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CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION AND MITIGATION STRATEGY 

Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 2 November on the following motion moved by Hon Sally Talbot — 

That this house condemns the government for entering its third year of office without the climate 
change adaptation and mitigation strategy promised by the Liberals before the 2008 election. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Helen Morton (Minister for Mental Health) — 

To delete “condemns the government for entering its third year of office without” and insert — 

notes the progress of 

The PRESIDENT: I just remind members that there is one hour and six minutes remaining for debate on this 
motion out of the full two hours devoted to motions on notice.  

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [2.08 pm]: I have already indicated that of course Labor will not support 
this amendment to the motion. I indicated that a week ago when we last debated this motion, and our resolve to 
oppose the amendment only increased during that time when we had the historic moment that Australia became a 
country that at last has a price on carbon. It is as a very proud member of the Labor Party that I stand here today, 
on the first full day since that legislation was passed—legislation that enshrines those fundamental Labor 
principles of protecting and creating jobs, making day-to-day living affordable for ordinary families and moving 
towards a clean energy future. That makes us more determined than ever to insist that the state government 
deserves to have nothing but condemnation heaped upon it. Therefore, the opposition will oppose the 
amendment that seeks to remove those words. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.10 pm]: Until yesterday I was mindful of what Hon Helen 
Morton had said in moving this amendment, and the Greens (WA) did consider it—not for very long, I admit, 
but, having considered it, we determined that to support it would be to continue down the path of mere 
obfuscation, which is what we understand the government is doing in relation to this issue. I find it really quite 
appalling that the minister could even consider that the government is doing anything in this regard. Quite 
clearly, we have a new paradigm today, and it is beholden on the government not only to look at adaptation and 
mitigation, but also to progress forward in dealing with climate change and its mitigation in this state. In my 
view, the time for adaptation is gone, and we now clearly need to look at ways forward to reduce the burden of 
carbon dioxide emissions in this state, which are making us the laughing stock of the rest of Australia and of the 
world. Quite clearly, the Greens (WA) will not support this amendment. 

HON MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM (Agricultural) [2.11 pm]: I certainly concur with the words of Hon Robin 
Chapple, and I will also make a few comments shortly on the issue of carbon dioxide. Firstly, however, I will say 
that I particularly welcome the opportunity to speak to the substantive motion moved by Hon Sally Talbot some 
12 months ago. I am sure that she must have known something 12 months ago about the government’s inability 
to present some sort of strategy, because over the last 12 months—in fact, over the three years of the present 
government—precious little has happened in this area. The landmark decision in the Senate yesterday perhaps 
should give some sort of impetus to Australian state governments to become far more proactive and put in place 
strategies, plans and procedures for participating in, and making some sort of meaningful contribution to, 
adaptation and mitigation strategies over the next 10, 20, 50 years, or whatever else. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Sorry to interrupt, but just to clarify for members’ benefit, Hon Matt Benson-
Lidholm can speak to the substantive motion because he has not previously spoken on it. It has become 
Legislative Council practice that, even though the specific question relates to the amendment, members who 
have not spoken to the substantive motion can include their broader comments. 

Hon MATT BENSON-LIDHOLM: Thank you for making that clarification, Mr President. I certainly will talk 
to the substantive motion, despite attempts by the minister last week to have the house believe otherwise than is 
the case in respect of climate change and how we should tackle climate change in this state. 

Much has been said by all members about the importance of climate change and the need to act to ensure some 
sort of global sustainable future. I want to put on record a quote that I found in my research that certainly sums 
up my interpretation and the opposition’s interpretation of the need to engage in meaningful action on climate 
change. This was sourced from a letter written by David Miliband in July 2006, when he was British Secretary of 
State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, to then British Prime Minister Tony Blair. He stated — 

The clearest evidence that we are living beyond environmental means is the threat of dangerous climate 
change. The scale of this threat, to human life and to the natural resources and assets on which it 
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depends, for everything from oxygen and clean water to healthy soils and flood defence, means that this 
simply must be our top priority. 

My suggestion to members is that that should be our top priority also. If Miliband is correct, and of that I have 
no doubt, the imperative is to act now. It may even be too late, in some respects, but I would suggest that it is 
never too late. We need to act at all levels of government; the Liberal Party’s promised strategy of 2008 was 
fine, but the follow-up has been disappointing to say the least. 

The minister’s defence last week was to switch focus and to suggest that, somehow, progress has occurred, with 
a strategy embedded in agency and departmental planning documents; but there is no evidence whatsoever to 
prove that assertion. About the only thing she was prepared to say was that we need to wait for the rest of the 
world. There is no package, there is no vision, there is no strategy, and there is no strategic document. The 
minister may contend that there are strategies in place, but at the end of the day, there is no strategic document. 
That is what Western Australians want to see. Where is the proof of the government’s commitment to its election 
promise? There is none. Where is the demonstrated proof that this government has sat down and worked, as it 
said it would, with industry, scientists, local governments and conservation groups to develop a package and a 
strategy? That simply has not happened. The demonstrated proof is not out there. 

I remind the house of the government’s specific pre-election promises in the lead-up to the last election. The 
government promised to work with industry, scientists, local government and conservation groups to develop a 
climate change adaptation strategy covering each major sector of Western Australian industry, as well as urban 
planning agencies and state water and energy utilities. The strategy was to assess the likely impacts and risks of 
climate change to various sectors of the economy and to communities, and to make recommendations for 
mitigation and adaptation actions. The question remains: where is that strategy? Where is the statement that will 
demonstrate the government’s commitment to delivering on its 2008 promise? It simply does not exist. 

I noted with interest yesterday, while watching the ABC television news, the Leader of the House in the other 
place bragging about the fact that the government was bringing on sex offender legislation and that the 
government had delivered on a pre-election promise in that regard. Well, if the government can do that for sex 
offender legislation, this is something of equal importance to the very future of Western Australia, Australia and, 
indeed, the world, in a global context. The minister’s amendment to the substantive motion is therefore, at best, 
merely obfuscation, as Hon Sally Talbot said. There is no progress; maybe the motion should read “lack of 
progress”. That would certainly make more sense. 

The government’s inaction poses some questions that require answers. Those questions are as follows: why do 
we need urgent action on climate change, even at the state level? That is a question that some people would 
logically think is appropriate, given the debate that has been held at the federal level. Secondly, what are the 
implications of not putting in place a detailed and focused strategy; that is, not making any real commitment to 
deliver a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy?  

Let us take those in order. Why do we need some sort of action? Simply put, the state, the country, and indeed 
the world’s biogeochemical cycles are in a state of total disequilibrium, especially the carbon cycle. I suggest 
that action is necessary to restore some level of equilibrium as a matter of urgency. Basically, mankind has 
caused this imbalance. It is only mankind that is capable of addressing and restoring some sort of balance, given 
the problems we seem to have created particularly in the past 300 years.  

What major problem has it created? The major problem created is, fairly obviously, climate change. We cannot 
ignore our responsibilities concerning climate change. If a detailed state government strategy was put in place, 
we might be in a better situation to provide answers to the climate change problems that now confront us. We 
need to understand that climate change is happening now and it is all because the atmosphere contains more of 
the world’s previously stored carbon than ever before. As we knock down trees, burn fossil fuels and engage in 
activities that destroy the natural environment to the extent that we have, fairly obviously, in terms of the 
biosphere, we are releasing more and more carbon dioxide that had previously been stored in the environment. 
About the only thing we really have no great control over is the incidence of volcanic eruptions, earthquakes and 
associated tectonic events. There is not much we can do about those. The capacity for change in that particular 
context is very obvious. It can be significantly damaging. If we add that on top of what we have already done to 
our environment, the capacity for some sort of significant disaster is ever present. I think I am right in saying that 
some time today, somewhere between the earth and the moon, an asteroid something like 400 metres wide 
supposedly charged past us. I was not out there to take note—I am told I could not have seen it anyway—but the 
capacity for that sort of thing to even wipe out the planet earth is there. Who knows? Maybe in years to come—I 
hope it certainly never comes even close to that—but the capacity for those sorts of disasters to occur is ever 
present. The one thing we can do is address climate change. We can attempt to restore the biogeochemical cycle 
imbalance that we have so far failed to do in the post–industrial revolution world. In general terms, the 
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consequences of not achieving a long-term ecologically sustainable balance in our biosphere, something that has 
been achieved over many millions of years, will ultimately prove to be catastrophic. The evidence is certainly 
before us.  

What is this evidence? The evidence is pretty obvious. Most of us have read this, watched it on television, 
listened to it on radio and debated it: sea levels are constantly on the rise. That is certainly a fact beyond 
question. The world’s oceans are warming. The polar icecaps and glaciers are retreating, particularly in the 
world’s largest mountain areas such as the Himalayas, the Andes, and the Rockies. Ocean acidification is a 
significantly serious problem caused by humans emitting more carbon into the earth’s atmosphere and then it 
being absorbed into the oceans. We get things like coral reef bleaching and destruction. Increasing evidence of 
extreme events is also an issue that members will be well and truly aware of, including record temperatures and 
alterations in rainfall patterns. I can tell members now that is certainly the case in Western Australia, particularly 
in the south coast area. Eastern Australia experienced record rainfall this year. That is not to say that Australia is 
necessarily going to turn into a desert, but the thing about the climate change phenomena that we see in all 
shapes and forms is that we have significant variations. The patterns are not as defined as they have been. The 
records of those sorts of changes are there for all of us to see.  

The prevalence of bushfires, particularly in Western Australia, is another example of problems caused by 
changing climate patterns. In our own backyard, the changes, particularly in terrestrial biospheres, are there for 
all of us to see. As an example, as I was driving up from the south coast in the very early hours of Monday 
morning I noticed a number of dead trees, particularly in the areas around our open woodland forest region north 
of Williams and all the way through to Bedfordale. I am not necessarily talking about fungal problems in our 
forests; I am talking about the fact that many trees on the sides of the roads are just dying simply because of 
problems associated with drought in previous years. The examples are there for all of us to see.  

What we have to do, however, in Western Australia—as a state and a state government—is put in place 
measures, strategies and procedures to address climate change. Be it Western Australia, Australia or globally, the 
message is obvious: these sorts of trends, the various phenomena I have talked about, will only get worse unless 
we do something about it. There is no point turning around and saying, “But China pollutes more than we do.” 
Of course it does—it is a much bigger place—but one of the things that my research has uncovered is the fact 
that, in terms of carbon emissions per capita, Australia ranks number one in the world. That is a serious 
indictment on our commitment to the environment in which we live. We have to get to it and do something. 
Where does the leadership come from? The leadership comes from our government, be that at the local, state or 
federal level. After yesterday, things at the federal level will hopefully start happening. We have to do 
something. We cannot sit on our hands and do nothing. That is a total abrogation of the sort of responsibility that 
our constituents place in us as members of Parliament. We have to be at the very forefront of some sort of 
proactive work.  

What am I basically saying? We have to better manage our carbon footprint. This is where the state government 
has to show leadership. We need to work locally, but I believe we need to think globally—work local; think 
global. Along with the federal government, I believe pricing carbon is perhaps the start of the road back. The 
message is clear: we need to act now. Western Australia is a particularly large state. Our environment is old and 
fragile—I know the feeling sometimes!—and, as such, is vulnerable to the many competing economic and 
environmental forces. That is a given. But if we do not spend the money now and do something now to rectify 
the problems already in place, as they worsen over the next 20, 30, 50 or more years, that would be a cop-out on 
future generations. The cost will only get worse. What is the legacy to future generations? It will be much the 
same as we have now but it is only going to be worse. We need to rethink the future.  

I will provide a quote from an around-the-world yachtswoman by the name of Ellen MacArthur, a very 
inspirational young woman who is currently working to inspire people, particularly youth, to rethink, redesign 
and build a sustainable future. She says that we need to rethink the future and consider how we produce and 
consume, how we live and work. I know it sounds simple but there has to be a commitment. We need to change.  

The state government must take the lead. We can, and we need to, make a difference. We can do so by starting in 
our own backyard. We can start by recognising that Australia has a high level of carbon pollution per capita. 
Australia is the number one carbon emitter of all the developed economies. Yesterday’s Senate vote was a 
demonstration that at the federal level, change is going to happen. The one thing about that particular decision, 
hopefully, will be that the technologies that are encouraged by taxing polluters will see businesses go beyond 
what they are currently doing; they will seek better ways of doing things. No-one wants to pay tax, but if the 
incentive is to get businesses to do just that, I think the notion of a tax on carbon—on the polluter paying—is a 
good one. I am sure that, in the fullness of time, that particular situation will pay significant dividends. 
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The state government also must act. There are a couple of things that it might like to look at. We need, perhaps, 
to better fund and promote innovation and technology, and I think that is building, obviously, on what the federal 
government is striving to do. We must invest to find ways of incentivising this particular innovation. I am sure 
that if the state government sits down with the federal government to put those sorts of strategies in place, we 
can achieve sustainable long-term benefits for the environment of Western Australia. If this is done and a 
functioning strategy is then put in place, as promised, there may be some justification for the amended motion. 
But at this time, I do not believe the government’s heart is in it. I do not think it has the desire. I think it would 
rather adopt the just-in-time policy that seems to prevail in a number of other policy areas. 

In conclusion, I will give a quote from the American Association for the Advancement of Science about climate 
change in 2007. This statement sums up my feelings of the whole issue of climate change adaptation and 
mitigation strategies. This American association is quoted as saying — 

The growing torrent of information presents a clear message: we are already experiencing global 
climate change. It is time to muster the political will for concerted action. Stronger leadership at all 
levels is needed. The time is now. We must rise to the challenge. We owe this to future generations. 

I commend that particular quote to members of the government. There is a clear challenge to the state 
government. The state government must go back to its original promise. Implicit in the suggestion of the 
Minister for Mental Health that the house note the progress is that there is progress. I can assure members in this 
chamber that there is no progress; there is no strategy. And that is what the people of Western Australia want 
from their leaders—they want demonstrated proof that something is in place. We have seen it at the federal level 
now. Let us see it at the state level. Seriously, members should have a look at their local governments, because 
just about each and every one of the local government authorities that I have had anything to do with already has 
these sorts of processes in place. They need to be working with the state government. The state government 
needs to get to it and make sure that this is a reality. 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [2.32 pm]: I rise to speak against the amendment and to make 
some comments on the motion as it stands to illustrate why I so clearly oppose the amendment before us. I want 
to focus in particular on planning issues in Western Australia. I want to make just a few comments. To recap, 
there is plenty of evidence of climate change. It is particularly poignant to stand and speak on this motion 
today—the day after historic carbon tax legislation was passed in the federal Parliament. It is clear that some 
jurisdictions in Australia are taking action and that Western Australia is, unfortunately, lagging behind. It is 
hoped, though, that through the new federal legislation, we will be able to achieve the change that we need to 
achieve so that climate change impacts will not be quite as severe as they would have been had we not acted 
now. 

The evidence that climate change is extreme is out there. Human activity, in particular both the burning of fossil 
fuels and extensive land clearing, is contributing to an enhanced greenhouse effect. That is what we know is 
causing climate change. The impacts are manifested in several ways. There is increased frequency and severity 
of wildfires, and we know that in Western Australia. There are increased droughts. Again, we have experienced 
that in Western Australia. There are more floods and tropical storms, and we have seen that only in the past 24 
months. The loss of habitat and the extinction of plants and animal species have been debated several times in 
this house, and the report by the Auditor General into threatened species underlines that. There have been rising 
sea levels, and warming and acidification of the oceans will occur due to climate change. There has also been 
increased salinity of wetlands and waterways. This is just a list of a few of the impacts of climate change. The 
consequences are potentially catastrophic environmentally, socially, culturally and economically. That is why we 
would expect that this government would be concerned to take action. Its promise during the election campaign 
was, indeed, that it would do so. 

Scientific predictions are that Australia will be severely affected over the coming decades. Our most populated 
regions, which, as we know, are along the coast, will be affected by fluctuating temperatures, rising sea levels, 
increased aridity and flooding. How do we know that Western Australia is behind? Governments around the 
world have acknowledged that action is required, yet it still seems to be debatable in this chamber. However, 
most climate scientists believe that the actions and the existing strategies to curtail greenhouse gas emissions 
have so far been inadequate, so that the need to mitigate and adapt to climate change is rapidly becoming more 
pressing. In the commonwealth of Australia, the House of Representatives Standing Committee on Climate 
Change, Water, Environment and the Arts published in October 2009 the report titled “Managing our coastal 
zone in a changing climate: The time to act is now”. It is known as the George report, and some speakers have 
mentioned it. The committee made 47 recommendations to which the government responded, in many cases 
favourably, in November 2010. It remains to be seen how and when these responses will be converted into 
action. I welcomed the motion that Hon Sally Talbot put on the notice paper so that we could look at this. I turn 
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now to what is happening in other states. New South Wales, South Australia and Queensland have all introduced 
legislation to deal with the impact of climate change in the coastal zone. Western Australia does not have 
adequate governance frameworks, even, to deal with climate change adaptation. This issue first raised its head 
way back in 1988 at the WA Greenhouse 88 conference. We did some research, and I think Hon Robin Chapple 
dug out of the archives some papers from that conference, which even had a map of the coastal impacts of 
climate change. Following that conference, the Western Australian Greenhouse Coordination Council 
commissioned Western Australia’s first and second greenhouse gas audits and made recommendations for the 
Western Australian greenhouse strategy. I do not know how many members will remember that. That was in 
1991. Maps showing that projected sea level rise were prepared by the then Western Australian Department of 
Land Administration. Those maps were based on the “most extreme prediction” of a 1.5 metre sea level rise by 
2050. Notwithstanding those early efforts, all we have in this state to deal with climate change adaptation is state 
policy 2.6. That policy has been under review for the best part of a year. The amended version has still not been 
released. 

I now want to briefly mention the various efforts that have been made through the years to address this 
greenhouse issue and the issue of sustainability in Western Australia. In 2003, a comprehensive sustainability 
strategy, called “Hope for the Future: The Western Australian State Sustainability Strategy”, was published. In 
2004, the Local Government Act 1995 was amended to try to put into statute the state sustainability strategy. 
There is no doubt that local government has used its best endeavours to meet the needs of current and future 
generations through the integration of environmental protection, social advancement and economic prosperity. 
Other statutory instruments in Western Australia that have tried to address this issue over the years are the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986, the Conservation and Land Management Act 1994, the Parks and Reserves 
Act 1895 and the Fish Resources Management Act 1994. These are all relevant to coastal management, and they 
should all take into account the impacts of climate change and how we can mitigate them.  

I want to focus now on the planning sector. The Planning and Development Act 2005 is particularly important 
here. In 2002, the Western Australian Department for Planning and Infrastructure outlined its planning approach 
to climate change and coastal stability. This was followed by the Department of Planning’s 2008 draft Perth 
coastal planning strategy. That deals only with the metropolitan area. It sets out the integrated coastal planning 
and management framework that currently exists in Western Australia, including the interaction between policy, 
planning and management. Country areas are covered by policy DC 6.1, the country coastal planning policy. The 
metropolitan region scheme is the predominant planning scheme for land use in Perth, and it sets the framework 
for land use and development in the metropolitan area. The Peel region scheme is the key planning scheme that 
guides land use in the Peel region. The greater Bunbury region scheme covers the City of Bunbury and the 
Shires of Harvey, Dardanup and Capel. Neither the region schemes nor the statutes that I have now listed, and 
they are several, specifically contemplate the vulnerability of the Western Australian coast to the impacts of 
climate change. There is scientific consensus that sea levels are rising. But uncertainty still exists about how 
much, and how quickly, that rise will occur.  

The report “Sea Level Change in Western Australia: Application to Coastal Planning”, by Charles Bicknell, 
states that it is considered that the global sea level projections of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
in assessment report 4 currently provide the best basis for statutory decision making. It states also that it is 
considered appropriate to apply these projections directly to Western Australia as the regional projections do not 
indicate any significant deviation from the global mean. These projections accord with the science adopted for 
the purposes of the review of state planning policy 2.6, which I have mentioned—namely, a projected rise in 
global mean sea level of 0.9 metres by 2110.  

These projections may be conservative, since not all the relevant factors are taken into account. I particularly am 
concerned about the increased severity and frequency of storms, because they can dramatically impact the 
coastline, as we have seen. According to the Antarctic Climate and Ecosystems Cooperative Research Centre, 
even a modest rise in the mean sea level should result in more frequent extreme weather events. There is 
evidence that these can happen every few years. But mean sea level rises by just half a metre could mean that we 
have much more severe storms and they have much more severe impacts.  

All I am saying is that urgent action is needed. We have these risks. They are well known. The scientists are 
measuring them and predicting them. The question is: is our government taking action? We know that we have a 
100-year planning horizon. Within a very short part of that 100 years, we will need to respond to climate change 
impacts. We need flexible and proactive strategies. It is really important that the state’s planning regime is based 
on proactive strategies. As I have mentioned, it is the local councils that are down there on that level, right at the 
frontline, that need to be empowered, encouraged and strengthened to deal with this serious issue.  

Hon Jim Chown: Do you have any suggestions? 
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Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes, I do. I am going to conclude, because I know there are other members who need 
to speak. But I want to conclude by saying that, yes, I do have a suggestion for how to go forward. I am still 
hoping that this state government will fulfil its promise for climate change mitigation and adaptation strategies 
before the end of this term. It is widely accepted that an integrated approach to coastal planning and management 
is desirable, although for a number of reasons, including the length and diversity of Western Australia’s 
coastline—we know it is extremely diverse, and the largest coastline of any state—and the complex network of 
decision makers, it is not easy to achieve that integration that is required. A regional approach is necessary, as is 
community and stakeholder participation. Early precautionary action is the most responsible strategy, since the 
avoidance of future risk is the most cost-effective adaptation response, particularly where development has not 
yet occurred. Clear parameters in relation to liability need to be set. All levels of government need to be 
involved, and local governments in particular must be empowered and resourced to implement planning 
principles that provide for the impacts of climate change. I am encouraging the government to take up this 
challenge, and in the coming months I intend to introduce legislation in order that the government may consider 
how this may be taken up. I am surprised that we have not already dealt with such legislation. But in the absence 
of such legislation, I am looking forward to further debate on this matter over the months ahead, because it is 
something on which we need to take action, and we need to take that action now. It is complex. It is difficult. But 
the sooner we act, the better. 

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [2.45 pm]: I have previously spoken on Hon Sally Talbot’s 
motion, and I would like to now speak for a short time on the amendment to the motion, although obviously if 
another member of the government had stood, I would have been happy to give that member the opportunity to 
speak on what is obviously a very important issue. 

In looking back on what Hon Helen Morton had to say in moving this amendment, I note that she said, to quote 
from the corrected Hansard of Wednesday, 2 November — 

The government is well on its way to fulfilling its pre-election commitment to address the challenges of 
climate change. 

Then, after talking about strategies and descriptions of principles and frameworks, Hon Helen Morton said, at the 
end of the paragraph — 

It is anticipated that a draft of the strategy will be available for wider stakeholder comment in the next 
few months. 

Of course I am sure that there are many people who are looking forward to that strategy being available for 
comment in the next few months. I do not like to be cynical. I do not think I am a cynical person. But I must say 
that when I first came to the Parliament, I asked questions about the mental health strategy and policy and was 
told it would be released in September last year, and then with each successive question that I asked, I was told it 
would be released by the end of 2010, by early 2011, and before the winter break in 2011, and then subsequently 
it was released in October 2011. In light of that, I will read “in the next few months” to perhaps mean “well over 
a year”. 

I would note, therefore, in speaking against the amendment that Hon Helen Morton has moved, that the 
government quite clearly has dragged its feet when it comes to this election commitment. I would like to take the 
opportunity, now that I am speaking to the amendment, to say that, from my point of view, the amendment is 
somewhat dismissive of the seriousness of the motion that has been put to the house by Hon Sally Talbot. In 
light of the evidence that we have about climate change, and in light of what we know about Australia, and in 
particular our contribution to carbon emissions, I think it is not unreasonable to expect the WA Liberal 
government not only to honour its election commitment sooner than what will most likely be towards the very 
end of its four-year term—if it does—but also to have made it a priority to get a strategy like this at least to the 
stage at which, as Hon Helen Morton has said, “a draft of the strategy will be available for wider stakeholder 
comment in the next few months”. It is not even at the point of going out for that wider stakeholder consultation 
process.  

There is no doubt about the evidence. This morning, again online, I looked at the Commonwealth Scientific and 
Industrial Research Organisation website, and went to its fact sheet called the “State of the climate—Snapshot”. 
That fact sheet has a number of facts about climate change that I will refer to in a moment, and it states — 

CSIRO and Bureau of Meteorology use scientific modelling based on the laws of physics and 
thoroughly tested against recorded observations. 

That webpage also lists four bullet points under the heading of “Fast Facts”, which state that — 

• Australia will be hotter in coming decades 
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• Much of Australia will be drier in coming decades 

• It is very likely that human activities have caused most of the global warming observed since 1950 

• Climate change is real 

I notice that it is being reported today that we are expecting a dire bushfire season.  

In the light of that evidence alone, I think the moving of the amendment to note the progress the government has 
made is disappointing and dismissive of the evidence and concerns, and of the election commitment that was 
made. I appreciate that the issue of the environment does not sit easily with some members of the Liberal 
government, and when I spoke on Hon Sally Talbot’s motion I mentioned that I am old enough to recall a time 
when people who expressed concerns about the environment were treated with disdain and described as 
extremists, and when anything they spoke about was dismissed out of hand. I think I also said that I have lived 
long enough to see that happen on a range of progressive policies that time has shown to be policies or 
legislative changes that were not only important, but also true. Thinking about this issue and the need for a 
climate change strategy in this state, I am reminded of the attitudes expressed about some legislation in the 
1980s. I thought, in opposing Hon Helen Morton’s amendment to the motion, I would read to members 
comments made, interestingly, on the twentieth anniversary of the passing of another piece of legislation, 
because, to me, they very much echo some of the responses made in recent times to the introduction and passing 
of the carbon tax legislation. These were comments made about another piece of legislation — 

At the time, the politics surrounding the Bill were explosive. From the first legislative step … the 
initiative met with sustained, vociferous and irrational opposition from powerful sectors in the 
community. Parliament was besieged by thousands of petitions stating opposition to the Bill in the most 
colourful terms. Inside and outside Parliament, opponents claimed that the Bill would bring about the 
end of the family, ruin the economy, undermine the male labour force and destroy Christianity and the 
Australian way of life. 

If that sounds familiar, members might be interested to know that those comments were made on the twentieth 
anniversary of the passing of the Sex Discrimination Act 1984, and referred to the opposition to that legislation 
at that time. For interest, members might look at who voted against the Sex Discrimination Act in 1984; 
members may not be surprised which political party they were from. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Are any of them still here? 

Hon LINDA SAVAGE: Some of the names are familiar! 

I have used that example to try to, I suppose, put a context around issues which we face and which at the time 
seem to elicit a quite fearful response; sometimes that fearful response is whipped up. In opposing Hon Helen 
Morton’s amendment to the motion, I do not think it is unreasonable to remember that the Liberal Party has 
dragged its feet on this issue over very many years, and in moving her motion Hon Sally Talbot has only asked 
the Liberal Party to honour its election commitment. I will repeat again what Hon Helen Morton said — 

It is anticipated that a draft of the strategy will be available for wider stakeholder comment in the next 
few months. 

In itself, that statement, I think, does not accord with the amendment to note the progress of the government on 
this matter. I would say that we have not seen genuine progress, and for that reason I have spoken against the 
amendment. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 
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President; Hon Dr Sally Talbot; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm; Hon Lynn MacLaren; Hon 

Linda Savage 
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Ayes (19) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

Noes (14) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson  

            

Pair 

 Hon Phil Edman Hon Ken Travers 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (19) 

Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Donna Faragher Hon Col Holt Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Philip Gardiner Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon Max Trenorden 
Hon Mia Davies Hon Nick Goiran Hon Michael Mischin Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Wendy Duncan Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Norman Moore  

Noes (14) 

Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm Hon Sue Ellery Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Helen Bullock Hon Adele Farina Hon Linda Savage Hon Ed Dermer (Teller) 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Jon Ford Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Giz Watson  

            

Pair 

 Hon Phil Edman Hon Ken Travers 

Question thus passed. 
 


