
Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 2 November 2011] 

 p8737d-8751a 
President; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Philip Gardiner; Hon Linda Savage; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Helen 

Morton; Hon Dr Sally Talbot 

 [1] 

CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION AND MITIGATION STRATEGY 

Motion 

Resumed from 19 October 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.  

The PRESIDENT: I indicate at the outset that although members realise we have two hours for this debate 
today, there is a total of three hours and six minutes remaining on this motion if required.  

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [2.05 pm]: When I last spoke to this motion on 19 October, I 
mentioned the fact that I had very recently attended a presentation by Paul Hawken at the University of Western 
Australia. It was put on by BHP Billiton as a talking point for industry about how to deal with climate change 
issues. The Hawken introduction that I dealt with on Wednesday, 19 October, highlighted the point that 
continuing to sink dollars and energy into fossil fuels and other exploits extracting finite resources is a dead end 
with stark financial consequences. We are literally using the world’s resources, and it is becoming more and 
more expensive to do that because, as resources decline, more energy and effort is put into extracting less and 
less value. Generally, sustainable economic ventures will not require escalating costs to extract finite resources. 
Sustainable ventures, by definition, do not deplete finite resources. We need to move our economic basis from 
one entirely dependent on those increasingly expensive finite and dwindling resources to one based on renewable 
and sustainable resources.  

Climate change is the most significant of the stark consequences of our current exploitive global model of 
development. It reminds me again of what some commentators are saying about us as a human species—
normally, collectively we deal with matters poorly, but individually we deal with matters on the basis of fight or 
flee when we have something that threatens us. Because we deal with climate change in a collective way, we are 
never really confronted with the reality of what we are dealing with. We should deal with it on a war footing. 
That footing is based on the fact that the scientific community and governments at large indicate that we will 
suffer significant effects into the future. To obfuscate in the way that we do likens us very much to the ostrich; 
we deal with this sort of confrontation by denial and hope it will go away, in very much the same way as an 
ostrich buries its head in the sand when a predator approaches. It is a rather stupid approach to take. It was in this 
context that the Greens and the environmental sector praised the then Liberal opposition’s comments during the 
2008 election campaign to develop a cross-government climate change strategy to assess the issues WA must 
address and set out adaptation and mitigation strategies for whole-of-government implementation. We are a long 
way into what is supposed to be that commitment. It is sad to see that this was no more than an electoral ploy to 
gain votes from a public very concerned to see the government take a lead on climate change. Indeed, the 
election promise was to work with industry, scientists, local government and conservation groups to develop a 
climate change adaptation strategy covering each of the major sectors 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 communities, and make recommendations for 
mitigation and adaptation actions. Since that time, the state government has made every effort to vacate that 
field, claiming that mitigation—that critical task of actually reducing greenhouse gas emissions and shifting our 
economic reliance on emissions—is primarily a federal policy dilemma. 

Recently, I met with the minister’s head of department about the climate change unit. In going through what has 
been proposed for that mitigation program, it became apparent that these actions were mainly about adaptation, 
not mitigation. What was really interesting was that we asked how we could assess the impacts of mitigation or, 
indeed, adaptation if we did not know what our emissions were. We were told that the system for accounting and 
reporting of government emissions certainly provided some information on that. We asked how we could get 
hold of the SARGE data and we were told that the information was on a website. Subsequently, we got an 
apology in an email sent to our office. It states — 

Further to our meeting yesterday, DEC has further investigated the System for Accounting and 
Reporting of Government Emissions (SARGE). 

Unfortunately, the data on greenhouse gas emissions for State agencies are not currently available on 
DEC’s website as was stated. The webpage … contains information on the SARGE reporting, including 
a fact sheet and the guidelines for use by State agencies. 

My understanding is that the agency is trying to rectify that situation so that it can provide data for the 
community to find out what is going on. The meeting went on and we raised a number of issues. The agency said 
that it is on track to have a strategy out before the end of this term of government. One would think that if one 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 2 November 2011] 

 p8737d-8751a 
President; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Philip Gardiner; Hon Linda Savage; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Helen 

Morton; Hon Dr Sally Talbot 

 [2] 

goes to an election with a promise to develop a strategy for mitigation and adaptation for the future, it would be 
developed and would have some chance of implementation during that term of government, not be developed 
prior to the next election and rolled out again at that election as a commitment for the future. Unfortunately, as I 
have already stated, it became clear that there is little likelihood of any mitigation in that strategy and that the 
strategy is an adaptation strategy. The agency currently has 13 staff, and a small climate change group still exists 
in the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

Mitigation is more of a national issue than a state issue; the policies are set at the national level. This is the 
position taken by the agency. Again, that is ostrich-like. This is the agency which the community believed would 
look at the issues of climate change and which is abrogating its responsibility to the federal arena. It would be 
really rather good if the federal government abrogated its responsibility to the United Nations, and the United 
Nations abrogated its responsibility to some inter-global system! The unfortunate thing is that we know that 
dealing with climate change and these problems is all about people taking direct action. To abrogate 
responsibility to other agencies, other governments and other instrumentalities is a sheer denial of the state 
government’s responsibility to do something. 

Unfortunately, the problem with all this is that future generations will be left with an increased cost of shifting 
our economy to a sustainable basis and will be unlikely to thank the current government for the cute trump card. 
It is stated over and again by scientists around the world that we have to take responsible actions for the future, 
not for ourselves. Very little of what we may do now in mitigating climate change will have any noticeable 
effect at all. There is about a 100-year lead time in the impact on us of CO2 emissions in the atmosphere. We 
know that at the moment CO2 emissions are leading to an exponential rise in temperatures and in CO2 equivalent 
in the atmosphere. Actions taken now will not necessarily mitigate or deal with any problems that we may see in 
the next 50 years, but actions taken now will certainly affect what future generations will feel in 100 years. That 
is the responsibility that is very difficult for members of the government and decision makers to deal with. 
China, by contrast, does not have to deal with four-year electoral cycles. As a nation, it is developing one of the 
most advanced and significant developments in moving towards renewables of any nation in the world. One 
could say that it is a dictatorship so it can do that. But it has the ability to work for the long haul, which we fail to 
do. While the state government has failed to develop a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy, it has 
blithely continued facilitating business as usual. 

The current state of play in Western Australia is that the Kyoto agreement established a baseline of 1990 
emissions. The world came together and determined that, with the exception of Norway and Australia, 
everybody would seek a reduction in emissions. Australia was allowed to expand its emissions by eight per cent. 
Western Australia’s emissions in 1990 were 57.2 million tonnes per annum. If one extrapolates that, we should 
be able to get to about 60 million tonnes per annum. There was a limitation of eight per cent by 2012. That is 
next year in case anybody did not know. The Climate Commission has identified this decade as the critical 
decade—that is, the one within which carbon emissions must peak and we must see a fall in carbon emissions. 
The National Greenhouse Gas Inventory has Western Australia currently on 69.8 million tonnes of CO2 per 
annum. We questioned that and we found a number of things that lead us to have great concern that that figure 
might be significantly wrong. I have employed a librarian, a researcher, who for the last three months has been 
conducting a review of all publicly available data from the Environmental Protection Authority and the National 
Greenhouse and Energy Reporting System, and directly from company reports, as well as responses to letters 
that we sent to major corporations that did not have data available. This data is in no way complete; it is 
conservative and, in estimate, is somewhere around 10 to 20 per cent shy of the real figure. Our current estimate, 
which is based on reported data, is 86.4 million tonnes per annum at present for Western Australia. That is 
significantly greater than the 60 million tonnes we were supposed to have at the end of next year. The significant 
concern is: what is actually coming on line? There have been industrial approvals by this government and 
previous governments for a further 80.7 million tonnes of CO2 emissions. This means that by 2015 we are going 
to be producing somewhere in the region of 150 million tonnes of CO2e per annum. That nearly triples our 
baseline figure, against the 1990 levels, that is required under the Kyoto protocol. This government says that it is 
not its responsibility; it is the feds’ and they have to deal with it! However, it is this government’s approach to 
unbridled expansion in these areas that is causing the problem.  

Let us look at some of what will double our emissions in this, what the scientists call, the critical decade. We are 
doubling emissions at a time when we need to be reducing our emissions. With the Browse Basin development 
we will see a further 12 million tonnes of CO2e. Let us deal with gas while we are talking about that. Quite often 
the argument is that gas is much better than coal, and when it is burned for power generation, that is absolutely 
correct; gas has significantly lower CO2 emissions than burning coal for the same energy. However, what is not 
included in that calculation are the fugitive emissions from pipelines to the plant, or indeed emissions from flare 
towers at the site of the development. As we all know, gas fields vary and some have pretty high CO2e levels and 
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some have low levels; some have different levels of hydrocarbons that need to be burnt off. When we look at 
gas, coal, oil and all those sorts of things, the easiest parable to paint is that it is the difference between smoking 
a filtered cigarette or an unfiltered cigarette or a menthol cigarette; basically they are all harmful, but to different 
levels. When we look at the lifecycle of gas over its extended period and its release of two per cent methane into 
the atmosphere, it is not dissimilar to that of coal over its lifecycle. I think we need to get away from this idea 
that gas is somehow a panacea.  

However, gas does have an advantage, and it is an important one, in the development of energy. If we are to 
develop renewable energy, then we need to have baseload power that can be switched on and off. The big 
problem with coal-fired power stations is that they are big clunkers. When we start them up, we have to keep 
them going because they are at their best efficiency when they are actually running. If we try to turn down a 
large coal-fired power station to reduce its production of energy, it will start to become very inefficient and will 
start doing damage to the power station. That is where gas fits in as a transitional fuel, insomuch as it is the one 
form of energy which can be turned on and off quite quickly.  

Our major gas-fired power stations are controllable, but when we come to what we call peaking power we use 
things like jet turbines, and these systems can be brought on line to full power within around 30 seconds. They 
are literally operated by a mobile phone. Somewhere a guy has rung up and said he needs some more power, and 
he can operate the whole power station’s Pratt & Whitney jet engines from a mobile phone; and they can ramp 
up to full power within 30 seconds. Gas certainly plays a major part towards renewable energy, but let us not kid 
ourselves that it is in any way a lesser problem in terms of CO2e emissions than coal.  

I want to go back and look at the other emissions from projects that are fairly major and that are starting in our 
region. The Prelude floating LNG system, the Shell system, is probably one of the better ones with only 
2.3 million tonnes of CO2e per annum. In fact, I commend Shell, which is doing quite a lot of work with that 
floating system to limit the amount of flare that is coming off that ship. They are going to be using a lot of that 
waste energy to generate their own power. The impacts, again in the Browse location, are seven million tonnes 
of CO2e per annum. With the Burrup Pluto plant, one train is 4.1 million tonnes of CO2e per annum. At the very 
base level, Gorgon has four million tonnes of CO2e emissions per annum. I understand that we are going to have 
a Gorgon debate shortly so I will leave some more comments for that. Certainly, if Gorgon expands in the way 
that is proposed its emissions could be significantly more, and maybe even triple. Sino Iron’s Cape Preston 
magnetite project, which is being developed at the moment, has 5.5 million tonnes of CO2e per annum, and that 
is mainly coming from its power generation. I take my hat off to Cape Preston, which I have visited. Whereas we 
develop gas-fired power stations and we do not use co-generation, which is using the waste heat to drive turbines 
to generate extra power, at Cape Preston, Sino Steel is doing that. Its power generation systems are all co-gen, 
which is really good to see because they have most probably reduced their potential CO2 emissions by almost a 
third because they are using waste heat as well. However, its emissions are still 5.5 million tonnes per annum. 
Wheatstone is a further 10.3 million tonnes per annum. Bluewaters phase III and IV, which are the new coal-
fired systems, will produce 3.1 million tonnes per annum. The Griffin Energy’s south west power project will 
produce a further 4.5 million tonnes of CO2 per annum; and the Eneabba–Coolimba system will generate another 
4.2 million tonnes per annum. As I say, this is at a time when we are committed to reducing our emissions. The 
world is saying that we need to do this, yet the government is paying scant regard to its international 
responsibility, its responsibility to the state or indeed its responsibility to the nation.  

These emission levels are all at base production levels. They are projected to dramatically increase as production 
levels rise. As members can see, these major future emitters are some of the jewels in this government’s 
development crown. The government’s fast-tracking facilitation, hand-holding and financial backing of these 
projects fills the Premier’s and ministers’ press releases. Where in this is the government’s climate change 
strategy, or is it simply the consequence of a government proceeding without a climate change strategy in any 
way, shape or form?  

I note that the previous government’s record on this front was much the same. Premier Carpenter fronted his 
2007 climate change action statement with a declaration on the government’s commitment to export gas to the 
region. However, it was at least willing to commit to a state target, reducing Western Australian emissions by 
60 per cent of the 2000 levels by 2050. The science today would clearly indicate that this was too little, too late, 
but it was the notionally agreed target of the day. 

The government’s priorities are overwhelmingly skewed towards fossil fuel development. I note that the 
Minister for Energy, with his feed-in tariff, enabled a lot of renewables to come into the system, but it was a 
subsidy system coming out of Treasury. A real system would be a system that amortises the costs across the grid 
and would mean that renewables could come in and compete at a genuine level, not just because of subsidies. 
Unfortunately, the government’s cancelling of the feed-in tariff has, in fact, led to the decline of many businesses 
and industries, and employment within the state. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 2 November 2011] 

 p8737d-8751a 
President; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Philip Gardiner; Hon Linda Savage; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Helen 

Morton; Hon Dr Sally Talbot 

 [4] 

This is in contrast to the state government’s assistance package funding commitment to the James Price Point gas 
hub. The estimates from 2008–09 to 2014 are $124 383 for the Browse Basin development, which is estimated to 
emit 7.1 million tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum—with up to 32 million tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum 
at full production. It seems completely farcical: here we have a government that is saying it has a climate change 
unit that is going to deal with adaptation rather than mitigation, yet the government, by the same token, is doing 
nothing financially to cause industry and major developments to review their commitments to the future by 
handing out these massive subsidies. 

We should also note that the Anketell North project is predicted to emit 10 million to 15 million tonnes of carbon 
dioxide per annum, and the government has committed a further $8.5 million to it. The project will go on to 
potentially produce 25 million tonnes of carbon dioxide per annum at full production. That one facility produces 
half the emissions of the 1990 figure, so there is no will or interest at all on the part of the government in 
reducing emissions. The ostrich is alive and well. 

Verve has an allocation of $225.5 million over the forward estimates on its fossil fuel portfolio, including 
$88.9 million for Muja power station; the state government is reopening the oldest, dirtiest, most carbon-
intensive parts of this power station. In comparison, Verve has been allocated $21.3 million on renewables, 
which is enough to complete one wind farm. I have some time for the Minister for Energy—I think he tries 
hard—but when we are putting $225 million into the fossil fuel portfolio into the future, and only $21 million 
into renewables, the commitment is somewhat lacking.  

The key issue is that we must redirect the massive subsidies that this government is currently pumping into fossil 
fuels across to renewable energy, sustainability and demand management. Where are the hundreds of millions of 
dollars for renewables? The Premier has touted James Price Point as the greatest act of Aboriginal self-
determination—neatly whitewashing his own threat to compulsorily acquire the land if traditional owners do not 
agree, which is an interesting notion of self-determination. Where is the funding for a concentrated solar thermal 
power plant, built in partnership, on Aboriginal land—a sustainable example of economic development without 
environmental destruction? 

Where are the hundreds of millions of dollars for redesigning our ageing grid? We note that there is a document 
out at the moment, “Directions 2031 and Beyond”, which is supposed to look at energy futures. Very little is 
mentioned in that document about renewables. It talks about uranium and the potential for nuclear power and it 
talks about the need to upgrade and strengthen the grid to allow more baseload to move easily around the system. 
We are yet to see the final outcomes of these reports, but I desperately hope that we see something innovative 
when we get those reports.  

The government trumpets the low emissions energy development fund, which is a very small fund that is very 
difficult to access and requires four to one private investment, which hampers the development of pilot work. A 
quick look at the budget shows that this government has no intention of continuing the fund; the funding does 
not continue in budget estimates. If we are talking about the need for future investment and assistance in 
developing renewable energy systems such as the Carnegie wave systems, we actually need to provide subsidies 
to the industry in parallel with, if not directed from, the fossil fuel industry.  

The state government has missed major opportunities for federal public transport funding to get the first light rail 
lines into the city. Premier Barnett needs to get into gear and submit to Infrastructure Australia a proposal that 
we can all get behind. The money is there; we just need the government to go and ask for it. 

Another issue is the government’s refusal to promptly implement housing codes for efficiency. Most of the other 
states have a different set of efficiency ratings and have established guidelines for housing codes so that houses 
that are energy efficient and designed to minimise the use of air conditioners receive a premium in terms of 
licences and those sorts of things. The rest of the country has proceeded to implement increased star ratings for 
energy efficiency in homes, while this government has delayed doing so. These decisions of the state 
government impact significantly on the mitigation efforts of the community. I would hope that we all attempt to 
make various mitigation efforts at home. We recycle; we use the correct light globes; we minimise our electricity 
consumption and we all aim to get energy star rating appliances in our houses, but that is all very, very shallow. 
It is really good stuff for us as a community to do, but how do we feel when we are making the effort to reduce 
our emissions, to reduce our footprint, while we watch the big end of town being subsidised to the point at which 
its emissions are ballooning out of control? It is appalling that this government is yet to consult upon, adopt, fund 
or implement a climate change strategy across government.  

I am reminded that in 1988, under Premier Peter Dowding, we actually had a climate change strategy 
organisation. Twelve eminent people met monthly to develop climate change strategies. They developed in 1988 
a foreshore plan based on predicted climate change impacts associated with sea level rise. Those plans actually 
sit in the J.S. Battye Library of West Australian History. They are still there and I note that the government 
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recently spent some more money on reviewing those plans. I commented at the time that the plans were already 
there and had been done.  

Obviously, a climate change mitigation strategy is being developed. I hope that we will see the strategy long 
before the next state election and that it is not run out as some form of trump card in the lead-up to the next state 
election. I can assure members that the community is becoming more and more aware of the need for this nation, 
this world and indeed this state to do something about climate change. 

HON PHILIP GARDINER (Agricultural) [2.40 pm]: I think many people know my view on global warming 
and climate change. As I have said in this place before, there is no doubt in my mind of the veracity of the 
science about global warming. Some people may be surprised or sniff at that, but if anyone can prove to me that 
there is a different science that undermines that of peer-reviewed climatologists, I am open and ready to 
reconsider it. I am not close-minded, but I do not believe that people like the Alan Joneses of the world have any 
scientific grounds for the statements that they make, unless they can back it up with peer-reviewed science, and 
they do not.  

Global warming, by the way, is all measurable. That is what is intriguing about global warming. We know the 
characteristics of the carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide molecules. As I said once before, some years 
ago, why can we not all prove that these molecules actually warm the atmosphere? Our youngest son asked, 
“Yes, why don’t we just build a tent and fill it up with carbon dioxide and see what difference there is in the 
temperature?” People may also snigger at the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change reports, but the IPCC 
at least deals with professional climate scientists and uses peer-reviewed science. They are pretty strong 
foundations for credibility. Despite the issues with the University of East Anglia and the hockey stick 
controversy, all the investigations into those aspects of the science have shown that there was no crookery; the 
science has stood up. The predictions that people made beyond that may not have been substantiated—I say 
“substantiated” rather than “correct”—but the actual science was verified by an internal group of people in their 
analyses of those situations to the extent that they are exonerated with the science and the data that they have.  

The IPCC is filled with many papers. I do not know how many of us have read any part of them; I have read 
some parts but certainly not all of it. There are a number of other books on climate change. As I have said before, 
there is a book by Morgan and McCrystal, two New Zealanders, who wrote Poles Apart: Beyond the Shouting, 
Who’s Right About Climate Change?, which is about the truth after all the argument about climate change. Poles 
Apart goes through the different elements of the science chapter by chapter until it gets to chapter eight and 
draws a conclusion. The authors start off being objective, as far as I can tell, and they are objective through each 
of the chapters through the book until chapter eight. If members read the book, please do not read chapter eight 
first. Therefore, having read a bit about this kind of stuff, I do not have any issue with the veracity of the science 
of global warming and I do not have a great deal of issue with some of the resulting climate change, but the great 
difficulty is that it is so difficult to measure climate change. It does not move in a straight line, nor does global 
warming. We know that carbon dioxide and other global warming gas concentrations in the atmosphere are 
increasing and that is exactly measurable. We know that the world temperature is increasing, which is also 
measurable. Although the world temperature is not as clearly measurable as carbon dioxide increases, it is 
measurable and the best measure of that is the ocean temperature. Do not forget that it has to be a world 
measure—an international measure. It is not just a measure localised off Fremantle, South Africa or the United 
States some place; we are talking about  an international average. It is a bit like breeding sheep; we can have a 
very good single sheep but that is not what will give us our income. Our average micron, average greasy fleece 
weight and the averages of our flock give us our income, not the single sheep. That is the same principle we are 
talking about with global warming, the temperature of the world and the carbon dioxide concentration of the 
world; it is a world system that is influenced by other things. 

That leads to the second point. I know that this motion is about the climate change adaptation and mitigation 
strategy, but I just want to go through a couple of these things. If we wish to try to change the world, we will 
introduce different measures to deal with the anthropogenic forces. The only conclusion that can be reached in 
trying to show what is forcing the increase in temperature is that it is anthropogenic forces; there is nothing else 
the scientists can get up in their systems and models that demonstrates the change in temperature. But no-one, 
neither those who are very sceptical about climate change science nor those who see the science as being true 
and credible, is saying that only man-made forces are causing these influences. Because we have a range of 
forces dealing with these things, some of them very much out of our control, the straight line of cause and effect 
is much more difficult to understand. We as humans are simple people; we love to see a cause and an effect. We 
want to see it today or tomorrow; we do not want to see it in five, 10 or 30 years because by then in this field it 
may well be—I say “may” very deliberately—too late. That is risk management—the risk of what we are dealing 
with. It is a dilemma for all of us to face up to because those of us who are not that risk-prone may take the risk 
and forget about what is going to happen in three, five, 10 or 30 years, except when we have our own children 
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and grandchildren and everything else to do in the world. We can emotionalise this very easily. I do not intend to 
go any further than that on this occasion, but without any of the emotionalism, we have a risk, and life is about 
risk management, as we all know. It is not good to spend more than we can afford to lose; that is not good risk 
management. Many of us try to, but it is not good risk management. This is a different sphere of risk 
management, but a real one and one that we have to deal with.  

In this state of Western Australia, we have so much with our resources and with the life we lead that it is very 
easy to accept what we have and not think too far beyond tomorrow because tomorrow looks so easy with China 
and Asia on our doorstep. With the economic growth of all those countries we look like we are in such good 
shape. When we go a bit deeper, we realise that nothing lasts forever and we have to be very careful. One of the 
reasons I mention this relates to the incentive, for example, for developing the renewables that we need to 
develop in this state and building the industry that we need to build in this state beyond our mining, agriculture, 
services and limited manufacturing. What will be the incentive to drive us to develop industries that cater for the 
future?  

We have a coal price in Collie—this is a classic case—entered into by the government at a time of a dip in coal 
prices of $25 a tonne. I am not too familiar with the British thermal units of coal but it is probably over 120 000 
units or something like that. I know it has a high sulfur content whereas the international coal price is for coal 
with one per cent sulfur and the price for coal today is somewhere between $115 and $120 a tonne. That is the 
import parity price for coal. I may need to be corrected but I think by regulation we are unable to export our coal. 
If we are unable to export our coal by regulation, we as a state are contributing to the low price that we have to 
feed into our electricity generation system. If the electricity generation resource of coal is $25 a tonne and the 
international price is, say, $117.50 a tonne, where is the incentive to price our electricity to what an international 
price might look like? If we priced our coal at $117.50 per tonne—today’s price—what would that do to the 
price of electricity generated by coal? It would force it up much, much higher.  

I know the economic and social consequences of all that but we have to decide whether we want to have a 
market price working for us so that we can stimulate alternative industry and innovation to replace coal or 
whether we have to use some other mechanism to encourage the adaptation and mitigation strategies that we 
need to have in this state. When I say that we need to have them in this state, that is assuming that we accept that 
carbon emissions are not appropriate for our long-term future, no matter how small they are. If we want to build 
an industry, that is an even bigger challenge. When coal is $25 a tonne and power prices are therefore low and 
there is no way that price can rise because we really have constraints on what we can export, we will have no 
price mechanism and no economic rationalist method—for those of us who want to think economically 
rationally—to stimulate the industry. The industry will be stimulated in other countries because they are not 
paying just $25 a tonne for their coal; they are paying the world parity price. We have an economic distortion in 
our system that in a way is setting us up for moderation at best and failure to adapt to a changing world at worst.  

I only mention that aspect of something that is much bigger because from a pricing mechanism, so much more 
can happen. We have to address it. We have to consider our long-term future in relation to the risks that we are 
facing and work out whether we want to have a strategy based on more economic rationalism, which in this case 
makes good sense to me, not that I am an economic rationalist because I do not think anybody should be branded 
one way or the other. The thinking suggests that some more economic rationalist strategic work should be done 
on that aspect or we will have to think of putting in a sinking fund of between $25 a tonne and $117 a tonne and 
determine what impact that would have on electricity. We could put that into a fund to distribute to those who 
could not meet the higher cost of electricity as a result of having an economic rationalist policy. That fund could 
then contribute to the development of renewables.  

The alternative to building a renewables industry, which we have to do, is to continue to provide government 
money for funding support for a renewables industry for the stimulation of the innovation that is required. We 
have already had that in Australia and in a substantial part in Western Australia with photovoltaics. We were 
early innovators in photovoltaic technology in this country. Where has all that gone now? It has gone to China. 
Those who are close to this business say that it is not even worth trying to claw it back. It is too far gone; we 
have lost it. There is an example of Australian, and I think Western Australian, innovators being at the forefront 
but through the way that we have handled it, we have lost it. Rather than exporting it to China, we have now 
given it to China. China’s innovation will enable it to develop photovoltaic technology further and then we will 
have to import it back. My hope is that the same will not occur with the concentrated solar thermal technology in 
which—although it is primarily developed in Spain and, to a lesser extent, in America—our own CSIRO is doing 
extremely good work in Australia. It would be my hope that we could get that technology and galvanise it in a 
way that we can build an industry, at least in this state or across Australia, that can make us competitive in the 
world in the same way as Germany has made its stand in that community of European nations. I do not think 
Germany is a bad country to aspire to in terms of its technology, innovation and industrial security. We have to 
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look at it because the adaptation and mitigation to do with climate change is a risk too big for us to ignore. It 
provides an opportunity for us to set up strategic initiatives for innovation and development. If we do that, in my 
view it will provide us with security that we will have beyond the time in which our mining prices may fall back 
to a much lesser amount and our dependence or our riding the back of a mining quantity and price foundation 
will be sustained beyond that time.  

I have a lot of sentiment for encouraging the development of a cohesive strategy that is not just for tomorrow but 
for the next two years, five years, 15 years and 30 years, going across that time horizon, that can give us all as 
Western Australians a view of the future so that the risks that we can envisage and see—they may not all 
eventuate—do not leave us afloat in the future but in a situation in which we are in control of the risks rather 
than the risks being in control of us.  

HON LINDA SAVAGE (East Metropolitan) [2.59 pm]: I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak in 
support of the motion moved by Hon Sally Talbot because it raises such an important issue. I will just begin by 
referring to the commitment that the Liberal Party made in 2008, and that was that it would prepare, develop and 
implement a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy. I must say that, on the one hand, the Liberal 
Party is to be commended for doing that, because I know that getting to a position at which it accepts that 
environmental concerns are legitimate has been a long process, and I am aware, of course, that there are still 
some who disagree with, and are sceptical about, the climate science. Fortunately, some research results were 
released last week, and it is a happy coincidence that I will be able to speak about that research that I think puts 
beyond doubt the decided views on climate change. 

As Hon Sally Talbot said, this motion is in response to the fact that after three years there has been no action to 
honour that promise and provide a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy. As I said, there has been 
one research announcement in the last couple of weeks that is opportune when we are having this debate. It helps 
to put in context the important issue of how we will build a future and how our children will deal with the future 
of the planet that we have created for them. 

I will begin with a couple of quotes by Tony Abbott, the leader of the federal opposition, although I know that 
there have been some already. These two quotes are important to what I will say shortly. One of them was made 
on 27 July 2009 on The 7.30 Report. The quote reads — 

I am, as you know, hugely unconvinced by the so-called settled science on climate change. Atmospheric 
concentrations of carbon dioxide have significantly increased since the spread of industrialisation, but 
it seems that noticeable warming has only taken place between the 1970s and 1990s. 

On 16 August 2010, on Four Corners—I am not sure of the date on which he said this, but it was recorded on 
the Four Corners program—he said — 

“I certainly think that there is a credible scientific counterpoint but, in the end, I’m not going to win an 
argument over the science, I’ll leave that to the scientists,” … 

On that basis, he will now be convinced on the science, because the report by the Berkeley Earth surface 
temperature group has just been released. I am going to talk about that because it is very significant. This 
research grew out of the criticism that arose and was known as “Climategate”, and that involved claims that 
global warming had been exaggerated. That proposition was based on the hacking of climate scientist emails at 
the University of East Anglia. Those emails were hacked, posted online and used by critics to allege 
manipulation of climate change data. It caused quite a furore at the time. In response to that, the Berkeley Earth 
surface temperature study was established by the University of California physics professor Richard Muller, who 
was concerned by the claims that were made as a result of “Climategate” that the established teams of climate 
researchers had not been entirely open or unbiased with their data. So he gathered a team of 10 scientists, mostly 
physicists, including people such as Saul Perlmutter, the winner of this year’s Nobel Prize in Physics. 

The interesting thing about this study, and the reason it has received such enormous attention since it was 
announced in America recently, is that the funding came from a number of sources. One source of funding that I 
suppose caught everyone’s attention was the funding through charitable foundations maintained by the Koch 
brothers. People may know who they are. They are billionaire United States industrialists who have until fairly 
recently maintained a rather low profile. However, in recent times—most notably since the election of Barack 
Obama—they have taken a higher profile and made and acknowledged large donations of money to 
organisations that lobby against the acceptance of man-made global warming and in fact question global 
warming itself. 

If we go to the website of the Berkeley Earth surface temperature study that they funded—I understand that Bill 
Gates did also—I will read what the study set out to do. The website states — 
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The Berkeley Earth Surface Temperature study sets out to do a new analysis of the surface temperature 
record in a rigorous manner that addresses this criticism. 

That criticism included the choice of stations and the methods for correcting systemic errors. It continues — 

We are using over 39,000 unique stations, which is more than five times the 7,280 stations found in the 
Global Historical Climatology Network Monthly data set … that has served as the focus of many 
climate studies. 

Our aim is to resolve current criticism of the former temperature analyses, and to prepare an open 
record that will allow rapid response to further criticism or suggestions. Our results include not only our 
best estimate for the global temperature change, but estimates of the uncertainties in the record. 

On 25 October, Berkeley Earth itself released its findings, so I will read from the released findings, the author of 
which is Berkeley Earth — 

Berkeley Study: Global Warming Is Real 

… 

Oct. 20, 2011 — Global warming is real, according to a major study released today. Despite issues 
raised by climate change skeptics, the Berkeley Earth Surface Temperature study finds reliable 
evidence of a rise in the average world land temperature of approximately 1Â°C since the mid-1950s. 

Analyzing temperature data from 15 sources, in some cases going as far back as 1800, the Berkeley 
Earth study directly addressed scientific concerns raised by skeptics, including the urban heat island 
effect, poor station quality, and the risk of data selection bias. 

On the basis of its analysis, according to Berkeley Earth’s founder and scientific director, Professor 
Richard A. Muller, the group concluded that earlier studies based on more limited data by teams in the 
United States and Britain had accurately estimated the extent of land surface warming. 

This is a direct quote — 

“Our biggest surprise was that the new results agreed so closely with the warming values published 
previously by other teams in the U.S. and the U.K.,” Muller said.  

“This confirms that these studies were done carefully and that potential biases identified by climate 
change skeptics did not seriously affect their conclusions.”  

That is very important to put on the record. I am not a scientist, and neither are the people who are the sceptics, 
but in the scientific and academic world—including those involved in this study, which was funded by people 
who were not necessarily looking for that result—this put to rest that issue.  

Interestingly, in preparing to speak to this motion today, I note that just this week was the birth of the seven-
billionth baby on earth. The relationship between population and environment is fundamental. I thought I would 
use this occasion to speak about the birth of that child. If members go back to the birth of the six-billionth child, 
that occasion was accompanied by a great deal of fanfare. Members might remember that the child chosen to be 
symbolic of that was a child born in Bosnia. That child is now 12 years of age. When that child was born, he was 
held aloft by Kofi Annan, who was then the UN Secretary General. A picture of that child with Kofi Annan went 
around the world. There are some articles about what has happened to that child since. Sadly, the child still lives 
in Bosnia and is living a rather deprived life in that country. With the birth of the seven-billionth child, again 
attention has gone to how, as a planet, we are going to feed the population, how we are going to live and how we 
are going to provide for this unprecedented population explosion. The projection for us to reach a population of 
nine billion will be frighteningly close given the rate at which we moved from six to seven billion.  

There are of course studies that show the relationship between population and environment, which I accept. The 
sheer weight of the human population, particularly in countries with staggering population numbers such as in 
parts of India and China, will physically impact on the environment. Developed nations are particularly harsh on 
the environment. They use by far the greatest amount of energy and therefore have the greatest emissions. We 
are watching as other countries begin to live the lifestyle we do, but in staggering numbers. This is putting 
greater pressure on the planet. Because of the experience of the six-billionth child, the United Nations is not 
doing the same thing; that is, they are not choosing one child to be emblematic of that milestone birth. The six-
billionth child’s name is Adnan Nevic. His family is now living in poverty. The UN felt that to choose another 
child, after the legacy of the 12 years since the six-billionth child was born, was not something to be highlighted. 
Of course the planet itself may well enable billions of us to inhabit it, and perhaps billions more. I note that there 
is plenty of room in parts of Australia for a few more million, but really it is a question, as we all know, about 
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how we want to live our lives. Certainly in developing countries with huge populations, it is how people can live 
decently and, increasingly, how they can even be fed.  

There has been a lot of comment in response to the birth of the seven-billionth baby. Some of it has been directly 
related to the effect on human beings. I have a quote here by Sir Crispin Tickell, a former British ambassador to 
the UN, who says that we are like a species out of control. He says that as a species out of control, we are putting 
pressure on the planet and affecting the environment. I refer to a quote from Professor Steven Sherwood from the 
University of New South Wales. Given the size of our population and the way we live, he said — 

What we’re putting into the atmosphere really constitutes an unprecedented experiment with our planet 
that is going to lead to changes that haven’t been seen in millions of years. As the whole world warms 
up, a lot of places are going to become not very pleasant to live in. There will be much hotter 
temperatures, summer-time heat stress, likely drying of most of the continent, and rising sea levels, 
which will become a problem because most of us live near the coast. 

That was his comment on an ABC website that asked academics at a range of universities in Australia to 
comment. I have not got it in front of me, but a couple of comments—there were seven—were about how we 
must look to women and the feminisation of the world if we are to really change the direction of things, 
particularly in regard to population. It has obviously been long known that the way we deal with population 
issues is to give women access to education, contraception and other choices so that they do not have a number 
of children. I am sure that women add a lot more to the world, by the number of women now in Parliament being 
able to contribute to decision making.  

It is regrettable that the Liberal Party has not developed a climate change action strategy. I notice that in the 
Commissioner for Children and Young People’s report about the wellbeing of young people, she mentioned that 
climate change was an issue of concern to them. Some members, like me, who have children ranging in age from 
17 to 26, will know that that generation is very aware of the climate change issue. It is not in any way 
attributable to them and their behaviour; it is the world we have created for them. I am encouraged by how many 
young people actually realise that not all Parliaments, particularly not this government, are going to act on the 
issue and take it up.  

Some members might be aware that the Australian Youth Climate Coalition met in Western Australia at, I think, 
Murdoch University on 1 and 2 October. It has a website. Its members will read this debate with interest. Over 
the two-day weekend in Perth, the Power Shift summit rocked WA. It has also been getting a lot of coverage on 
Twitter and Facebook. The Power Shift summit, which started in Washington in the United States in 2007 with a 
youth climate summit, has now come to Australia. There was a Power Shift summit in Brisbane; in fact, I think it 
was held on 15 and 17 October at St Laurence’s College. As I have said, it was held in Perth early in October. 
The Australian Youth Climate Coalition is entirely youth run and represents more than 30 of Australia’s largest 
youth organisations. I will name some of those organisations: the Australian Medical Students’ Association; the 
Australian Law Students’ Association; the Australian Youth Affairs Coalition; the Centre for Sustainability 
Leadership; Engineers Without Borders Australia; the International Young Professional Foundation; JustAct, an 
initiative of the Justice and International Mission, which is a unit of the Uniting Church; Youth Food Movement; 
Students for a Just Community; the National Indigenous Youth Movement of Australia; the National Union of 
Students; the Oaktree Foundation, which some members will be familiar with as it is an organisation of young 
people who are interested in volunteer work and in which leading volunteer projects are involved; OzGREEN; 
Sai Youth Australia, the multi-faith youth network; the Student Organised Network for Architecture; the Otesha 
Project (Australia): Cycling for Sustainability; United Nations Youth Australia; Vision Generation; the Affinity 
Intercultural Foundation, which is a group of young Australian Muslims; and Australian Young Christian 
Students. I may not have named them all, but I think that gives a good idea of the large number of groups 
involved. The coalition has more than 70 000 individual members. It states on its website — 

It is young Australians who will face the consequences of decisions made today. That’s why we have 
the vision that will deliver the short-term political impact and long-term cultural change needed for a 
safe climate future. 

I thought that members would be interested to hear about that organisation. I have a great deal of faith in young 
people and what they are capable of doing. Interestingly, I have read at times comments by, I think, the head of 
the World Wildlife Fund or the Conservation Council of Western Australia, who is a relatively young person. I 
am not sure that I am quoting the correct organisation, but, interestingly, his view of it is—this view was 
expressed last year in The Australian—that some governments will take action only when the problem is forced 
upon them. As Hon Robin Chapple has said, there is an opportunity now to act. 

Hon Helen Morton: Did you say Hon Norman Chapple? 
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Hon LINDA SAVAGE: No; Hon Robin Chapple. I do not think I would confuse Hon Norman Moore’s views 
with those of Hon Robin Chapple! 

There is an opportunity to act. It is not a question of prevention being better than cure. We are far past that 
situation, particularly in countries that are experiencing the impacts of climate change. Unfortunately, they are 
amongst the poorest and least developed countries of the world. We, as a state and certainly as a country, have a 
responsibility to act and set an example. I hope that the person to whom I was alluding who thought that would 
not happen is proved wrong. 

As I have said, during the past 100 years in particular, the extraordinary population growth has been mirrored by 
the growth of greenhouse gases that cause climate change. The vast majority of those gases are produced by 
developed countries such as Australia and individuals such as me, notwithstanding that the developing countries 
are feeling the effects most. Certainly, in my opinion, the need to slow population growth is a step that we should 
be taking. I understand that if the world population were to slow at around eight billion within the next decade or 
two, rather than increase to nine billion, that would result in perhaps billions fewer tonnes of carbon emissions. 
That would be a very important contribution to not be making to the world. 

Hon Sally Talbot mentioned the “Climate Change Response Strategy” of the Department of Agriculture and 
Food. Because she spoke about the document, I got a copy of it. It is not a document that I would normally have 
looked at, but I will read the very beginning of the foreword because I think it reinforces some of the comments 
that I have made. Even though the Berkeley study has only just been released, it confirms the already established 
science and what government departments in this state already know. At page iii of the report, the foreword 
states —  

The weight of scientific evidence indicates that: 

• Human-induced global climate change is occurring and is having biophysical, social and 
economic impacts at local, regional and national scales that will likely become more 
severe over the coming decades. 

The reality is that no-one can say that we have not been warned. In fact, we were warned a long time ago. 
Certainly, at my age of 54 years, having entered the workforce in my early 20s and being a teenager in the 
1970s, I have quite vivid memories of people who talked actively about the environment. They were called 
greenies and extremists; sometimes they were even called communists. Interestingly, they were alongside a lot of 
women who were fighting for things such as refuges and the Sex Discrimination Act and who were also called 
extremists, radicals and any number of tags that were aimed at discrediting what they had to say. Thirty years on, 
all the things that they spoke about have been adopted not only by those of us who could see the reason for it, but 
also those who could not and who, in some cases, have been dragged kicking and screaming into acceptance of 
what was being said then. 

A book called Limits to Growth written by the Club of Rome, which caused an enormous furore in the 1970s, 
came to me when I thought about this motion today. This was published by a group of eminent academics in the 
1970s, and it went on to be published in 30 languages, with literally tens of millions of copies published. It was 
focused on what the world might look like in about a hundred years. It challenged, I suppose, the orthodoxy that 
growth was limitless and that growth in itself was the goal. It also talked about issues to do with climate and the 
capacity to provide for our ever-growing population. It is interesting to go back to it now. As I said, I remember 
the people who condemned it and said immediately that it was radical, extremist, left-wing propaganda. 
Interestingly, people are going back to documents like that. It was saying that unlimited consumption and growth 
on a planet like ours with limited resources cannot go on forever and is indeed dangerous. I do not think anyone 
would disagree with that conclusion today, although it was almost heresy at the time. Let us not say that we have 
not known about this for a very, very long time.  

Something has just occurred to me while I have been speaking. Stephen Hawking wrote A Brief History of Time. 
Members will know who he is. I am not sure of the position he held, but it may have been the chair of 
astrophysics at Cambridge University. Stephen Hawking wrote an open letter in 2006 that was published in 
newspapers in London challenging us as a society and a world as to how we would resolve the problems we 
faced as a planet: population, food shortages and war. It was very interesting, and members should go back and 
read the letters that were published in response to that. I took particular interest in it because I was living there 
that year—my younger son was at school and we used to read the letters. Finally, Stephen Hawking wrote his 
response to those letters, which I thought was fascinating. I will not tell members what his response was, as they 
might want to google it and see what he thought were the steps human beings would end up taking in the long 
term.  
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I would like to conclude by saying that if the Barnett–Grylls government really believes in environmental 
sustainability and if it is genuine in the promise it made to develop a climate change adaptation strategy, and as 
Hon Sally Talbot said in her motion, I am justified in being disappointed and in condemning the government for 
failing after three years to take any action and develop that strategy.  

HON LJILJANNA RAVLICH (East Metropolitan) [3.33 pm]: I rise to support the motion and to put on the 
public record that I also condemn the government for entering its third year of office without a climate change 
adaptation and mitigation strategy as promised in its 2008 election commitments. This is yet another example in 
which commitments have been made and the government has been very, very tardy in delivering on those 
commitments. Either the government is of the view that it does not matter anymore as nobody is paying much 
attention to what it promised in 2008 or it simply does not care about honouring those commitments. I have to 
say that it is a sad reflection on this government in this area, as in other areas, when we find a total lack of 
commitment to honour the promises that were made back then.  

I quickly want to go back to the commitment that was made. Sometimes it is important to put on the public 
record what the commitments were, because a lot of people do not go surfing the net, they do not have access to 
POWAnet or they find it difficult to locate the policy commitments that were made. The commitment is part of 
the “Liberal Plan for Environmental Sustainability and Water Management”, which contains a distinct area on 
climate change, which states — 

Human activity is having a discernible influence on the planet’s climate patterns.  

The Liberal Party believes that we should be taking prudent but sensible actions to control our 
greenhouse gas emissions.  

It then goes on to talk about liquefied natural gas playing a critical role as a clean fuel in helping the nations of 
our region to reduce their emissions. On the next page, the policy gives clear commitments about what this 
government would do in its climate change adaptation strategy. It states that the first thing it will do is — 

• 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 will assess the likely 
impacts and risks of climate change to various sectors of the economy and to communities and 
make recommendations of mitigation and adaptation actions; 

When that is broken down, members would have to agree that it is quite a serious undertaking. It is a major 
commitment by this government to work with those groups to develop a climate change adaptation strategy to 
cover all the major sectors of Western Australian industry. Firstly, we have not seen that work being done; and, 
secondly, I cannot remember any moneys being allocated so that work can be done with those groups. I cannot 
even remember a report being tabled in this place, or the other place, which would indicate to me that this 
government was serious about doing that work or that any of it had in fact been completed.  

The Liberal Party policy goes on to say that its strategy will assess the likely impacts and risks of climate change 
to various sectors of the economy and to communities, and make representations of mitigation and adaptation 
actions. Once again, all that work is simply missing. It is beholden on the government to at the very least explain 
to the Western Australian public why, having made that commitment, there has been no follow through. The 
minister should stand up today and give us an account of any progress that has been made and, if any progress 
has been made, where that progress has been made. The minister should also be able to stand up in this place 
today and explain through the Parliament to the people of Western Australia how much money has been 
allocated for a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy. As far as I can see, once again, there has been 
no progress. The policy states that a Liberal government will — 

• Encourage and support the development and uptake of renewable energy sources such as wind, 
solar, geothermal and wave and tidal power; 

• Reduce transport emissions by increasing the accessibility and attractiveness of public 
transport options through a $49m expansion of Park & Ride and new bike facilities at transport 
hubs and through better bus feeder services to train stations; and 

• Introduce a Feed-in Tariff to provide a genuine incentive for homeowners to install renewable 
energy systems and examine options for extending the scheme to small business and 
commercial premises.  

I have to say, once again, that that is a huge commitment—a commitment that we took seriously and, I am sure, 
the general public took seriously. On 17 February this year Hon Giz Watson asked the minister representing the 
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Minister for Environment, Hon Helen Morton, questions about the government’s response to climate change. 
She asked — 

(1) Does the government have a policy on climate change? 

(2) If yes to (1), what is the policy? 

(3) If no to (1), why not? 

(4) If no to (1), on what policy will the WA climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy be 
based? 

(5) When does the minister expect to have a working draft of the CCAMS to consider? 

(6) How many full-time equivalent staff in the climate change unit are currently working on 
preparing the CCAMS? 

The reply was absolutely breathtaking, given the commitments that had been made by the Liberal Party. When 
we line it up with how little is actually happening, it is an absolute embarrassment for this government. Honestly, 
no wonder members opposite are burying their heads in the sand; why would they not? They actually have not 
done anything. Hon Helen Morton’s response was — 

(1)–(5) The government has an election commitment 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.  

So what the government did, at best, was just restate the policy, which indicates that it is really not doing 
anything—just restating the policy. How pathetic is that? The minister continued — 

The strategy will assess the likely impacts and risks of climate to various sectors of the 
economy and communities and make recommendations of mitigation and adaptation actions. 

Once again, she just restated the policy of three years earlier; three years of nothing. After three years, the only 
thing the government could say about what it had done was a restatement of the policy. She continued — 

The state government supports national action to reduce Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions, 
including placing a price on greenhouse gas emissions. However, the primary responsibility 
for emissions reduction policies and instruments rests with the commonwealth government, 
which must design these to meet Australia’s international commitments and play our part in 
what must be a global solution. 

So here we are. After that big promise, all the government is doing is washing its hands of the issue and saying it 
is the federal government’s responsibility and that, at the end of the day, it is a global problem and the whole 
world has to fix it. Basically, the government is pushing the issue as far away from itself as it can. She 
continued — 

The Minister for Environment’s office recently received a working draft of the strategy for 
consideration, prior to agency and, then, public consultation. 

Minister Morton, this answer was given in February 2011. She is clearly not interested. Through you, Mr Deputy 
President, hopefully the minister might be able to fill us in on this. Members opposite should be listening; this is 
very interesting. In February this year, the Minister for Environment’s office received a working draft of the 
strategy for consideration, prior to agency and, then, public consultation. I do not know where that draft strategy 
is; has it been tabled since? Maybe one of my learned colleagues is able to inform me. The silence is deafening. 
One can only presume — 

Hon Peter Collier: It’s not question time. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not care whether it is question time. In February 2011 — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: They do not have their files. Does anyone know whether this document has 
been tabled? No. It is just unbelievable that in February 2011, the Minister for Environment’s office received a 
working draft of the strategy for consideration, prior to agency and, then, public consultation. I do not think it 
has gone out for public consultation; I certainly do not think there is a final draft and I think it is reasonable 
enough to ask where it is. 

Hon Sally Talbot interjected. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Is very interesting, but it all seems to me to be too little, too late. It seems to me, 
once again, that there is something wrong with the process. 

I will not continue to labour the point; suffice it to say that I think that the government has looked at the 
commitment it made and realised that it cannot achieve anything with the 12 staff in the climate change unit, 
because it is probably a big ask for 12 staff to come up with a climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy 
for the whole of government. I simply do not think that the government will deliver. 

Having said that, I was browsing the website of the Department of Health, and it is interesting to note that the 
health department has put out a very comprehensive document entitled “Health impacts of climate change: 
Adaptation strategies for Western Australia”. I think this is the only department that has done any work; the 
Department of Agriculture and Food has done a little work, but we can hardly call two agencies the whole of 
government. We were promised a whole-of-government approach and a whole-of-government outcome. Clearly, 
that has not happened. I have to say that the health department report is very, very interesting, and I would like to 
quickly go through it. I want to put it on the public record that this is what the health department has to say in 
that report, in part — 

A critical element of planning for future health impacts of climate change in WA is climate data 
specific to WA. Recognition of the need for such data was reflected in the establishment in 1998 of The 
Indian Ocean Climate Initiative (IOCI), a partnership of the State Government of WA, the 
Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) and the Australian Bureau of 
Meteorology (BoM). IOCI aims to provide information relevant to WA that will support informed 
decision-making on climate variability and climate change in the state. 

I would like to go to the projections for 2030. The document continues — 

Projections for 2030, in comparison to 1990, were obtained from IPCC, CSIRO and IOCI reports, and 
are summarised below: 

• WA will be generally hotter, particularly in inland regions. 

• WA will be dryer, particularly in the South West. 

• There will be more frequent, intense droughts, heatwaves and fires. 

• There will be more intense storms, floods, rainfall events and tropical cyclones. 

• Coastal regions will experience an increase in sea level. 

The scenario for WA is as follows — 

• Expected average temperature increases of 0.5°C to 2°C. 

• Increases in the number of days over 35°C in: 

 South West of +1 to +20 days (now 27 in Perth). 

 North West of +10 to +90 days (now 54 in Broome and 156 in Halls Creek). 

• Rainfall changes in: 

 South-West of 2 to 20% reduction in annual rainfall with a 17% reduction in winter rain days 
and catchment runoff decreases of 5 to 40%. 

 North-West of annual rainfall decreases of 1.5 to 3.5%.  

• Sea-Level increases of 3 to 17 cm by 2030 and 25 to 75 cm by 2100. 

• For Extreme Weather Events the following are generally accepted: 

• heatwaves - more per year 

• droughts - more frequent and severe 

• bushfires - increased risk 

• flooding - increased intensity 

• storms - increased intensity 

• tropical cyclones - increased intensity. 

I have to say that if members do not think climate change is real, they had better think again. Highly scientific 
organisations with a long history of expertise in these areas are sending a very, very strong message. This is 
contained in the WA health department report, so if anybody is sceptical, they no longer should be because this 
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is very, very interesting information. It is very important that the health department prepares for climate change, 
and its inherent risks to the people of this state are contained in this report. There is no doubt in my mind that 
those risks need to be minimised and that the government should be applying a precautionary principle to the 
way that it deals with the challenges that climate change will present to Western Australians and the state 
generally. There is no doubt in my mind that the implementation of mitigation strategies will require a 
considerable level of resourcing. If members ask me, I think that the government is shying away from honouring 
the commitment it made during the 2008 election campaign because it simply does not want to have to fund and 
find the resources to mitigate the changes in climate. The government does not want to have to fund the 
mitigation strategies. 

For anybody who is interested, the “Health impacts of climate change: Adaptation strategies for Western 
Australia” report is particularly comprehensive and is the sort of report that would, I think, sit under a state 
climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy. There would be a whole strategy for the state, and each 
department would have prepared exactly this, minister, a very comprehensive 150-odd page document. Although 
it is not costed, it is very comprehensive. When I did my research on the internet, I have to say it was very 
disappointing that only two agencies seemed to have compiled something of this nature—namely, “Framework 
for developing climate change adaptation strategies and action plans for agriculture in Western Australia” and, of 
course, “Health impacts of climate change: Adaptation strategies for Western Australia”. They are both fairly 
recent reports—the framework is dated March 2010 and I think the health report was done in 2011 because I 
usually scout around that website and it is the first time that it has popped up, so I suspect it is fairly recent. 
These two documents really fall very, very short of the promise that — 

A Liberal Government will; 

• 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 
will assess the likely impacts and risks of climate change to various sectors of the economy 
and to communities and make recommendations of mitigation and adaptation actions;  

Having this work done by only two agencies and in isolation of a comprehensive strategy framework shows what 
an absolute abject failure this government has been in delivering that 2008 commitment.  

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [3.54 pm]: Well, how cynical 
some people can be! How amazingly cynical Hon Robin Chapple was in suggesting that we had nothing 
happening. How unfortunate, I suppose, for Hon Linda Savage that she is not in the chamber, because she 
suggested absolutely no action whatsoever is taking place. Hon Sally Talbot just wants to condemn anything or 
everything or something anyway, so this one will do. Of course, Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich just raves on as usual. 

Perhaps what I might do is just indicate the progress that has already been made by the state government on this 
very important election commitment. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich read it out three times in her speech, so I will read 
out our specific commitment again, which states — 

A Liberal Government will; 

• 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 — 

Commits to — 

… assess the likely impacts and risks of climate change to various sectors of the economy and 
to communities and make recommendations of mitigation and adaptation actions;  

The government is well on its way to fulfilling its pre-election commitment to address the challenges of climate 
change. The climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy aims to enhance the capacity of the state to 
effectively adapt to climate change, assist a transition towards a low-carbon society, encourage development of 
low-emission and climate-friendly industries and business in Western Australia, minimise inequity arising from 
climate change and associated policies impacting disproportionately on vulnerable and disadvantaged groups and 
ensure that climate change issues are appropriately considered in government decision-making processes and 
operations. A working draft of the strategy was prepared by the Department of Environment and Conservation 
and comment and feedback has been received from state government agencies. The strategy has been drafted to 
provide an explanation of the challenges presented by climate change; details of observed climate changes in 
Western Australia and its likely future impacts; a description of the principles and framework used in policy 
development; discussion of climate change mitigation and adaptation policy and current measures being 
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implemented by various jurisdictions; recommendations for actions to address climate change impacts on 
strategic areas of Western Australia’s society, economy and environment; and implementation details. The draft 
strategy is being amended by DEC following agency feedback. It is anticipated that a draft of the strategy will be 
available for wider stakeholder comment in the next few months.  

The state government has been active in implementing measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions; for 
example, the Liberal–National government has continued to provide funding under the low emissions energy 
development fund, including $12.5 million to assist in the development of a five-megawatt demonstration wave 
power station and $2 million for an algae biofuel demonstration plant. Round 4 LEED applications, for which 
$8 million is available, are being considered by the LEED fund’s independent expert advisory group and 
decisions on funding are expected later this year or early 2012. The government also allocated $127.5 million to 
pay households who own renewable energy systems such as photovoltaic cells or wind turbines for energy 
exported to the interconnected grid up to the scheme cap of 150 megawatts. This cap has now been reached. 
Under the scheme, more than 65 000 homes will generate their own renewable electricity. As well, the 
government is investing heavily in cooperative research and centres of excellence on a range of programs that 
address climate change mitigation and adaptation, including the use of geothermal energy, desalination 
technology, new farming systems, forests and woodland health, sustainable transport and clean coal.  

The Liberal–National climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy is being developed in a considered 
manner and is responsive to an environment of evolving national climate change policy, which will affect 
Western Australia. Uncertainty about national and international policy settings has presented challenges in 
completing a draft of the strategy. For example, the Australian government released details of its carbon pricing 
proposal only in July this year and while the legislation to establish a carbon price has passed through the lower 
house of the commonwealth Parliament, it has not yet been considered by the Senate. The state government 
recognises that, to protect our environment and our economy, a number of policies and measures need to be 
considered, and this is just what our climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy will do. The strategy will 
assist Western Australia to manage the risks from climate change and make the most of the state’s natural 
competitive advantage, which includes a rich natural resource base to take advantage of new social, 
environmental and economic development opportunities arising from climate change.  

Amendment to Motion 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I move — 

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

notes the progress of 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [4.02 pm]: This is just a cheap stunt on the part of the government. We 
have given members of the government an opportunity to stand in this place with the full privileges of 
Parliament and make a substantive statement about why, more than three years after the government made a 
promise to give this state a proper climate change adaptation and mitigation strategy, we still do not have a 
document. For the minister representing the Minister for Environment to come into this place and suggest that 
we might change this motion so that it effectively pats the government on the back for not taking action in the 
last three and a bit years is very, very silly. It was clearly done because the government does not have anything 
else to say. This strategy was not flagged before the last election as something the government might get around 
to doing. The government did not say, “We will set up an inquiry or we will set up another government 
department to look at this”; this was a very specific promise that the government talked to the people of Western 
Australia about.  

As I referred to at the beginning of this debate, the writing of this adaptation and mitigation strategy has been in 
every single budget since the government was elected. Every budget has contained the same words, and we have 
had three budgets now. Every time the Minister for Environment goes out to cut another ribbon somewhere, he 
and his predecessor talk about the fact that this strategy is in the making. This is not supposed to be some small 
project that they are engaged in. They are in government. They have the full resources of the public sector at 
their disposal. Even so, all they can come up with after more than three years of holding the reins of power is a 
draft document that we are not even allowed to see. It has now gone back to the departments that contributed to 
it. I and my colleagues on this side of the house have pointed out to members of the government that they should 
hang their heads in shame over the fact that some of their own departments are so frustrated with their lack of 
action that they have gone out and written their own climate change strategies. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to temporary orders. 
 


