:  But it doesn’t even vaguely talk about targets.  It is not even investigating targets. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I presume that the target that the member is referring to is the Kyoto target, or is it 
some other target?  Which target is the member referring to? 

Hon Louise Pratt:  I am talking about emissions trading targets; any kind of targets.  It will talk about the Kyoto 
target, but it will not bind itself to any target. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I am not talking about any kind of target; I am trying to be a bit more specific.  Has the 
member read what the federal government has said about the Kyoto target?  What has it said? 

Hon Louise Pratt:  It has said that it will meet its Kyoto Protocol target and therefore it is relevant, which is not 
true. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The member is telling me that it will not reach its target.  She cannot have it both ways; 
she cannot interject and say that it will not reach its target and then say two minutes later that she acknowledges 
that the federal government will reach its Kyoto target.  That is the knock, knock attitude coming out in the 
member.  I am surprised at that, because one day in the not-too-distant future she will be a senator for Western 
Australia, not for the Labor Party, the Liberal Party, the country party or the National Party.  I hope that the 
member, as one of my senators, goes to Canberra and talks about the environment. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You can have full confidence in Hon Louise Pratt to represent your views. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Is she not prepared to say that for herself, so the minister must say it for her? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  She just hadn’t thought of it yet. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Only this morning, the Prime Minister made an announcement about the Asia-Pacific 
partnership.  That area is committed to tackling climate change.  The Prime Minister announced a federal 
government allocation of $60 million for 42 separate collaborative projects.  That is doing something with 
taxpayers’ money; it is being committed.  Last week when I spoke in favour of the bill introduced by Hon Paul 
Llewellyn, I referred to the Victorian solar power plant that the federal government has put a huge amount of 
money into.  When I hear members of the state Labor Party knock the federal government, sometimes I think 
that the newspaper man does not deliver the newspaper to them or that they do not listen to the news on the radio 
or watch it on television, because it is actually happening. 

Hon Nigel Hallett:  They haven’t googled it. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Obviously they have not googled it, because the Stern report is available on the 
Internet. 
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Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Don’t tell me you google now? 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I do.  The minister said that we should all google.  I googled the Stern report and, bang, 
up came S-t-e-r-n R-e-p-o-r-t.  That is all I had to do.  I hope that the minister will do that, because it is worth 
reading.  When we talk about the current state government knocking the federal government and the opposition, 
I look at other Labor governments in Australia.  The other day when we were debating Hon Paul Llewellyn’s 
bill, which was to bring in the 2020 rule for renewable energy in Western Australia, I talked about South 
Australia and the job that South Australia is doing.  South Australia is about to introduce its own legislation.  
The Victorian government has introduced the Victorian Renewable Energy Bill 2006, which deals with Victorian 
renewable energy targets, or VRETs, as they are called in Victoria.  Members will be aware that way back in 
2000, the federal government established the Renewable Energy (Electricity) Act 2000, which created 
mandatory renewable energy targets, or MRETs.  The aim was to get to 9 500 gigawatts by 2010.  It was stated 
that this would equate to 11 per cent of the renewable share of energy consumption by 2010.  I am not sure about 
the percentage, but it was an indicator.  The Prime Minister made a statement today.  I have mentioned Victoria 
and South Australia.  I will get some more information about South Australia.  I have just heard that New South 
Wales is about to introduce a renewable energy bill.  Has Hon Paul Llewellyn heard of that?   

Hon Paul Llewellyn:  Absolutely.  They will bring it in on 9 November.  We will be the last ones standing. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Did the minister know that? 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  No.  Why do you ask? 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  The minister did not know that?  That is what I am here for, to help.  I suggested that it 
was happening, Hon Paul Llewellyn confirmed it and we asked if the minister knew, because she is moving the 
amendment, and the minister said that she did not know.  She knew something about the Stern report but knew 
nothing about the other matter.  The bill that South Australia is about to introduce will reduce that state’s 
emissions by 60 per cent of 1990 levels by 2050 and increase the state’s use of renewable electricity so that it 
comprises 20 per cent of total electricity consumption by 2014.  Some people in South Australia would have said 
that Hon Paul Llewellyn did not go far enough, because Hon Paul Llewellyn’s bill provides for 20 per cent by 
2020 and South Australia’s bill provides for 20 per cent by 2014, which I think is a magnificent start.  The good 
news is that the South Australia government is committing to it through an act of Parliament.  Government 
members have been out, consulted, talked to the community and are now about to introduce what they will call 
the Climate Change and Greenhouse Emissions Reduction Bill 2006.  I take my hat off to the South Australian 
government, the Victoria Labor government and the New South Wales Labor government, because they are 
actually doing something.  They are following the lead of the federal government.  That is why it concerns me 
when people such as the minister knock the federal government for what it is doing in this area.  In the end the 
community, as I read it, is not interested in the political games of “Knock, knock.  Who’s there?”  The 
community is interested in recognising that benefits are to be gained from taking serious action to improve the 
environment and, in particular, reduce the emission of greenhouse gases by, in the main, the large, industrial 
nations. 

There is no real need for me to say a lot more.  We are prepared to support the amendment.  We say that the 
amendment is nothing more than rhetoric when compared with the substance of Hon Paul Llewellyn’s original 
motion, which was given notice of in the name of Hon Giz Watson.  However, the bottom line is that we are 
seeking change.  Although this motion, or amendment, is a move in the right direction, it is no more than an 
indicator that we really want to make some changes in this area.  The minister spoke about the Western 
Australian greenhouse strategy.  The government has released a number of papers on the greenhouse strategy.  I 
notice that the executive summary of the Western Australian greenhouse strategy annual progress report of 2005, 
which was published in March 2006 - it is current - states that the release of the Western Australian greenhouse 
strategy in September 2004 provided an important framework for limiting Western Australia’s greenhouse gas 
emissions and for ensuring that the state could effectively address the unavoidable impacts of global climate 
change.  Two years down the track the minister has moved an amendment that invites the house to -  

investigate the establishment of targets for emissions reduction to set us on the path of achieving the 
cuts required to avoid dangerous climate change, noting that -  

(a) a Greenhouse and Energy Taskforce has been established, and will report to the government in 
December 2006 on the feasibility and implications of reducing greenhouse gas emissions from 
the stationary energy sector by 50 per cent by 2050; . . .  

Surely this is something that has been worked on for some time.  It is not something new, is it?  It is something 
that the community would have expected the government to be doing. 
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Hon Louise Pratt:  It is reporting in December and has been going on for two years, so, yes, we have been 
doing it. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is good.  Will the government introduce a bill once the task force reports? 

Hon Louise Pratt:  We will wait and see what it recommends. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  That is the problem - wait and see.  What the member is really saying is that the 
government will defer making a decision.  As soon as the member is asked a question, it is either “wait and see” 
or “have another inquiry”.   
Hon Louise Pratt:  There will be action. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I reckon that the member will be a federal senator before that action occurs.  She will 
probably be in Canberra adopting a different position, blaming the states for doing nothing. 
Hon Simon O’Brien:  In the meantime the Minister for Education and Training has gone off the idea of 
inquiries. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I said that we have too many inquiries. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  I agree.  There are too many inquiries and not enough action. 
Hon Nigel Hallett:  She could be Minister for the Environment. 
Hon GEORGE CASH:  Indeed, there is an interesting prospect.  If the minister is the Minister for the 
Environment next week, we will take a very close interest in the way she handles that portfolio. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  If you are a betting man, put money on it. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  I learnt a long time ago that there is no future in betting.  We will support the motion 
for the reasons that I have indicated.  

Hon Nigel Hallett:  Even though there is no substance. 

Hon GEORGE CASH:  Even though there is no substance, as Hon Nigel Hallett has said.  The bottom line is 
that the Liberal Party is interested in the environment.  The federal government, which is the Liberal government 
in Australia at the moment, because we have no state Liberal governments, is taking action and we commend it 
for its action.  We say to the federal Liberal government that it should do more.  We say to the New South 
Wales, Victorian and South Australian governments that we congratulate them on their renewable energy bills, 
which are a tremendous step forward.  We ask the Western Australian government: why does it have to play 
games all the time, because that is not helping the environment? 

HON LOUISE PRATT (East Metropolitan) [2.38 pm]:  This amendment explicitly provides for a far clearer 
relationship between aspirational and real targets.  Members should note that the latest discussion paper released 
for public consultation by the National Emissions Trading Taskforce, in which Western Australia participates, 
notes that any emissions trading scheme would need to be underpinned by emission reduction targets set at a 
national level.  This state could go off willy-nilly and set its own targets, but it is part of the national economy 
and the driving force behind economic growth in this nation.  It is incredibly important that our aspirations for 
setting emissions reduction targets are integrated at a national level.  The federal government has shown an 
appalling lack of national leadership on targets, which is why the states are now going it alone.  The National 
Emissions Trading Taskforce has been working with state governments on a national emissions trading scheme; 
it has been working out the nuts and bolts of what a trading scheme would look like and how targets for it would 
be attached. 
The government has said that it is pre-emptive of Western Australia to consider setting its own targets 
unilaterally without that being synched into the integration of emissions reduction targets in a national emissions 
trading scheme.  Secondly, the Greenhouse and Energy Taskforce has an explicit term of reference that refers to 
the 50 per cent reduction of emissions from the stationary energy sector by 2050.  A well-placed and talented 
group of people have lent their minds to this task over the past couple of years.  I know there will be meaningful 
action and results from it.  I am not sure whether members are familiar with the make-up of the task force, but it 
includes Roy Green as chair.  Other members are Dr John Zillman, the recently retired president of the World 
Meteorological Organisation and head of the Australian Bureau of Meteorology; and Cathy Zoi, who is a former 
chief of staff of environmental policy in the Clinton White House and is well known specifically for her work on 
the kinds of things households can do to lower emissions.  Therefore, in setting an emissions target we are 
talking to not only big emitters but also energy consumers.  I know that this task force is well placed to give us 
real and sophisticated solutions to the demand to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and reach a long-term target.  
Another member is Mr John Akehurst, the former chief executive officer of Woodside Petroleum Ltd and now 
CEO of Biostarch Pty Ltd.  That also says that this task force has the nous of big Western Australian industry 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 1 November 2006] 

 p7957c-7971a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; President; Hon George Cash; Hon Louise Pratt; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Giz Watson; 

Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Paul Llewellyn; Deputy President 

 [7] 

behind it, recognising that a community partnership will be needed to achieve such targets.  There is also 
Mr Richard Begley, senior manager with the Allen Consulting Group and a specialist in greenhouse and 
sustainable energy economics and the development of carbon trading strategies.  He is an academic who is well 
published and well recognised on greenhouse issues and the economics of what is now an emerging greenhouse 
economy, and how we put together carbon economics and greenhouse trading strategies. 
The report of the Greenhouse and Energy Taskforce is imminent.  Its work has been going on for a couple of 
years and it is committed now to reporting in December.  It is a little ridiculous for us to say that we have to set 
an arbitrary goal as a state without having checked the context of the work of the Greenhouse and Energy 
Taskforce.  The interim view of the task force, based on its preliminary views and consultancies, is that a 50 per 
cent reduction is feasible.  It is preparing specific advice on the kinds of technologies and policies that need to be 
introduced to meet such a target at the lowest possible cost to government, industry and the community.  Indeed, 
it is looking at providing recommendations to government on interim targets for 2020, so that there is indeed a 
clear strategy behind the objectives of this state government for future targets. 

I note that the Western Australian ALP’s platform, as revised in 2005, contains the following statement - 

Labor will work with other State Governments to set a long term target of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions by 60% by 2050 and introduce a nationally consistent, state based emissions trading scheme 
and set an intermediate cap on emissions to ensure a smooth transition to the long term target. 

The government’s actions in participating in the Greenhouse and Energy Taskforce and the national emissions 
trading scheme are entirely consistent with our objectives in the Australian Labor Party.  I also mention the fact 
that that target - 60 per cent by 2050 - is also consistent with the kinds of targets that are being set by other 
countries.  For example, the United Kingdom is proposing a 60 per cent reduction by 2050; the Netherlands is 
proposing to be 30 per cent below 1990 levels by 2020 and 80 per cent below by 2050; and France is proposing 
to be 70 per cent below 1990 levels by 2050.  France, of course, has a lot of nuclear reactors, which I would not 
like to see here in Western Australia. 

For Western Australia to be able to meet the long-term objectives, future action is also required from the federal 
government.  I am the first to admit that, ultimately, we will need targets to drive down emissions, and the 
emissions trading task force also recognises that.  There has been considerable economic investment in 
technologies, and the federal government has talked about clean coal and all those things; however, the simple 
fact is that without targets and different legislative and regulatory mechanisms, there will not be the investment 
required to drive down emissions.  We have seen this with the renewable energy targets; once they are filled, the 
investment in these things stops and the capacity to reduce emissions also declines.  We will need real regulation 
and real targets.  I will conclude now because I need to restrict my comments to the amendment and the 
Greenhouse and Energy Taskforce and the National Emissions Trading Taskforce.  However, I have great 
confidence that these will be useful tools by which Western Australia will participate in and commit to future 
targets. 

HON MURRAY CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [2.47 pm]:  I am very interested in this amendment.  One of the 
things I found when I was minister was that one can have as many task forces, opportunities and reviews and all 
those things as one likes and never do anything, or one can get on and do something.  I realise that the energy 
task force is in place and that there is also the National Emissions Trading Taskforce and the Greenhouse and 
Energy Taskforce, the results from which may come out in December.  However, the government will consider 
for a year what it might do and by that time it may not have any money to spend on this.  The guts of this is to 
put up some money.  The federal government has done it.  It has announced a program for a photovoltaic power 
station in Mildura.  Also, Ian Macfarlane recently announced some progress in Queensland through the 
opportunity to generate emissions-free electricity.  All this talk about the federal government not doing anything 
is an absolute joke when here at home this government is not getting on and doing anything itself.  

I am not going to vote for this amendment and I know that the numbers in the house will probably dictate that I 
will not get a say, but the fact is that unless we get on and do something, we will be seen as not having 
progressed this issue at all.  I said in my speech on the renewable energy targets bill the other day that in country 
Western Australia we are getting on with doing something about it.  There is the opportunity for solar energy and 
wind energy.  The Minister for Education and Training was generous enough to mention agriculture and the 
impact climate change will have on that industry.  I might say that this will impact on everybody.  Although it 
will have a direct impact on agriculture, that industry is trying to do something by spending its own money.  I 
refer to oil mallees and minimum tillage; I have been through those matters many times.  They are the things that 
some people are doing to try to have some impact.  We can look at the way we construct housing with a view to 
saving power.  It is probably something we should take on board and embrace all the way through.   
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Incidentally, while I was Minister for Transport we took up the opportunity to use hydrogen fuel cells to operate 
our buses.  Of course, that results in only water emission, which assists the ozone layer and the like.   

In the motion that was moved by the Greens (WA), reference is made to the development of binding targets for 
emissions reduction.  That was the heart and soul of the bill that was passed in this house the other day; that is, 
20 per cent by 2020, which is a reasonable target.  However, issues will arise and people will need some 
incentive to generate power while embracing the idea of lower emissions.  Once again we have another diversion 
from dealing with the issue.  The issue of daylight saving has been used to divert attention from the education 
issue.  Diversions are put up all the time.  We need to do something about it.  This government could have done 
a number of things, including provide infrastructure.  It has gone ahead with the new rail line and the water 
desalination plant in Fremantle, but those projects are the government’s total achievement in the provision of 
infrastructure.   

Roads around this state have been totally ignored.  Private enterprise should be given the opportunity to develop 
further infrastructure.  I am sure they would embrace the idea of generating power from emissions-free sources.  
The minister’s amendment is a diversion from the real task.  The motion moved by the Greens gets to the heart 
of the issue because it refers to binding targets; supporting these targets with funding and policy measures; and 
maximising the economic opportunities available through innovation and large-scale investment programs aimed 
at greenhouse gas reduction.  These are the issues that we need to embrace, and the government would do itself a 
favour if it took heed of the original motion and moved towards achieving a reduction in emissions, commencing 
now.   

I was very interested to hear Hon Louise Pratt’s contribution to this debate.  She talked about the task forces that 
are likely to be put in place.  We know all about task forces.  She spoke about the possible outcome of those task 
forces.  If we reach the stage at which we know the outcome of a task force, we should start acting on those 
proposals.   

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [2.53 pm]:  I will contribute to this debate because the issue of 
tackling climate change is of huge importance to the community and is a high priority for the Greens in this state 
and internationally.  I will refer to the part of the motion that states -  

(1) Develop binding targets for emissions reduction to set us on the path of achieving the cuts 
required to avoid dangerous threats to the climate. 

(2) Support these targets with funding and policy measures. 

 (3) Maximise the economic opportunities available through innovation . . .  

The particular aspect that I want to raise has not been referred to very much in this debate on this motion, and it 
is about emissions trading.  Members will be aware that a few months ago a discussion paper titled “Possible 
Design for a National Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading Scheme” was released.  It was an exciting additional 
part of this debate about what we in Australia and Western Australia can do to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
What struck me, and I do not know whether it struck other members, was that when the discussion paper was 
released by the National Emissions Trading Taskforce, the Premier released a media statement on 16 August that 
stated - 

 . . . he would not commit Western Australia to any form of national greenhouse gas emissions trading 
until there was more evidence that WA interests would not be adversely affected.   

. . .  

 “I would also want assurances that any trading scheme would not adversely impact the State’s capacity 
to rely on energy sources such as coal. 

It was a very disappointing response.  Instead of saying that it is an interesting part of a range of tools that we 
can use to take seriously our commitment to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the Premier simply came out 
with what amounts to a short, sharp no, because in his view it will cost the Western Australian community.  I 
will touch on whether that is the case.   

The current discussion on the setting of an emissions reduction target focuses on two main concerns, and that is 
what the Premier alluded to.  Those concerns are the possible impact on the WA economy and electricity costs 
for WA consumers.  They are certainly the reasons the Premier has put up as the reasons that are preventing WA 
from taking action now.  He said, in effect, that any such trading scheme would need to be accepted by the WA 
industry and that it would impact on WA’s capacity to rely on coal.  We know that coal burning is responsible 
for a huge component of greenhouse gas emissions.  The Premier said that he would look at working on this only 
if the federal government was also committed.  He indicated that the WA government is already doing its bit by 
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promoting solar energy in the south west interconnected system, as well as bio-energy and biofuels.  I might add 
to that that he opposed sensible legislation proposed by the Greens to ensure that we have mandatory emissions 
targets, which is an excellent contribution to the solution.  We can do better than that and I urge members to 
support this motion on climate change.   

I will look at this issue from three perspectives: what is happening and what will happen if we act at a state level; 
what is happening with emissions trading in the rest of the world and the processes in Australia; and what an 
emissions trading scheme will look like.  I will also refer to the arguments against participation in such a scheme 
as raised by the Premier.   

What is happening in WA?  Members know that WA is experiencing an economic boom.  We read about the 
economic boom in the newspaper and it is crowed about every day.  Of course, we are told that we have higher 
economic growth rates than China and that our unemployment figures are low.  It is good for the economy, but it 
comes at a cost.  Where is the economic drive coming from?  Obviously it is coming from the resources sector, 
particularly from the sale of minerals such as coal and iron ore.  The Labor Party’s web site states that between 
2000 and 2004, merchandise exports from WA increased by around 17 per cent and iron ore exports increased by 
46 per cent.  It is a phenomenal increase.  This is where the boom is happening, but it has enormous implications 
for our ongoing and increasing contribution to greenhouse gas emissions.   

How is WA being affected by the climate change, which we are already experiencing?  The Australian average 
temperature has risen by 0.7 degrees Celsius over the past century; and over the past 50 years, rainfall has 
increased over north west Australia but decreased in the south west of Western Australia.  The effects of run-off 
are potentially serious, as evidenced by a 50 per cent drop in water supply to reservoirs supplying Perth since the 
1920s.  A number of changes have been observed in vegetation, wetlands, terrestrial vertebrates, marine birds 
and coral reefs, and these changes are consistent with regional warming trends.  Australia has the highest rate per 
capita of greenhouse gas emissions in the world.   

A member referred to the Stern review.  According to the Stern review, “The Economics of Climate Change”, as 
reported in The West Australian on 31 October, Australia now produces a level of greenhouse gas nearly 16 per 
cent higher than the federal government had promised would be achieved by 2012.  This promise was made 
when Australia still intended to sign the Kyoto Protocol.  Therefore, any claim by the federal government, as the 
main body making this claim at the moment, that Australia will meet the Kyoto target is utter nonsense, as we 
are already way over that target.  Also, so far no renewable energy targets have been set at a state or federal 
level.  Furthermore, the predictions do not look particularly good either.  Relative to 1990 levels, the annual 
average temperature in Australia is projected to increase by between 0.4 and two degrees by 2030 and between 
one and six degrees by 2070. 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am happy to give Hon Murray Criddle the source, if he likes. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  It has been 0.6 degrees for the past 100 years. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, but it is going up, not down. 

This increase will impact significantly on habitat.  We must remind ourselves that the south west has been 
identified as one area that is likely to be most affected by climate change impacts.  At the same time we must 
acknowledge that we have one of the most significant hot spots of biodiversity on the planet.  There will be 
associated increases in potential evaporation and heatwaves.  Warming is expected to be greater inland than near 
the coast, with the average number of days at more than 35 degrees in Perth, which is currently 15 days, 
expected to rise to between 16 and 22 days by 2030 and between 18 and 39 days by 2070.  This will have a 
significant impact, particularly on the ageing population. 

When rainfall changes are combined with increases in potential evaporation, a general decrease in available soil 
moisture is projected across Australia, with droughts likely to become more severe, showing a crop yield 
reduced by 30 per cent.  There will be more and more dangerous and intense bushfires.  The Commonwealth 
Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation predicts another five to 11 per cent rainfall reduction for Perth by 
2030.  At the same time most regions will experience an increase in the intensity of heavy rain events.  The 
impact on the Ningaloo Reef will be significant, with bleaching and dying of the reef likely if the sea 
temperature rises. 

The Greens argue that an emissions trading scheme is a successful measure to address climate change.  We can 
point to places in which other emissions trading schemes have had an impact.  Emissions trading schemes, which 
commonly involve an overall cap on emissions, coupled with the ability for industry to trade emissions 
entitlements, have emerged in the past two decades as a popular policy tool for addressing air pollution.  Perhaps 
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the most successful example is the United States program established under the Clean Air Act 1990 to reduce 
sulphur dioxide emissions from power plants.  This program is widely acknowledged to have been a success, 
having reduced acid rain by one-third since 1990 at half the cost that would have been expected from a 
traditional command-of-control program.  In recent years momentum has built up behind emissions trading 
schemes to deal with another air pollutant, greenhouse gases.  The most notable example is the European 
Union’s emissions trading scheme, which commenced in 2005. 

When we debated the private member’s bill introduced in this place by Hon Paul Llewellyn, we heard that other 
countries had agreed to significant targets for energy production from renewable energy sources.  Some of those 
targets are very significant.  In the interests of time, I will not refer to them again.  I will just remind members 
that other countries have some very realistic targets for the production of energy from renewable sources. 

The National Emissions Trading Taskforce, which is an initiative of state and territory governments, is 
coordinating and driving the discussion around emissions trading.  The task force, according to my notes, has 
stated - 

State and Territory Governments in Australia recognise the importance of addressing climate change, 
and are considering a range of effective policy responses to ensure a flexible way of achieving 
greenhouse gas abatement in the transition to a carbon constrained future. 

A key measure being investigated is a national emissions trading scheme (NETS).  A carefully designed 
NETS could provide a mechanism for the Australian economy to transition more smoothly to a carbon 
constrained future, and potentially link Australia to international carbon markets. 

The European Union has recently established its own emissions trading scheme, and other regions and 
nations are actively considering emissions trading approaches.  Creating a market for greenhouse gas 
emissions and emissions reductions has the potential to provide flexible and low cost abatement options 
while accelerating the adoption of existing and new technologies. 

Australian State and Territory Governments established the National Emissions Trading Taskforce to 
develop a multi-jurisdictional emissions trading scheme for consideration by State and Territory 
Governments. 

It is therefore very disappointing that the first response at a formal level from the state was very negative.  The 
task force released various reports and discussion papers.  It modelled the economic and other impacts that the 
national emissions trading scheme would have, for example, on the electricity sector.  The task force is also 
currently conducting community consultations and has called for submissions on the possible design of a 
national emissions trading scheme.  It is proposed to start the scheme particularly to address the stationary 
electricity sector. 

I remind members of the contribution of Hon George Cash to the debate on the private member’s bill introduced 
by Hon Paul Llewellyn.  Hon George Cash reminded us of a report by the Office of Energy called “Electricity 
Reform - A New Deal for Sustainable Energy”.  He said - 

This document suggests that each year the state government and state government agencies generate 
448 000 tonnes of greenhouse gases, consume about 615 gigawatt hours of energy, and spend well over 
$60 million on power bills. 

The honourable member continued - 

Additionally, that same report indicates that commercial buildings are responsible for almost 15 per 
cent of Australia’s greenhouse emissions.  It notes that if each household reduced its energy usage by 
just one per cent, we could save $4.5 million in energy bills and 45 000 tonnes of greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

It seems to me that statements made, particularly by those in leadership positions, that imply that it will be very 
expensive and difficult to take real steps to address the redirection of our energy use are simply not true when 
studies indicate the outcome that is possible if each household can reduce its energy emissions by just one per 
cent.  One issue that was brought to my attention in the film by Al Gore called An Inconvenient Truth was that 
the incremental change that each household would have to make was almost a no-brainer.  It is almost a crying 
shame in this debate.  It will not be that hard, but it will require certain levers and programs to be put in place to 
start to turn around this situation.  With this track record, the WA government has the opportunity to make a 
significant change and reduce its own contribution to greenhouse gas emissions.  A question without notice in 
this place revealed that even this Parliament has not yet subscribed to green energy.  That left the Greens 
wondering why this scheme has been promoted by the government but has not yet been taken up by this 
Parliament. 
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I will refer to the issues raised by the Premier about a potential emissions trading scheme.  It appears that the 
concerns of the Premier are mainly motivated by political reasons and the government’s desire to be regarded as 
a friend of industry, particularly as the Premier holds the development portfolio and wishes to appear to be a 
good economic manager.  Electricity prices are a sensitive issue for Western Australian voters, especially voters 
in marginal seats who, of course, the government thinks must be looked after.  However, the government has 
failed to investigate the potential to increase its standing with voters throughout the state by addressing climate 
change in a practical and responsible way and by supporting a national emissions trading scheme.  The potential 
impact on the economy appeared to be overrated as the scheme adapts its permits according to the energy needs 
and the likely cost impact of the scheme and the degree of international competition.  This would give high 
energy users an additional commodity to trade and provide the incentive required for significant energy-use 
reductions.  This is, indeed, one of the beauties of an emissions trading scheme.  It is often said that action on 
climate change in Australia would cause our industries to flee offshore to develop in countries that do not have 
corresponding controls.  However, this argument ignores the fact that policy instruments can be designed to 
ensure that energy-intensive trade-exposed industries are not disadvantaged.  The proposed national emissions 
trading scheme provides a good example of how this can be done.  The discussion paper proposes that permits be 
made available free to firms that can demonstrate that they are highly energy intensive; would experience higher 
energy costs as a result of the introduction of the scheme; are subject to a high degree of international 
competition; and face international competition mostly from countries that impose no comparable emission 
restraints.  This is an elegant solution, and ensures that the energy-intensive trade-exposed industries such as 
aluminium smelting do not move offshore.  These industries have an incentive to reduce their emissions because 
they can sell their excess permits and create credits by investing in emission reduction and removal activities.  
The supply of free permits can be reduced as comparable emission restraints are introduced in other countries.  
Taking into account the proposed permit arrangements, modelling indicates that there will be no reduction in 
Western Australia’s gross state product as a result of the emissions trading scheme.  In fact, a marginal increase 
in the state’s GSP is predicted.   

The other issue is the impact on electricity pricing.  There is no doubt that the emissions trading scheme would 
increase electricity prices for customers on the south west integrated system.  Depending on the emission 
reduction scenario, the average residential customer would be required to spend an additional $1.58 to $3.61 a 
week on his electricity bill.  This could be offset in part by assistance to low-income households, paid for by the 
auctioning of permits created under the scheme.  Would an increase in electricity costs of this order be 
acceptable to residential customers?  A recent poll of a representative group of Australians suggested that it 
would.  In this poll, conducted by the Lowy Institute for International Policy, 92 per cent of respondents wanted 
action taken to address global warming, and 68 per cent of respondents agreed with the following statement - 

Global warming is a serious and pressing problem.  We should be taking steps now, even if this 
involves significant costs.   

The potential to determine the true costs and benefits from participating in a national emissions trading scheme 
has been way too readily dismissed by the Premier.  His resistance indicates a Premier and state government that 
are more beholden to the big end of town and to the big industries that have the ear of the government rather than 
the 92 per cent of the population who say they want action taken to address global warming.  The Carpenter 
government must recognise an overriding national interest.  The cost of inaction now needs to be weighed 
against the cost of action later and the real social, economic and environmental costs to WA if we do not act 
now.   

The viewers of Al Gore’s film An Inconvenient Truth might recall the graphic scenario of a rising sea level in 
New York.  If the sea level rose by seven metres, Fremantle would look very different from the way it looks 
today.  It is a fact that Western Australia has experienced the hottest summers on record in the immediate past 
seasons.  Scientific predictions about the impact of climate change at the local level are becoming more and 
more accurate.  The introduction and support of a national emissions trading scheme will show the WA 
government’s willingness to act now.  Incentives are a suitable way of directing industry behaviour, especially if 
it is for the common good.   

HON BRUCE DONALDSON (Agricultural) [3.13 pm]:  I am very pleased that the minister has moved an 
amendment to the motion moved by Hon Paul Llewellyn on behalf of Hon Giz Watson.  It exposes the Labor 
Party’s policy for what it really is.  I say that because when I read Hon Giz Watson’s motion, I thought it was a 
motherhood statement.  My protocol adviser, Hon Helen Morton, pulled me up for my use of language and 
suggested it could be a “fatherhood” statement.  I think someone else suggested it might be a “parenthood” 
statement if we wanted to be politically correct.  I am now betwixt and between deciding which is the worst 
motherhood statement, that of the minister or that of the Greens (WA).   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  You could have moved an amendment yourself but you are too lazy.   
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Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No; we are not in government.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I spoke earlier and I gave some reasons why I thought the government was 
working on a very false premise.  One of the major sources of energy that has been accepted throughout the 
world is nuclear power.  Seventy per cent of France’s power requirement is met by nuclear energy.  Whether we 
like to admit it or not, it is a very clean source of energy.  As I said before, there are two types of uranium in this 
nation.  One type is the uranium that we export under the three-mines policy.  However, every other deposit in 
Australia is bad uranium because we are not allowed to export it.  Western Australia must be the laughing stock 
of the world.  Canada loves the stance taken by state governments in Australia, except, of course, that of South 
Australia, which is leading the field in Australia.  That state government understands the real benefits of using 
nuclear power; namely, it produces almost no emissions due to its being sourced from enriched uranium.   

The state faces a difficulty.  We hear continual sniping because the federal government has not signed the Kyoto 
Protocol, yet half the countries in the world that are the greatest polluters will not sign it.  If we were to walk 
outside and look up, we would see a beautiful blue sky.  I ask the many people who have been fortunate enough 
to travel to places such as Eastern Europe, China and much of western Europe, how often they have been able to 
see the sun in those countries.   

Hon Jon Ford:  Did you say the sun in China?   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is my point.  I said that people cannot see the sun in China.  Where can it 
be seen in China?  It cannot be seen there.  In Malaysia it is not possible to see the sun; in fact, half the time, it is 
difficult to see more than 100 metres ahead, but not for the same reason it is difficult to see in other countries.  
The main reason is that Indonesia is burning.  People are knocking down the trees in the rain forests and burning 
them to create agricultural areas.  Members opposite should go to Malaysia to see what real pollution is.  
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich has travelled extensively.   

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I have not.   

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Recently I flew with Tony Critch, the chairman of CBH, from Perth to 
Geraldton.  As we stepped off the plane, Tony, who had been in Europe and Asia for a fortnight, looked up at the 
beautiful blue sky and said how wonderful it was to be home and to see the sun and the sky.  He was away for 
only a fortnight.   

We are all worried about the environment.  I do not think anyone would be stupid enough not to be concerned.  
The prospect of some of the predictions about global warming coming true is very worrying for our kids’ kids.  
However, we need more specific information.  Hon Paul Llewellyn introduced a private member’s bill and, 
surprisingly, the opposition supported it.  That has cemented our “green” credentials.  We are at one with the 
Greens now!  They are slowly realising that the Liberal Party has policies, the passion and the commitment to do 
something about the environment.  

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Give it a rest! 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No, that showed up quite clearly when the government benches voted against 
that bill. 

There is another issue that could be a bit of a problem for those who support daylight saving.  There will be a 
greater energy requirement in the evenings - that is a fact - unless everybody is at the beach.  Hon Shelley Archer 
might be on Cable Beach at Broome.  She might see the sunset, and the camels will be able to come back a bit 
earlier.  People will miss the sunset, because the camels operate within a very short time frame.  They are used to 
plodding along.  However, the people in Kalgoorlie or Dalwallinu do not have a beach to go to.  The people 
there also have kids whom they must put on a school bus in the morning.  Some of them travel on those buses for 
an hour and a quarter or an hour and a half.  Members should try to put young kids to bed an hour earlier and 
then try to get them out of bed the following morning.  Admittedly, there is now more airconditioning in homes 
on country properties than there was 20 or 25 years ago.  That is a fact; it has happened.  It has probably helped.  
On my farm in Koorda, we did not have airconditioning all those years ago.  It was very difficult to try to put 
kids to bed when the sun was still up.  We went through that for a period.  It was very difficult, because it was 
damned hot.  Unfortunately, we did not have the advantage of a sea breeze every night, and we were not able to 
go to the beach.  Even with daylight saving, a lot of people will not be able to go to the beach at night. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Which bill are you talking about? 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am just talking about the energy that will be needed. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Okay. 
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Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am not straying.  If people go to the beach and there is a good old south-
wester, they are blown home again.  The sand flies everywhere.  There is another thing that a lot of people have 
not considered as they blindly follow like sheep.  Those people are saying that they will have more time 
together; they will be able to do things.  What about the mums and dads who both work these days?  When they 
come home from work, dad says, “I’m off to the beach.”  Mum says, “What am I going to do?” 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Go with him. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  No.  Dad says that she should cook the tea because the kids want their tea.  
Therefore, the airconditioners are turned on full bore, and they are left on for longer because people get up later 
in the morning according to when the sun rises.  I am saying that it will not save energy.  I have heard people use 
the argument that it will save energy.  Quite frankly, it does not save any energy whatsoever. 

It is very disappointing that this government has not followed the lead of the other states, which have now 
moved forward.  They are more progressive and have more vision than this state.  We have a task force.  That is 
terrific.  I think someone very succinctly said that there will probably be another inquiry when the task force 
report comes down.  The cabinet will turn around and say that there should be another inquiry to make sure that 
the task force got it right.  Traditionally, that happens.  Six years down the track, I know that the Greens must be 
bitterly disappointed at the lack of action by this government on the environment.  It has been all talk and no 
action.  Where is the action?  There is silence because nothing has been happening.  However, if a farmer breaks 
off a twig on a Department of Environment and Conservation reserve, he is prosecuted.  Is that not great?  It will 
save humanity if somebody is prosecuted for knocking off a twig.  If a poor old farmer lifts a dead tree off a 
fence, it will save the bloody environment once again if he is prosecuted.  I really think it has been a bit of a 
joke.  I am sure that the minister moved that amendment tongue in cheek.  I know that it was not the minister’s 
amendment.  Some adviser would have given the amendment to her and said, “Here; dish this up.  That will shut 
them up.  We can’t support the Greens.” 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  It certainly hasn’t done that. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  It did not help, did it?  It engendered quite a bit of debate.  I was not going to 
speak again because I had spoken on the motion. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I’m always happy to hear from you because your wisdom has come with your age, and 
you’re always a delightful person to listen to. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  If it is all put together, it adds up to a very good character.  I appreciate those 
very kind compliments.  The minister has almost convinced me to sit. 

Hon Simon O’Brien:  You’re doing well, Ljiljanna! 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  She probably just had a win.  I know that we are all concerned with what may be 
happening.  I certainly hope to goodness that some of the predictions will not come true.  However, if they do, 
we will have a serious situation on our hands in many years to come.  I had thought about perhaps buying some 
real estate on the Cocos Islands when some land was being sold recently, but, gee whiz, after reading some of the 
reports, I quickly changed my mind, because it might be a short-lived tenancy, and there certainly would not be 
much capital gain, unless a person could put a dive wreck there or something like that. 
Having said all that, I am betwixt and between.  Do I support the amendment or do I support the original motion?  
I am trying to work out which is the lesser motherhood statement of the two.  I am labouring at the moment 
about what I - 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  Who do you like the best? 
Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I am just trying to work that out. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  I would have thought it was a lay-down misère myself. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  When the minister made that statement, I thought of one of the beaut things 
about grandkids.  Sometimes a small child will turn around and quite innocently say, “Who loves me?  Put your 
hands up.”  They learn at kindergarten that they must always put their hands up.  Therefore, we dutifully stick 
our hands up - 
Hon Nigel Hallett interjected. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  Yes.  The way I am thinking now, I will have to get the minister and Paul to 
stand beside each other and I will work out whom I should support.  However, it has been a good debate.  
Hon Paul Llewellyn has certainly brought a new debate into this house, which is very refreshing.  He is not as 
radical as some other members of the green movement that I have seen.  I have not seen him prancing around the 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Wednesday, 1 November 2006] 

 p7957c-7971a 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; President; Hon George Cash; Hon Louise Pratt; Hon Murray Criddle; Hon Giz Watson; 

Hon Bruce Donaldson; Hon Paul Llewellyn; Deputy President 

 [14] 

forests among the trees, which is very pleasing.  I like his commitment and dedication to the environment, 
especially the wind farms. 
Hon Nigel Hallett:  It is genuine. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  That is a great thing.  He is putting forward his principles and saying that that is 
what we should have to assist the environment.  I love those wind farms.  I think they are wonderful. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich:  If it helps, I will try to get you one. 

Hon BRUCE DONALDSON:  I will put it this way: eventually, a person may have his own wind generator, 
with the blades whooshing around, in his backyard to supply energy to his home, because those generators are 
getting cheaper.  I have a place at Ocean Reef, and I look forward to installing one of those wind generators there 
one day so that I have all the power that I want.  I will be doing my bit while the government is still talking about 
it. 
HON PAUL LLEWELLYN (South West) [3.28 pm]:  I am staggered that the government had the gall to put 
forward an amendment that has absolutely no substance to it at all.  The Greens put forward a serious 
proposition; in fact, it was a very mild proposition.  The Greens’ motion simply states -  

That this house calls on the state government to - 

(1) Develop binding targets for emissions reduction to set us on the path of achieving the cuts 
required to avoid dangerous threats to the climate. 

Nobody in this house has argued that climate change is not a very compelling and important issue.  Nobody has 
argued that.  However, we still insist on watering down a proposal that simply sets binding arrangements to deal 
with this very profound issue and to support these targets with funding and policy measures.  We are not just 
talking about shelling out money.  To some extent, although I respect the initiatives that the federal government 
has taken with its mandatory renewable energy target, it was nevertheless a market-based arrangement.  The 
federal government has now given up on market-based arrangements and is simply dishing out money for project 
after project, which is not the right way to solve these problems.  If we are to address climate change and achieve 
high levels of renewable energy uptake, we need to use market mechanisms - these are the most effective way to 
achieve large-scale reorganisation of our industrial infrastructure.  If the government uses taxpayers’ money to 
subsidise this and subsidise that, to back this winner or that piece of technology, it will lose the plot.  It will 
actually lose its effectiveness in achieving large-scale change.   
In this respect, the Greens (WA) are economic rationalists.  We say, “Bring it on.”  Let us have a rationally based 
economy in which we put a price on carbon.  The problem is that climate change is the biggest example of 
market failure on Earth.  That is what has happened.  We have assumed that the planet can continue to endlessly 
absorb carbon dioxide and other pollutants.  We will not run out of fossil fuels.  We have 300 years’ worth of 
coal; we have over 50 years’ worth of oil.  However, we have run out of capacity; we have run out of climate and 
we have run out of atmosphere.  We have run out of room for carbon dioxide and polluting emissions.  That is 
what needs to become the tradeable commodity.  We can now put a value on the space in the atmosphere.  
Greenhouse gas emissions trading is all about putting a value on a piece of real estate in the atmosphere, just as 
value is put on land, water and other assets.  It is a radical transformation of the global economy to say that there 
is a certain amount of space in the atmosphere that is up for sale to anybody who wishes to purchase the right to 
pollute.  That is what greenhouse gas emissions trading is all about.  It is not a difficult concept to understand if 
it is applied to the model of land.  We all understand that: we trade in land all the time.  The Greens (WA) put 
forward a real proposition to act now to effectively auction space in the atmosphere.  Members probably have 
not heard the proposal put that way, but that is what this proposal is all about.  I made that up just then, as a 
matter of fact! 
Hon Murray Criddle:  It’s not a bad one. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  It is a lovely one, is it not?  It was not me who said that climate change is the 
greatest market failure in the history of the world’s economy; it was from the Stern report.  I did not make that 
one up.  Nevertheless, climate change is effectively a massive market failure that will result in our children and 
grandchildren struggling to meet their needs in the future.  That is what is going to happen.  I have mentioned the 
film An Inconvenient Truth.  In my previous speech on this motion I said that there was a very convenient truth, 
which was that our adaptation and adoption of market-based mechanisms have resulted in rapid change to our 
level of pollution.  I referred to the example of chlorofluorocarbon, the refrigerant, that caused the hole in the 
ozone layer.  The Montreal Protocol introduced target levels, and market mechanisms resulted in a significant 
drop in the use of CFCs.  We are well on the way to addressing the ozone problem.  The ozone problem is a big 
problem, and so is photochemical pollution.  Through similar legislation - that is, auctioning the right to pollute 
with nitrous oxides and sulfur dioxide - the governments of the United States and Europe have reduced 
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emissions rapidly.  There is therefore a way to put market structures in place that will actually drive solutions.  I 
have previously directed members to look up the “Carbon Down, Profits Up” web site.  When carbon emissions 
are reduced, energy consumption is reduced.  When energy consumption is reduced, products are produced more 
efficiently, and profits actually rise. 
The Stern report has to be made the benchmark report for the opening of this century. 
Mr Deputy President, I do not know why that clock is ticking away; do I have four more minutes, or is that the 
end of the debate? 
THE DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Graham Giffard):  It is telling the member that he has four minutes and 
40 seconds left. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Fabulous.  Is that the end of the hour and 38 minutes left for the debate?  Good. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT:  That is the end of the four-hour debate. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Hours and hours! 
I do not think we even need to attend to this pathetic proposed amendment to the motion.  I had intended to read 
a couple of quotes from the Stern report, which basically gives us the bottom line on this matter.  The scientific 
evidence points to increasing risks of serious, irreversible impacts from climate change, associated with 
“business as usual” paths for emissions.  That is precisely what the Labor government has put on our table - 
business as usual.  In fact, it has not even been business as usual, as greenhouse gas emissions have increased by 
40 per cent in Western Australia over the past 10 years or so.  That has been presided over by a government that 
professes to have a greenhouse strategy and a sustainability strategy.  Hon Nigel Hallett says that Western 
Australia produces only 1.46 per cent of the world’s greenhouse gas emissions, so it is too small to take action.  I 
say that my taxes contribute far less than one per cent of the gross domestic product or the total tax collected in 
Australia, so I refuse to pay my taxes.  What would happen if everybody said that they as they contribute less 
than one per cent of the world’s total company tax take, they had no obligations?  How would that sit?  Australia 
produces only 1.4 per cent of the world’s total global emissions; however, our emissions are equivalent to those 
of the entire state of Indonesia, which has a population of 200 million - 10 times the population of Australia. 
Hon Nigel Hallett:  Let’s look at the development of this state compared with the development of Indonesia.  
You’re not comparing apples with apples. 
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I am not comparing apples with apples; I am merely pointing out where our 
obligations sit.  I acknowledge Hon Nigel Hallett’s contribution, and I acknowledge the contribution that the 
federal government has made with its mandatory renewable energy target and its contributions to specific 
projects.  However, the commonwealth is backing technologies.  It is paying for this technology or that 
technology, and it is going for coal technologies.  Renewable technologies are here now - 

Hon Nigel Hallett:  Would you back the Labor Party’s policy? 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I do not back any of the policies that I have seen, because I think they are 
amazingly invisible.  We have not seen concerted, practical initiatives from the Western Australian Labor Party 
on the matter of climate change. 

Hon Nigel Hallett:  But we’ve seen some good stuff from the federal government. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I have seen some good stuff from the federal government; that is quite true.  I will 
give credit where it is due.  However, the erroneous assumption is that we will have to back individual 
technologies such as carbon capture and storage, which, as I said earlier, is a pipedream, rather than back the 
sound technologies of renewables and introduce an emissions trading arrangement that would drive a bus 
through anything that the federal government provides by shelling out dollars to individual companies. 

Hon Murray Criddle interjected. 

Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I will not stop anybody from doing it.  I think that these piecemeal initiatives are 
okay.  The bottom line is that the proposition that the Greens (WA) have put forward to develop binding targets, 
to support these targets with funding and policy measures, and to maximise the economic opportunities available 
through innovation and large-scale investment programs aimed at greenhouse gas reduction can be rationally 
achieved only by a market-based arrangement for emissions trading.  That is what the Greens are calling for. 
Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (26) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Kate Doust Hon Ray Halligan Hon Louise Pratt 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Sue Ellery Hon Barry House Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Donna Faragher Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon George Cash Hon Adele Farina Hon Sheila Mills Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Jon Ford Hon Norman Moore Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Graham Giffard Hon Helen Morton  
Hon Bruce Donaldson Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien  

 

Noes (3) 

Hon Murray Criddle Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Giz Watson (Teller) 

Amendment (deletion of words) thus passed. 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
Ayes (28) 

Hon Shelley Archer Hon Bruce Donaldson Hon Graham Giffard Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Ken Baston Hon Kate Doust Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ray Halligan Hon Louise Pratt 
Hon George Cash Hon Donna Faragher Hon Barry House Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich 
Hon Vincent Catania Hon Adele Farina Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Sally Talbot 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Anthony Fels Hon Sheila Mills Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Murray Criddle Hon Jon Ford Hon Norman Moore Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 

 

Noes (2) 

Hon Paul Llewellyn Hon Giz Watson (Teller) 

Motion, as amended, thus passed. 
 


