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CLIMATE CHANGE 
Motion 

Resumed from 12 December 2013 on the following motion moved by Hon Robin Chapple — 

That this Council debate the directions needed for this state to adapt to and mitigate current and 
projected impacts of climate change and take proactive action to decrease climate change emissions into 
the future in terms of its responsibilities on the impact on the community, health, biodiversity and 
economy of our state. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [10.35 am]: Again I rise to make some brief remarks on 
Hon Robin Chapple’s motion about climate change. I say from the outset that it is very appropriate and, indeed, 
important for this place to be debating the directions needed in Western Australia to adapt to and to mitigate 
current and projected impacts of climate change. There has been some comment of late in the community. It still 
shocks me to hear people in the community deny that climate change exists. I certainly hope that members of 
this place have moved on and recognise that this is a huge issue for our community and, indeed, our state. 

I think it is very important, though, to acknowledge that it is thanks to the Australian Greens colleagues of 
Hon Robin Chapple that we do not have a carbon pollution reduction scheme in this country. Members may 
recall that in 2009 this was well and truly on the agenda for the then federal Labor government. There was a 
great deal of support in the community for a carbon pollution reduction scheme because it was the most cost-
effective means of greenhouse emission reduction; an emissions trading scheme had lost momentum. The last 
vote on a CPRS—members may recall this—was held on 30 November 2009. That was a very important day. 
I am not sure whether anyone listening can remember what happened the next day. That was actually the day, or 
the day before, Hon Tony Abbott became leader of the Liberal Party. The last CPRS vote was on 30 November 
2009. The very next day Hon Tony Abbott became opposition leader and called and won a party room vote 
against carbon pricing. That is certainly a day that I remember, and it is certainly a day that many others should 
remember. I have to say that it is certainly a day that the Greens should well and truly remember, because they 
should take some responsibility for where this issue has ended up. I will leave that point there.  

The events of 2009 showed the Greens—the federal Greens, I might add; not my colleagues in this place, with 
whom I spend lots of time and whose contributions in this place I value—at their worst. They killed off support 
for a hard-won campaign and they failed to use the Parliament to deliver a result. It was a dreadful waste, 
because if the federal Greens had voted for this motion way back then, we would not be sitting or standing in this 
place today—I certainly would not be standing in this place today—having this debate. This issue may well have 
moved on and the country may well have moved on—certainly, at the time the community was onside—and we 
would have a very different landscape from the one we have today. Imagine if Australia, a major resources 
economy in the world, had been able to go to the December 2009 Copenhagen conference proudly saying that it 
was implementing an ETS. It could have made a difference to the position of other countries; it could have made 
a huge difference to the world; it could have made a huge difference to climate change and to combating the 
impacts of climate change. But who knows? Maybe it would not have, but I suspect it would have made a 
difference. 

I found a fascinating recent scientific article called “Antarctic wind vortex is strongest for 1000 years” in 
New Scientist. Hon Robin Chapple is nodding his head. I think he may well have also seen that article. It 
appeared in the 11 May edition of New Scientist, so it is recent—in the last few days, actually. I tend to go to the 
library late at night when preparing notes on items to do with the environment. I always find it is very good to 
grab the magazines. The library upstairs is a very valuable source for magazines. We actually have these 
magazines covering a wide variety of topics that can be used to ensure that debate in the house is informed. 
There was some fascinating information in that article. Our greenhouse gas emissions are contributing to a giant 
vortex of winds around Antarctica. Members may be aware that Antarctica has been warming at a relatively 
slower rate than the rest of the world, and the explanation seems to be that winds spinning clockwise around that 
continent have been getting stronger, preventing warm air from entering. In a way, those winds have actually 
done us a favour by keeping warm air away from Antarctica; otherwise, it may have been in a worse condition 
than it currently is. Certainly, nobody could say that it is as pristine as it could be or has been in the past. 

As this vortex accelerates, it shrinks, leaving the most vulnerable parts of Antarctica exposed to warmer air, and 
dragging winter rains away from Western Australia. I am sure that even a number of members on the far side of 
this debate—I see Hon Paul Brown raising his head!—would also acknowledge that it is not good for this state to 
have our winter rains dragged away from us. In 2009 it seemed that the hole in the ozone layer above Antarctica 
was responsible for boosting these winds. However, Dr Nerilie Abram and her colleagues from the Australian 
National University in Canberra have shown that the ozone hole is only part of the story, and that global 
warming is just as important. 
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I will keep my remarks on this issue brief; there were a number of other interesting elements to that article, and I 
encourage members who have not read it to go and have a look. I said at the outset of my speech that it is very 
important for us in this chamber and Parliament, and, indeed, for the general community in Western Australia, to 
have a debate about the directions needed in this state to adapt to and mitigate the current and projected impacts 
of climate change. It is very important for us in this place to be ahead of the game rather than behind, and to not 
be dragged, kicking and screaming, into the debate. We should be well and truly out in front, leading by 
example. This is a big issue for this state, and it is important that we, as parliamentarians, stand up and be 
counted, recognise that climate change is an issue, and recognise that we must do something now to mitigate the 
effects of climate change and to ensure that this issue is well and truly fixed, sooner rather than later. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [10.43 am]: I would like to 
start by thanking Hon Robin Chapple for providing us with some notice of this motion and therefore giving me 
the opportunity to collect some notes on this particular matter. I have been advised that it will not be possible 
under our standing orders, but I would have liked to very slightly amend the motion, because I would have 
preferred for it to note the proactive action already being undertaken to decrease greenhouse gas emissions, 
because the motion is quite specific to what is happening at a state level. It is really talking about what the state 
is doing and what the state’s responsibilities are in terms of its impact on the community, and — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It doesn’t attack the state. It’s one of those motions that we can all stand up and support. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, of course; that is fine. I am indicating why the government will support the 
motion, but why we would have preferred, had we been able to, to amend the motion to make it a little clearer 
that the state is already taking proactive action. That would have made the motion clearer for us; however, we 
certainly do not want to dismiss this motion on the basis of the finessing we would have preferred. 

The honourable member has raised two issues in relation to climate change; as the minister representing the 
Minister for Environment, I will address these issues in the same order as they were raised in the motion. Firstly, 
in relation to the adaptation of the state to climate change, the government acknowledges the impact that climate 
change will have on Western Australia’s communities, industries and ecosystems. Both state and local 
governments have a significant role to play in managing the implications of a changing climate for land use 
planning, natural resource management, and public infrastructure. 

In October 2012, the Western Australian government released its climate change strategy, “Adapting to Our 
Changing Climate”, which establishes a high-level strategic framework to support agencies developing responses 
to adapt to the effects of climate change. Consistent with this strategy, measures are being implemented to help 
prepare Western Australia for climate change; that is the point I wanted to try to finesse within the motion, but it 
is not possible under the standing orders. These measures include investment in desalination and other water 
sources; policies to ensure sufficient public water supply in the face of a drying climate; and incorporation of 
projections of future sea level rise into coastal land use decision making. 

The SPP 2.6 state coastal planning policy specifically provides for risks arising from sea level rise and storm 
surge inundation, while SPP 3.4, natural hazards and disasters, has provisions with respect to bushfire, floods, 
cyclones and severe storms. A bushfire-specific state planning policy is currently in preparation. In addition, the 
government has undertaken a number of risk and vulnerability assessments for areas of the state at risk from sea 
level rise, and is currently undertaking a detailed evaluation of sections of the Kwinana Freeway. The best 
available science will continue to be used to inform decision making. The government has invested in climate 
science through the Indian Ocean climate initiative, in partnership with CSIRO and the Bureau of Meteorology. 

In relation to the honourable member’s second point regarding action to decrease greenhouse gas emissions, the 
Western Australian government has provided support for low emissions technologies in Western Australia, 
including $20 million funding for the 10 megawatt Greenough River solar farm, Australia’s first utility-scale 
solar farm and biggest solar photovoltaic power project; delivery of low emission projects via the low emissions 
energy development fund; and investments in carbon capture and storage technologies. 

Hon Peter Collier: I opened that; it’s wonderful. There are 150 000 panels. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is great; very good. 

While support for lower emission technologies is important, it is the government’s view that the bulk of 
mitigation policy must occur at the national level, to allow greenhouse gas reduction measures to be designed in 
the most efficient and economically responsible manner. It is therefore the government’s view that decisions on 
design and implementation of measures to limit greenhouse gas emissions, including support for new low-
emission technology, are primarily matters for the Australian government and the federal parliament. 

With those few comments I would just like to say that, in terms of the way that this motion is worded—that the 
Council debate the directions needed for this state to adapt to and mitigate current and projected impacts of 
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climate change—this government is obviously doing that, so we are fully supportive of the motion and will 
continue to take proactive active action to decrease climate change emissions into the future in terms of our 
responsibility for impacts on the community health, biodiversity and economy of our state. I would like to again 
note that the government is already proactive in this area and will continue to be so.  

The PRESIDENT: As the mover of the motion, Hon Robin Chapple has 10 minutes in which to reply, if he 
wishes. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.49 am] — in reply: I would like to thank members in this 
place who have participated in the debate. Part of the rationale behind this debate—we will most probably try to 
do that again in the future—was to try to have debates in the chamber as opposed to a motion of opposition or of 
self-congratulation. I think part of the purpose of this chamber is to debate matters rather than to try to score 
points. A saying of my father used to be that we should always argue the point and not the person. I tend to think 
that to have those kinds of debates in this place is potentially quite uplifting and, as members of this place, we 
can debate outcomes. 

I thank Hon Colin Holt of the National Party for his response because he took to heart the nature of what we 
were trying to do and responded in a debating forum. I would also like to thank Hon Helen Morton for her 
response. Although there was a little self-congratulation in there, it was a good response because it showed an 
understanding of the principles of what we were trying to say. I listened to the input from my colleagues in the 
Labor Party and I would have liked them to focus a little more on where they saw us going. Unfortunately, at one 
stage—I have to deal with this—I was disheartened by Hon Mark Lewis’s comments. Basically, he did not have 
enough time to speak in great detail and I acknowledge that. When he rose he commented on the latest 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report. Unfortunately in the debate around climate change, we tend 
to cherrypick. I recently had lunch with Karl Kruszelnicki. When we were discussing climate change, I said, 
“I’m a climate change believer”, and Dr Karl got stuck into me. He said, “You cannot be a climate change 
believer or a climate change denier; there is science and that is what we need to look at.” 

Hon Mark Lewis quoted an Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change report, which reads in part — 

In summary, the current assessment concludes that there is not enough evidence … 

I went back to Dr Karl and asked where it came from and he sent me the document. It is a working group 
contribution to the “IPCC Fifth Assessment Report: Climate Change 2013”. As we all know, when we attend 
committee hearings and various places, we are given confidential documents. It should be noted that the quote 
comes from a document that states in part “should not be cited, quoted or distributed” because it is not sound 
science. Unfortunately, that quote keeps popping up and if we type it into Google, who do we come up with? 
“IPCC snaps the link between wild weather and global” by Andrew Bolt. Gosh! The Herald Sun—Andrew Bolt; 
“Al Gore’s untruths grow more extreme”—The Herald Sun—Andrew Bolt; “No steel roof required”; “IPCC 
dials back fear of extreme climate”, and that too comes from an Andrew Bolt blog. 

Hon Mark Lewis: Are you cherrypicking? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: No; I am reading the top lines that appear from a Google search. The IPCC report is 
interesting because it goes on to say many other things. That report was seeking to say that science is about 
surety. The terms used for the likelihood of change are “very likely” to occur, “likely” to occur and “most likely” 
to occur. Very few scientists will ever say something is definitely going to happen unless they have physical, 
mechanical proof. The recent climate change report, titled “Working Group 1 Contribution to the IPCC Fifth 
Assessment Report: Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis”, which came out late last year, observes 
a number of things that are contrary to that statement. It states — 

Warming of the climate system is unequivocal, and since the 1950s, many of the observed changes are 
unprecedented over decades to millennia. The atmosphere and ocean have warmed, the amounts of 
snow and ice have diminished, sea level has risen, and the concentrations of greenhouse gases have 
increased … 

To give members a concept of how that is arrived at, there is a process involving whether an outcome is unlikely, 
likely, very likely or virtually certain. Nothing in the IPCC report says “it is”. It always refers to a level of 
assessment. “Virtually certain” is the highest level that can be achieved in an IPCC report. When we grab pieces 
of information and hold them up as evidence, it is important that we have them correct. 
I note also Hon Rick Mazza’s comments about not dealing with many of the emission-related issues. I do not 
have very long left to speak, so I thought it was important to put some facts on the record. This is where I am 
looking for the government, the opposition, the National Party and the Shooters and Fishers Party to come up 
with a plan. Western Australia’s emissions in 1990, the benchmark year of the Kyoto agreements, were 
52 million tonnes of CO2 emissions equivalent. By 2010 it had grown to 74.3 million tonnes. Last year it reached 
85 million tonnes of CO2e per annum. We have to remember that our commitment was to go to only eight 
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per cent above our 1990 figures. New projects have seen our emissions more than double during the coming 
decade and more than triple our reporting base year of 1990. The government of the day continues to say that it 
is a national issue but each state contributes to that national issue and we report via a process called NGERS—
National Greenhouse and Energy Reporting—whereby the rate of the states’ emissions are sent to the federal 
government and it encapsulates them. We got hold of every single Environmental Protection Authority report 
done for a year and wrote to all the companies that produce emissions. Through a combined effort we pulled 
together all the data that was available to us about projecting emissions. I make it very clear that 20 per cent of 
the data was not available, so no assessment of that was made, so no conclusion was reached in relation to that. 
Pending major resource projects in WA the current analysis will total an extra 83 million tonnes of CO2e over 
the projected forward estimates and has the potential to increase to a further 128 million tonnes of CO2e 
per annum. Those are the sorts of things that, in many ways, I was hoping we could tease out from the 
participants in this debate about where we will go in the future. As I say, Hon Col Holt has just re-entered the 
chamber after being away on urgent parliamentary business and I have already commented on the very valuable 
contribution he made to the debate. 
I think we started with a debate and I hope that in future we can have further debates around various issues 
without them turning into slanging matches across the chamber. 

The PRESIDENT: Order members! According to standing order 111(5)(c), this debate on the motion lapses at 
the end of the debate. Incidentally, it has been pointed out during that debate that it was a little bit unusual 
because that is when a debate is adjourned and reignited. At least one member spoke twice on that debate and we 
had not kept a record of that here. In future, we will keep a record when motions of this nature are adjourned and 
come back for further debate. I hope that the comments the member made the second time around coincided with 
the comments she made in the first place. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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