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CARBON TAX 
Motion  

Resumed from 14 August on the following motion moved by Hon Liz Behjat —  

That the Council —  

(a) notes that the carbon tax imposed by the Gillard Labor government has significant 
adverse implications for Western Australia because as the single biggest cause of 
electricity price increases it is, and will continue to —  

(i) push up the cost of living and the cost of doing business in Western 
Australia; and  

(ii) reduce our international competitiveness and cost jobs; and  

(b) calls on the Gillard government to scrap this job-destroying carbon tax immediately.  

HON LIZ BEHJAT (North Metropolitan) [2.13 pm]: What I have already said on this motion is in Hansard, 
and members can read that. Other members on this side also wish to contribute to this debate. Therefore, in the 
short time that is left to me to make my initial remarks on this motion, the first thing I want to say is that I gave 
notice of this motion on 14 May 2013. Today is 11 September 2013, and Australia has had three Prime Minister 
in that time. So there is certainly an ever-dynamic and changing political landscape in Australia. However, 
regardless of the outcome of the federal election on Saturday, I would have had to come into this house and 
move an amendment to this motion. The original motion calls on the Gillard government. As we know, the 
Gillard government became the Rudd government. I am delighted to say that we are now looking forward to 
three years of the Abbott government, following the wonderful result in Saturday’s federal election. On that note 
I must compliment my colleague Hon Peter Katsambanis on his excellent contribution to members’ statements 
last night when he gave a great review of what happened on the weekend. 

One of the first things that we saw on Sunday was that our Prime Minister–elect, Tony Abbott, called a meeting 
with a number of people and the permanent head of his department to set the agenda for what the Abbott 
government proposes to do in its term in government. The number one item on his agenda at that meeting—this 
was said in front of the cameras—was, “Do whatever you have to do to scrap the carbon tax”. So we know from 
the outset that Tony Abbott will be a man of his word, unlike, as we remember, Julia Gillard, who uttered the 
famous words, “There will be no carbon tax under a government I lead.” Tony Abbott can go out there now and 
say, “There will be no carbon tax under a government I lead”, because he is going to get rid of it. 

Amendment to Motion 

Hon LIZ BEHJAT: With those words, I move the following amendment to the motion — 

To delete all words after “(b)” and insert —  

calls on all elected members of the federal Parliament to recognise the mandate given to the 
Abbott government by the people of Australia by supporting the legislation to scrap this tax as 
one of its first legislative measures. 

The PRESIDENT: The question now is that the amendment be agreed to, and members who wish to speak on 
the amendment will be speaking to the whole motion, in effect. 

Point of Order 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Mr President, I seek your advice. I have no intention of making two speeches on what 
is clearly just a political stunt, so I propose to make my speech now on both the substantive motion and the 
amendment. 
Hon Nick Goiran: That is good, because the standing orders only allow you to do that anyway. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Hon Nick Goiran, but I will rely on the President for the ruling. 

The PRESIDENT: That is correct. The only member who could speak just to the amended motion would be the 
mover, Hon Liz Behjat, but she has already made her substantive speech. So any member who speaks 
subsequently is making his or her substantive speech on the whole motion. 

Debate Resumed 
HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [2.18 pm]: Thank you very much, Mr President. I will address my 
remarks to the substantive motion. But I am happy to say from the outset that the Labor opposition will not 
support the amendment either, because, as I have said, both the substantive motion and the amendment are 
clearly just a cheap political stunt. 
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I was amused by the opening comments of Hon Liz Behjat, which were made three weeks ago now, when she set 
the scene for her comments on this motion. For the record, I will remind honourable members of what the 
substantial motion states. Hon Liz Behjat has moved — 

That the Council —  

(a) notes that the carbon tax imposed by the Gillard Labor government has significant 
adverse implications for Western Australia because as the single biggest cause of 
electricity price increases it is, and will continue to —  

(i) push up the cost of living and the cost of doing business in Western 
Australia; and  

(ii) reduce our international competitiveness and cost jobs; and  

(b) calls on the Gillard government to scrap this job-destroying carbon tax immediately.  

Hon Liz Behjat started her comments by talking about the three great lies—I think that was the expression she 
used—namely: “I will still respect you in the morning”; “I am from the government; I am here to help”; and, 
“The cheque is in the post.” I think that is a summary of what she said. That is a pretty neat rhetorical device to 
use. I am pretty fond of rhetorical devices myself. I thought there was an unhappy and rather unsavoury degree 
of cynicism about those comments. I guess Hon Liz Behjat was using those comments in a purely rhetorical 
sense and she has never lied about respecting somebody in the morning, she has never lied about the cheque 
being in the post —  

Hon Liz Behjat: Are you calling me a liar? 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: — and that when she rocks up and says she is from the government, she is actually 
there to help, and she is not telling a lie. I take those comments not as a personal comment from Hon Liz Behjat. 
She set the scene. 

Hon Liz Behjat: I changed the three lies. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: She added a fourth one, I believe, which was about the carbon tax. 

I will also talk about the three great lies, but mine have nothing to do with any kind of cynical approach to lying 
and truth telling. Let us talk about the three great lies told by the Barnett Liberal government, aided and abetted 
by their colleagues in the National Party. The first one was fully costed, fully funded. Does that ring a bell? It 
should, because it was the mantra of the Liberal–National government for weeks and weeks in the lead-up to 
9 March 2013. Every time the government came out with a new railway line or a new light rail line or a new 
whatever it was—a school or a road with millions and millions of dollars of promises all over the state—it 
looked the electorate in the eye and said that its policies were fully costed and fully funded. 

The second great lie was, with that same unblinking gaze, telling the electorate that there would be no cuts to 
public sector jobs or front-line services.  

Point of Order 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I refer to standing order 46, which I quote — 

A Member’s speech must be relevant to the matter under discussion … 

I have been listening most intently to the honourable member’s contribution and she is now embarking on a 
discussion about the Barnett government and some analysis of the promises made and whether they have been 
kept. Perhaps it is just me, Mr President, but could you indicate to me how that is relevant to the motion moved 
by Hon Liz Behjat? 

The PRESIDENT: Member, I cannot. I was paying particular attention to what the honourable member on her 
feet was saying. In the sense that she was referring to comments made by a previous speaker in framing her 
argument on the motion, I can understand some context in that. But if the substance of what she is saying has 
nothing to do with the motion, it clearly is outside the guidelines of the motion and is in breach of standing 
order 46. I am eagerly anticipating hearing from the member how her context relates back to the substantive 
motion. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Mr President. I am aware that you always follow these debates with great 
eagerness and I promise you that I am about to get there.  
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I have, as I said at the beginning, adopted the same rhetorical framework as Hon Liz Behjat. Honestly, I have a 
great friend who has always said that sometimes they make it so easy. Really, sometimes it is like shooting fish 
in a barrel with these guys.  

Two great lies—fully costed, fully funded was a lie. Nothing that members opposite promised the electorate 
before the election in March was either fully costed or fully funded. Second, no cuts to public sector jobs and 
front-line services, and we have now had six full months of slash and burn on every front. This is where I get to 
my substantive point, you will be relieved to know, Mr President. I refer to the third great lie. I quote the 
Premier, Hon Colin Barnett, on 19 February 2013 — 

We will keep electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation. 

That, Mr President, is the substance of my argument against one part of this motion. Let us be absolutely clear 
about this. There are two parts to the motion. The first part is about the pricing of carbon and the effect of that 
pricing. The second part of the motion is about the effect of the pricing of carbon on electricity prices, and 
indeed the specific claim in the motion that the pricing of carbon was the “single biggest cause of electricity 
price increases.” I argue that putting a price on carbon was the right and proper thing to do and that we should 
continue to price carbon. I will not go into too much detail about the amended proposal to move to an emissions 
trading scheme sooner rather than later if the Labor government had been re-elected last Saturday. I am, quite 
frankly, astonished to hear Hon Liz Behjat say—I think she does a lot of homework and generally gets it pretty 
much right—that she does not know the difference between the pricing of carbon and the emissions trading 
scheme. That is frankly an embarrassing admission for somebody who is a legislator in our state. I will have a 
few words to say about that later. I think that is absolutely astonishing. There is a wonderful novel by David 
Lodge — 

Hon Liz Behjat: When did I say that? 

Hon Nick Goiran: The honourable member is verballing again. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I will write to the member with the quote. I am not going to go back through my papers 
now. The member said that there is no difference between the pricing of carbon and an ETS. I will give the 
member the reference later. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Do it now. If you’ve researched it, you should have it. It is an astonishing thing to say. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Mr President, do I have the call? 

The PRESIDENT: Yes, you have the call. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: There is a great novel by David Lodge who writes a lot about academe, and there is a 
passage that I am particularly fond of in which a group of academics play a party game, which is to admit to not 
having read some of the key texts in their field. The game goes horribly wrong when one of the political 
academics admits that he has never read Das Kapital. Of course his colleagues look at him in absolute horror 
because he has not quite grasped the point of the game. I felt that we got very close to that point in the 
contribution to the debate by Hon Liz Behjat when she said that as far as she was aware there was no difference 
between what she calls a carbon tax and an ETS. We will go into that a little later. 

I will divide my comments into two sections, not necessarily half and half. I will make two different sorts of 
arguments in response to and objecting to the motion. Let us first of all take the pricing of carbon. Given that 
very few of us have professional backgrounds in the area of climate science, those of us who have taken the 
trouble to try to understand what these things are about, at least on this side of the house, have come to a pretty 
solid working understanding of what those issues are.   For me, the turning point to my absolute, utter 
commitment to the issue as a political issue was in 2006 when I went to a Commonwealth Parliamentary 
Association meeting in Abuja, Nigeria. It was the first CPA conference that I had been to and there was a huge 
agenda over five days, and one of the streams of discussion was climate change. The people who put their names 
down for the climate change sessions got together for an informal catch-up before we went into the more formal 
sessions. I got to know quite a significant group of people from all around the world in commonwealth 
Parliaments who wanted to come together and talk about climate change. The thing that absolutely focused me, 
with no equivocation, on the central importance of addressing carbon emissions was that all of a sudden I was 
talking to people who did not just have an intellectual commitment to a political argument; they did not even just 
have an academic commitment to the promotion of their particular area of specialisation in climate science. They 
were fighting for the very future of their country. 

I am talking about people in the Pacific Islands and people who live in other areas that are going to be inundated 
by rising sea levels. When looking at this problem, the number of people who can be talked about is absolutely 
colossal; millions and millions of people are literally going to lose their homes. I can tell honourable members 
that there is nothing quite as focusing as going to a forum such as that with people who are actually arguing for 
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the survival of their country. It was an experience that I will never forget and I wish that I could share it with 
more MPs from countries like Australia. While we on this side of the house have always tried to point out to the 
government that there are real substantive issues about the survival of communities, particularly coastal 
communities, by and large the Australian electorate is more interested in cleaning up the environment than 
protecting their homes and their assets. 

This is being played out at this very moment as we are debating this motion in the house, because there is an 
argument that broke out in the last two days within the federal Labor Party — 

Hon Nick Goiran: Not for the first time. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: — about whether we should accept that the incoming Prime Minister has a mandate 
and therefore vote for, or not oppose the legislation—that would technically be a better way to describe it—or 
whether we should continue our opposition to it. 

To those honourable members on the other side who are clearly getting a bit excited about that proposition, 
perhaps I could just gently remind them that this is not a completely mysterious parliamentary tactic. I know 
members opposite do not operate at great levels of sophistication all the time, but there is a world of difference 
between opposing, not opposing and abstaining. I ask members to go back to the big debate about the GST. 
There was a debate in the Labor Party about how it would handle the GST debate politically. The Prime Minister 
at the time made the decision that if the conservatives won the election, having campaigned on the GST, Labor 
would not block it. That is clearly the discussion that is going on at the moment. I have a particular view about 
this but of course that does not count a jot because I am not in that caucus, so I will not be able to put my hand 
up or have my say on that issue. If I were asked to have my say, my view would be that we should continue to 
oppose the dismantling of the carbon-pricing system that Labor put in place. I think that we should oppose it 
every step of the way. I will tell members why, as I am not just making an empty political point about this. I 
think that the pricing of carbon was the right thing to do. I think that there are elements of the timing and the 
substance of the mechanism used that were certainly dictated by the fact that Labor was not a majority 
government. I think that is absolutely and undoubtedly true. There is no mystery about that. I am not divulging 
any party room secrets. The Labor Party has always consistently argued that an emissions trading scheme is a 
better system and that we should go straight to an ETS. If Labor had been a majority government in 2010, I am 
absolutely certain that it would have introduced an ETS. Unfortunately, of course, that was not the case so we 
had to move to a different carbon-pricing mechanism. 

Having said that, do I believe that now we should roll over and recognise that the dismantling is going to take 
place anyway and simply desist from making those arguments? I do not think we should and the reason is this: 
the carbon price has clearly worked. The carbon price is a simple mechanism for making an immediate impact 
on the amount of carbon emitted into the atmosphere. It is a blunt instrument, but it is an effective instrument. 
Carbon pricing is working. Carbon pricing works on the basis that the polluter pays. I ask honourable members 
opposite: what is wrong with the principle that the polluter pays? If members opposite can mount a coherent 
argument, I ask them to do so. I am sitting here as the lead speaker for the opposition and I will not call a point 
of order about relevance if members opposite can stand in this place and put forward an argument about why we 
should not adopt the principle of the polluter pays, because that is what the pricing of carbon does. It is not a cap 
and trade system or a trading system; it is a price on a pollutant. It is working. 

How can we see whether carbon pricing is working? Obviously, the first thing is to see whether it has reduced 
emissions—and it has. We can see whether it is beginning to transform the Australian economy; that is not going 
to happen in a week. Even Tony Abbott and the Liberals do not claim that it is going to happen in a week. There 
has been a price on carbon for a little over a year, and if we are looking for signs that the Australian economy is 
starting to change, I think it is. We should also look at whether the mechanism that has been put in place—I am 
referring now to specifically the fixed-price on carbon, which was scheduled to change very soon—has provided 
an adequate degree of stability and certainty for Australian business to begin that adaptation of the economy. My 
answer to those three questions is, “Yes, Yes and Yes.” The first question is whether it reduced emissions. Yes, 
it reduced emissions. In the 2012–13 financial year emissions of carbon were reduced by seven per cent in the 
national electricity market. In the field of brown coal generation, which was reduced 13 per cent in that short 
time, emissions were down.  

Remember what I said about the measure of success being whether the price on carbon provided a kickstart for 
the transformation of the economy. On those figures alone emissions are down by seven per cent in the national 
electricity market in 2012–13 and in the same period brown coal generation is down 13 per cent. But the final 
figure, and again I cannot see that this is a statistic with which government members would want to quibble in 
terms of it being something that we should be celebrating, is that the generation of renewable energy went up 
25 per cent during that short time.  
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My starting point addressing the first part of this motion, which is obviously casting aspersions on the very 
mechanism of pricing carbon and making polluters pay, is that the carbon price was working and it was reducing 
emissions. It has indeed kickstarted the transformation of the Australian economy and provided two years of 
certainty and stability to Australian businesses, which are able to plan on the certainty of a fixed price. That is 
why, if I had anything to do with the decision, I would say that we should continue to make these arguments and 
put them as clearly and loudly as we can to support the actions that Labor took when it was a minority 
government. 

I will return to this later. Let me change the tenor slightly and talk about the other aspect of Hon Liz Behjat’s 
motion. I am a little anxious about running out of time before I can cover some of these points. I want to make 
the substantive points on both elements of this argument. Hon Liz Behjat is trying to tell us that the carbon tax, 
as she calls it—the carbon price is a more accurate designation of the mechanism—was the single biggest cause 
of electricity price increases. That is rubbish; it is absolute rubbish. With the greatest respect, Hon Liz Behjat has 
not produced one skerrick of evidence; not one single tiny little piece of evidence that this is the case. She read 
us letters from all sorts of people about going into caretaker mode and all sorts of things that filled up her 
45 minutes. Did she give any evidence that the carbon-pricing mechanism was the single biggest cause of 
increases in power prices? No, she could not.  

There is one very simple reason Hon Liz Behjat did not do that—she cannot. There is no evidence that is the 
case because it simply is not true. I know that members opposite get a bit bored when we talk about what we 
think about things. I will talk about what other people in this state think. Let us talk about the single biggest 
cause of electricity price rises. I will tell members what it is: it is the Barnett Liberal government, aided and 
abetted by its friends in the National Party. Their actions have led to the increase in power prices. The substance 
of this motion should be about the fact that the policy decisions taken by the Barnett–Grylls Liberal–National 
government have been the single biggest cause of electricity price increases. That is a fact. The motion is 
misleading in a number of ways.  

Let us see what the Barnett–Grylls government promised. I have already referred to the great interest taken by 
members of the government to that comment on 19 February 2013 when the Premier said, “We will keep 
electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation.” That of course changed. In May 2013 the government made a 
new statement, which I think represents the current position; although of course in the out years from the recent 
budget all sorts of possible increases have been flagged. From 1 July, the cost of electricity increased by 
four per cent. Other increases—which I will just throw in here as a matter of interest—include water by 
six per cent, gas by 6.4 per cent and the emergency services levy by 7.8 per cent. Even members of the 
government have to admit that during the election debate between the two leaders their leader said that the 
Barnett–Grylls government was committed to keeping increases in electricity prices at or around the rate of 
inflation.  
During the first term of the Barnett–Grylls government, how much did electricity prices increase? They 
increased 62 per cent. During the leaders’ debate, Alisha O’Flaherty asked the Premier — 

Premier, power prices have jumped by more than 60 per cent under your watch and the budget forecasts 
further hikes of 25 per cent over three years. Is that what you are planning?  

The Premier’s answer, during the leaders’ debate televised live on ABC Television, was — 
Ah no, it is true that electricity prices have gone up significantly but Western Australia still has some of 
the lowest electricity prices in the country and what we inherited from the previous Labor Government 
was a situation where prices had been artificially held down and the utilities were facing a billion 
dollars in debt. It wasn’t a decision I enjoyed making, but it was a decision that had to be made. In the 
last two years electricity prices have gone up 5 per cent and 3.5 per cent and we will keep electricity 
prices at or around the rate of inflation.  

Let us talk about what is true here. If the government believes in cost reflectivity, if that is what its core belief is, 
why did it not argue that in the electorate? Why did the Liberal Party allow its leader to stand up on live 
television and say, “We will keep electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation”? It is the same point I made 
last night in my contribution to the budget debate: if the government cuts services, if it increases rates and taxes 
and charges, it needs to tell the electorate what it is going to do so that people can make up their minds whether 
to support it. In the case of the removal of the emergency relief provisions in the child protection budget, the 
government did not tell the electorate it was going to do it; it just thought it could keep it secret. It thought 
nobody would notice it had been done. But in the case of electricity prices, the Liberal Party actually told a lie 
because it allowed its leader to say, “We will keep electricity prices at or around the rate of inflation.” I make the 
same point I made last night to Hon Michael Mischin—sometimes they make it so easy —  

Hon Michael Mischin: Please don’t point; you don’t like it.  
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am not pointing; I am waving my papers at you, Hon Michael Mischin. 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order, members!  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: As I said earlier, sometimes they make it so easy—it is like shooting fish in a barrel! 
The Liberal Party’s leader told a lie. Not one Liberal Party member has had the courage to stand and say, “I’m 
sorry; we got it wrong.” Explain to the Western Australian electorate why the government cannot keep the 
promise. One never knows, the electorate might actually believe them! That would never occur to members 
opposite because they do not even believe in themselves! Government members do not even believe in 
themselves, so how can they hope to persuade the Western Australian electorate that they know what they are 
doing?  
On 9 May, the government issued a press release outlining increases to a range of household fees and charges. 
That is when we heard that electricity would go up by four per cent from 1 July 2013. Remember what the 
original promise was—“not beyond the rate of inflation”. The rate of inflation is about 2.75 per cent. Electricity 
prices have gone up four per cent. That is not “at or around” the rate of inflation. In The West Australian on 
10 May, Gareth Parker reported — 

The average WA household will be slugged an extra $218 a year from July 1 after the State 
Government announced yesterday that it would increase a raft of fees and charges above the rate of 
inflation.  

It is not complicated, is it? A promise to keep price rises at the rate of inflation does not mean it will actually 
increase fees and charges above the rate of inflation. Why did the government not come out and say that during 
the leaders’ debate? Many of us will not experience the intense pleasure of being grilled by journalists and each 
other live on television. I imagine it is a pretty stressful thing to do. I imagine that there would be many 
occasions when one might want to go back later and say, “I didn’t quite mean that.” Did we see any clarification 
of that position? Of course we did not, because that is what the Premier and every single member of the Liberal 
and National Parties wanted the Western Australian electorate to believe—having increased electricity prices by 
62 per cent during its first term, it was not ever going to happen again. It took two months before it did it! 

I will read more from Gareth Parker’s article of 10 May headed “Bills To Rise $218” — 

The average WA household will be slugged an extra $218 a year from July 1 after the State 
Government announced yesterday that it would increase a raft of fees and charges above the rate of 
inflation.  

… 

Mr Barnett had pledged future electricity price rises would be held to “at or around inflation”, which is 
currently 2.75 per cent, according to Treasury. 

There is a quote from the Treasurer — 

“My view is that (4 per cent hike) falls within the parameters of the promise quite comfortably,” … 

That is an extraordinary way of doing maths. I hope anyone about to sit their TEE maths is not looking at that! 
We have those other price increases.  

On 16 May, there is more comment in Gareth Parker’s “Inside State” article headed “Poll pledges fall by 
wayside”. Remember that the motion before us is about the carbon price mechanism and the claim that the 
pricing of carbon was the main cause of electricity price rises. This article starts like this — 

Grass is green, the sky is blue and politicians break promises, right? Maybe. But rarely have solemn 
commitments made in the pressure cooker of an election campaign been discarded so quickly as by the 
Barnett Government. 

It is just 68 days since the March 9 poll. 

In that time, a remarkable number of commitments have been fudged, redefined or outright broken. 

Power prices were to be kept to “at or around” … inflation. Instead they will rise 4 per cent, which 
despite Troy Buswell’s talk of “parameters”, misses the mark by a mere 45 per cent. 

“At or around inflation” became 45 per cent more than inflation. Mr Parker’s article, over two pages, goes into a 
long list of broken promises. Is it true the carbon pricing was the main cause of electricity price increases? No, of 
course, it is not. The very proposition is ridiculous. The fact that Hon Liz Behjat did not even address that basic 
proposition is evidence that I am right to assert that.  
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I think I know what the Liberal Party is trying to do. It is trying to create enough white noise to disguise its own 
problems on this issue because during the federal election campaign, around the middle of July, the man who is 
now the Prime Minister–elect made some extraordinary statements. He does not have a particularly solid record 
on climate change after having described it a few years ago as “crap”. I think he recanted that and said he was 
mistaken to say that. Let us take him as a man of his word. Then in the middle of July this year he said an 
emissions trading regime was — 

… a so-called market in the non-delivery of an invisible substance to no-one.  

If that is not dog-whistle politics, I do not know what is. It is very hard to imagine how someone could make a 
statement such as that and then turn around and argue a credible position on the politics of climate change and 
carbon reduction. It is a very, very concerning way of addressing a major environmental problem. I refer 
members back to my earlier comments about millions of people worldwide who will lose their homes and 
countries because of rising sea levels. To have the man who is about to become the Prime Minister describe an 
emissions trading scheme as “A so-called market in the non-delivery of an invisible substance to no-one” is 
clearly a way of him attempting to trivialise the whole issue. It is not really surprising that he has made an 
attempt to trivialise it, because he would not be very happy to have this raised as a major election issue, because 
he has a major problem. It is a bit hard to know where to stop. Let us start with the proposition that direct action 
is something that nobody understands. I know Hon Nick Goiran will appreciate this. If anybody on the other side 
wants to stand and explain to me “direct action”, I will not move a point of order about relevance in the context 
of this debate. I bet members opposite do not know. Not once in all these years since the Liberal Party has 
claimed to talk about direct action has it been able to say what it is about.  

It is not hard to work out the estimated cost per tonne of any direct action policy setting, because we know, 
basically, what direct action means. When I ask members opposite to stand and explain to me what it is about, I 
already have a broad idea about what it means to sit in a party room and say, “I know what we’ll do, guys! We’ll 
go for direct action.” Everybody goes, “Yes, let’s do that!” Direct action means somehow interfering with the 
market. It is one of those phrases like “family values” or “national security”. It conjures up a lot of muscle-
flexing, tough guy stuff. “We’re going to have direct action!” It has none of that subtle sophisticated stuff that 
those pinko Labor Party people do. “We’re going to be real men and we’re going to go for direct action!” 

Several members interjected.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! We can function only with one member speaking at a time. You cannot all speak 
together.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I do not want the macho explanation of “direct action”. I am interested in the specific 
programs that the Liberal Party will put in place to reduce carbon. I will tell members what they are; every single 
program has been like somewhere over the rainbow with the thought bubbles floating past and they each involve 
a massive price per tonne. When I was the shadow Minister for Climate Change, the smallest price per tonne in 
the Liberal Party’s direct action programs that I was able to tabulate was $239. That is absolutely absurd. That is 
a ridiculous policy setting to throw in front of the Australian people. The Liberal Party must have been 
absolutely desperate. People did not see through the Liberal Party’s macho Superman coming along with his 
“direct action” wand waving all over the place. The best outcome that the Liberal Party can possibly achieve — 
Several members interjected.  
The PRESIDENT: Order! Obviously, several other members are just itching to get into this debate. You have to 
wait your turn.  
Hon SALLY TALBOT: The best outcome the Liberal Party could possibly hope to achieve would be in the 
order of $239 a tonne. Liberal members are sitting over there complaining about $26 a tonne or $23 a tonne 
when the Liberal Party’s own programs have been costed—we can cost them because it is all pretty flimsy 
stuff—at well over $200 per tonne. Liberal Party members have had some good advice other the years. I know 
they will not take mine but they have had some good advice from their own side. On 10 May this year, an article 
was printed in The Sydney Morning Herald titled “Liberal MPs want rethink on Coalition’s climate change 
plan”. I think this followed on from something Greg Turnbull said in 2009.  
Hon Peter Katsambanis: Who’s Greg Turnbull?  
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Does the member have a problem over there?  
Hon Peter Katsambanis: Who’s Greg Turnbull?  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: What is the member’s point? Sorry, Malcolm Turnbull. I know someone called Greg 
Turnbull; he is a much nicer person. I am deeply grateful for the member’s assistance.  

Hon Stephen Dawson interjected.  
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am also grateful for the assistance of my friend here. In 2009, Malcolm Turnbull 
said — 

“The Liberal Party is currently led by people — 
Hon Nick Goiran: Greg, Malcolm — 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: It all blurs into one. One of those Turnbull guys on the Liberal Party side. I think he 
used to be the leader of the Liberal Party, did he not?  
Hon Liz Behjat interjected.  
Hon SALLY TALBOT: It states Malcolm Turnbull; I skipped that bit. Malcolm Turnbull, who used to be the 
leader of the Liberal Party, lost his — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Until he was shafted.  

Hon SALLY TALBOT: We can see why he got shafted. He is a pretty sensible bloke. Malcolm Turnbull lost 
his party leadership over his support for Labor’s emissions trading scheme. If Hon Liz Behjat wants to be a full 
bottle on the difference between carbon pricing and ETS, she could give Malcolm a call. I am sure he would be 
happy to sit down with her and sort her out. He lost his leadership over his support for Labor’s emissions trading 
scheme. He described the coalition’s direct action policy as—I have to use unparliamentary words here; it is a 
quote from The Sydney Morning Herald, which is in turn quoting Mr Malcolm Turnbull—a “farce” and 
“bullshit”. He said — 

“It is not possible to criticise the new Coalition policy on climate change — 
Members opposite are breathing sighs of relief — 

because it does not exist ... 
He went on to say — 

“The Liberal Party is currently led by people whose conviction on climate change is that it is ‘crap’ … 
Any policy that is announced will simply be a con, an environmental figleaf to cover a determination to 
do nothing,” … 

They are the words of the former leader of the Liberal Party. It is no wonder that the Prime Minister–elect wants 
to play Superman on this and use a lot of empty rhetoric about direct action.  

Members opposite can find some advice closer to home because they have only to go to two of their Western 
Australian federal colleagues to get another view. I would like to know whether the Liberal Party has any 
mechanisms to inform them of the motions its members move in this place, because I reckon they would not be 
too happy. The two people I am talking about are Mal Washer, the former member for Moore, and Dennis 
Jensen, the member for Tangney. The article in The Sydney Morning Herald states — 

Two Liberal MPs want Tony Abbott to review or consider abandoning parts of his $3.2 billion plan to 
combat climate change in light of “dire economic circumstances”. 

That $3.2 billion is another figure that members opposite need to bear in mind. That $3.2 billion fits with those 
prices per tonne that I have just suggested are the reality of the meat within this direct action plan. It will come 
down to hundreds and hundreds of dollars per tonne of carbon abatement. It is a $3.2 billion plan. This was back 
on 10 May 2013. It continues — 

Mal Washer and Dennis Jensen made the comments about the Coalition’s Direct Action plan in the 
same week MPs broke ranks to publicly criticise Mr Abbott’s paid parental leave scheme as 
economically irresponsible. 
Western Australian MP Mal Washer said: “If we are not going to get a big environmental bang for our 
buck then we ought not to do it.  

There is no equivocation about that. We need to look for the bang for the buck, which is exactly what Labor 
looked for with its pricing of carbon; it is exactly what Labor looked for with the transition plan to an emissions 
trading scheme to start in 2014; and it is exactly what Labor looked for in tweaking the carbon price that was due 
to start shortly. It was the big environmental bang for our environmental bucks. The article continues — 

… Mal Washer said: “If we are not going to get a big environmental bang for our buck then we ought 
not to do it. The policy needs to be reviewed and only the valuable parts need to be retained … in light 
of dire economic circumstances.” 

It goes on to state — 
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It is understood others within the Coalition, including senior ministers, are concerned about the policy, 
but will not say so publicly. The discontent about the plan comes from those concerned about tackling 
climate change, such as Dr Washer, and those sceptical about its existence. 

It goes on to provide some quotes from Dennis Jensen, who is saying basically the same thing. He is saying that 
direct action is not an optimal policy. These are some comments from within the Liberal Party in Western 
Australia saying that it will get it wrong. I do not think those members would speak to this kind of motion in this 
place because it is just a lot of ill-founded, misconceived nonsense. Members opposite were totally unable to 
substantiate the points that the motion is trying to make. 

I want to say one other thing in the last couple of minutes remaining to me. The heart of the problem about the 
62 per cent increase in the price of electricity in the first term of the Barnett-Grylls government is that it 
compensated the electorate not one cent for that. I said earlier that if the government has a policy setting for full 
cost reflectivity, surely it must be able to build into it some kind of compensatory measure, particularly for low 
income earners. I know that we got the cost-of-living assistance scheme at the last minute, and boy did we have 
to battle the government for that, because when it first introduced the scheme, it left out a whole swag of people 
who were living in certain types of accommodation. But, thankfully, it listened to what we said and it made that 
extension. For three and a half solid years, the government paid not one cent of compensation to any Australian 
family, unlike the federal government, which paid the compensation early and in massive amounts. It 
overcompensated for any price increases as a result of the carbon pricing mechanism. 
Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Order, members! The speaker has one minute left. I 
would like to hear her speak. Other members are very welcome to seek the call when she finishes. 
Hon Sally Talbot has the call. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Of course, there are pages and pages of details about how that compensation was 
comprised, because the most significant single measure was the change in the tax-free threshold. One of the most 
significant moves that any government could make for low income earners was to increase the tax-free threshold 
to $18 200. 
I put it to members that there is no substance to this motion. It is based on a whole load of political twaddle and 
point scoring. It has failed dismally. Labor will not support the substantive motion and we will not support the 
trickery in moving the amendment. It is pure nonsense. None of the allegations has been substantiated. There is 
not one shred of substance to any component of this motion or the amendment. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [3.04 pm]: I rise to speak to the motion and, in doing so, I 
want to deal with the first part of the motion. Paragraph (a) states — 

notes that the carbon tax imposed by the Gillard Labor government has significant adverse implications 
… 

But the paragraph goes on to state — 

(i) push up the cost of living and the cost of doing business in Western Australia; and  

(ii) reduce our international competitiveness and cost jobs … 

I will come to that in more detail. I thank Hon Liz Behjat for moving the amendment, which seeks to insert the 
following — 

calls on all elected members of the federal Parliament to recognise the mandate given to the Abbott 
government by the people of Australia by supporting the legislation to scrap this tax as one of its first 
legislative measures. 

Let us go back to what Hon Liz Behjat said in her speech on Wednesday, 14 August 2013. In referring to the 
outcome of the federal election, Hon Liz Behjat said — 

As for the positions of the minor parties, they will never form government in Canberra so I guess their 
position as always will be all care, no responsibility. Of course I am referring to our friends the Greens 
and where they might stand on this issue. As we have heard, the Greens are to be preferenced last after 
Labor, so from the coalition’s point of view we will see the reduction, if not the complete demise, of the 
Greens in the federal Parliament … 

Did the honourable member not get it wrong? The Greens now consist of six continuing senators from the 
previous 2010 election: Lee Rhiannon from New South Wales; Larissa Waters from Queensland; Penny Wright 
from South Australia; Christine Milne from Tasmania; Richard Di Natale from Victoria; and Rachel Siewert 
from Western Australia, who is a long-time friend of mine. We have three provisionally re-elected senators: 
Sarah Hanson-Young; Peter Whish-Wilson, who has taken over Bob Brown’s position; and Senator 
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Scott Ludlam from WA. We have also achieved one newly elected member, Janet Rice, from Victoria. 
Notwithstanding the combined efforts of both the Labor Party and the Liberal Party to remove Adam Bandt, he 
was able to take that seat in his own right without Labor or Liberal preferences. The notion that we would 
somehow disappear is wrong. 

It was also interesting to note in the speech of the honourable member that when she referred to examples, she 
said — 

I refer to an article by the federal opposition spokesperson on climate matters, Greg Hunt. These are not 
isolated incidents. I am sure honourable members on this side of the house could also quote small 
business owners … 

But she referred to a supermarket owner just south of Ulladulla in New South Wales. One would have thought 
that if we were having a debate about the impacts of the cost of electricity and carbon pricing in WA, members 
could at least have come up with somebody from Western Australia, not from New South Wales. 

The honourable member also went on to state — 

… there are no benefits from the carbon tax. We are doing nothing to reduce carbon emissions. 

I would tend to agree with the member, because Western Australia has tripled its emissions since the signing of 
the Kyoto Protocol, and this government has failed to do anything in any way, shape or form about emissions. I 
remind members who may have watched with interest their new leader, Hon Tony Abbott, say on Four Corners 
on two occasions, “Aren’t we good? We’ve reduced our emissions in Australia by 50 per cent.” Everybody 
knows that to be an absolute furphy—a blatant porky pie—but he did not say it once, he said it twice. I would 
love to know who was providing his information, because quite clearly he went on Four Corners to answer 
questions on that very matter without actually having any comprehension of what was going on in this nation.  

Let us go back to the principal motion. If the opposition or government is prepared to listen, I will try to explain 
why the carbon price is not the single biggest cause of the increase in electricity prices, by breaking down the 
costs involved in electricity prices. Some members in this place went to the Energy in WA Conference 2013 and 
listened to the views of many eminent energy providers on what was going on in the state around energy issues. 
This comes back to the reaggregation of the elements of Western Power. I will also explain why scrapping the 
price on carbon will ultimately increase the price of electricity, and why the carbon price is a good idea and 
better than either an emissions trading scheme or Mr Abbott’s direct action plan.  

In the six years from July 2007 to July 2013, electricity prices have risen by around 65 per cent—I will come to 
the detail of that in a minute; which is, on average, more than 10 per cent per annum. One of the major causes of 
these increases was the catch-up that occurred following the end of the artificial freeze on prices, and I will go to 
the Hansard of 28 August 2007 that explains what happened. The then member for Kalamunda, Mr John Day, 
said — 

In 2005, the opposition made a decision to support that legislation, — 

Which was to disaggregate Western Power — 

with reluctance on the part of at least some members of the opposition. Nevertheless, it was supported, 
with a very important condition … 

Which the Liberal Party imposed — 

At that time a commitment was both sought by the opposition, and received from the government, that 
there would be no increase in electricity prices for residential or small business customers … 

Although a lot is quite often made about why Labor did not put up electricity prices, it was actually because of 
an agreement with the Liberal Party. Let us get that straight. Hansard of 1 April 2008 records that Hon Alan 
Carpenter said — 

The member supported it. There was a little window of opportunity when the Liberal Party moved out 
of its basic cynical, political, opportunistic, day-to-day mode when the member for Kalgoorlie became 
the leader. I think for about a year there was an opportunity for some sensible economic reform, which I 
would have thought the party that promotes itself as the party for business would lead, but it did not. It 
is a drag on the chain of reform. 

That drag on the chain of reform was that the household domestic tariff should remain frozen until the end of 
2008 or 2009, and the Labor government agreed to that Liberal Party condition. In essence, that is one of the 
major reasons for the 65 per cent electricity price rises of the current time, and it is not going to stop there. I will 
come to that in a minute.  
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Hansard also records that on 16 May 2012, Hon Peter Collier was asked a question on electricity prices by 
Hon Helen Bullock and said — 

As I said yesterday, when we first came to office we were faced with the prospect of having a tariff 
increase of 116 per cent to get to cost-reflective levels. That came at a social cost to all Western 
Australians, because we had to recoup that cost one way or another … 

I agree; the government had to. We have had this inherent problem of not having cost reflectivity, but do not go 
blaming the carbon tax. Hon Peter Collier continued — 

… that is, by taking it out of consolidated revenue to the tune of, over a period of years, let us face it, 
billions and billions of dollars. We should not forget that if we had gone down the path of Labor Party 
policy—which we were talking about and which was a bit ambiguous at that time—of 10 per cent 
increments, we would not have even been close to cost-reflective levels by 2019 … 

The other half of the cost blowout in electricity prices has been due to network charge increases—the infamous 
wires on poles. We have seen this go up by around 90 per cent—I am getting my figures from various papers 
from the recent energy conference—in a time frame accounting for around 40 per cent of the overall price rise. 
We need to look at the detail of this year’s electricity tariff increases of four per cent from 1 July, because the 
input of fuel component is around about one-third of that increase in the tariff, and that is the only part to which 
the carbon price affixes itself. When we look at all these massive increases in the cost of electricity to the 
community—when we work it back—around 1.5 per cent is the effect of the price on carbon on household bills.  

I will go into that in a little more detail. As of 1 July 2012, when the federal government introduced the Clean 
Energy Act, which placed a price on the emissions of greenhouse gas—specifically CO2—the residential A1 
tariff rate was 25.9c per kilowatt hour, including GST. That included 2.638c per kilowatt of carbon—that is, 
9.14 per cent of the tariff at the total retail price. The A1 tariff rate was increased four per cent on 1 July 2013, 
and the carbon price went up five per cent, as designed. As carbon tax impacts on the energy component only, 
not the generation capacity or network charges, this five per cent increase would equate, as I said, to about 
1.5 per cent. To put things in perspective: Western Power network charges have gone up 90 per cent since 2007, 
and of that 40 per cent is total power supply costs that have accounted for the bulk of the increase in power 
tariffs generally. The balance of the cumulative 65 per cent rise in tariffs since 2007 was due to old costs—those 
incurred by the integrated Western Power corporation in the 15 years to 2007, during which time tariffs had been 
held unchanged.  

To give members an idea of what has gone on, the network charge inflation rate in July 2007 was five per cent 
plus the consumer price index. In July 2008 it was five per cent plus CPI; in July 2009 it was 7.5 per cent plus 
CPI; in April 2010 it was 17 per cent; in July 2010 it was 17 per cent; in July 2011 it was 16 per cent; and 
in July 2012 it was 10 per cent. Roughly half of the 65 per cent rise in tariffs was attributed to catch-up with the 
old cost of inflation and the other half was attributed to increases in network charges. We know that retail prices 
have increased dramatically while network charges have nearly doubled in seven years as transmission and 
distribution have become a regulated monopoly business. Energy costs have not increased by that much despite a 
four per cent to five per cent increase in the price of natural gas to the south west interconnected system.  

I will come to the price of gas in a moment and talk about where we might be going. Irrespective of whether 
there is a price on carbon or a direct action plan—I will come back to that in a minute—the price of the energy 
market will go up significantly for consumers. That can be examined by considering a recent paper presented 
around the 44 per cent of SWIS-generated gas, and we should note that those gas prices will go up dramatically. 
I quickly turn to a press statement of Minister Mike Nahan referred to in an online ABC News story on 26 June 
2013, which reads — 

Western Australia’s Energy Minister has conceded the price of gas from the Gorgon project could be 
more than 100 per cent higher … 

I suggest the minister has it wrong. Having talked to industry members—bear in mind that I used to work for 
Hawker Siddeley Brush, which was a power generator, so I have those broader connections—my information is 
that we paid six times the price of gas from Gorgon than we paid originally from the Woodside North West Shelf 
joint venture. That 100 per cent increase is for gas. That is 40 per cent of our energy supply. My thinking is, and 
in relation to what was said in the statements on the ABC, by 2015 we will be paying at least another 50 per cent 
for electricity to take up that 40 per cent increase covered by gas. That is the bottom line. Energy prices are due 
to go up dramatically irrespective of what happens with the carbon price or anything else.  

When we talk about gas availability to the state, we must remember that the gas we are concerned about is the 
gas that will come down to the south west interconnected grid. There is already broad evidence of a shortfall of 
gas to the Pilbara, where industry is concerned about gas availability. Most gas is sold on the futures market and 
offshore. We have a retention policy, but it is only a policy. There are few actual agreements, with the exception 
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of the recently passed state agreement act for Buru in the Canning Basin, in which retention is actually defined; 
all the others are simply policy. There is no actual agreement about the retention of 15 per cent. There is an 
agreement about retention in the Buru development, where it was written into that agreement, but in all the 
others there is no agreement.  

The economics of gas means that it is far easier and there are better returns to turn it into LNG rather than natural 
gas and ship it offshore. That is where the profit lies. It is not in the interest of, say, Gorgon, Wheatstone, 
Scarborough or any of the developing gas fields to sell to WA. Some contracts for gas into the future have been 
let with Synergy, but they are fairly limited and are expensive.  

Where there starts to be a shortfall is in the Pilbara and the mining sector, because there is no ready access to the 
kind of market Synergy and Verve have. ACIL Tasman and many others have identified that in the future there 
will be a shortfall of gas for the mining sector in the Pilbara. Luckily, the mining sector is entrepreneurial and 
will start to look at other things, so they have begun to aggressively seek out operations with renewable suppliers 
of solar thermal energy in the Pilbara. They are going their own way because it is a better economic outcome. I 
have dealt with a number of companies in that area. When we talk at meetings about solar goldfields and moving 
a solar reflector system into the goldfields, members would be surprised that the room is full of fluorescent vests, 
because mining people understand the energy crisis facing this state.  

Finishing up on the energy aspects of the debate, I turn to another matter. I love the word mandate. It has been 
used many times in this place: we, the government—Liberal or Labor—got elected with a mandate. I have heard 
Liberal members when on this side of the house say, “Well, we had a mandate to stop you.” A mandate is not a 
referendum. A referendum is conducted by holding a referendum. An election is conducted by having an election 
and various people get elected.  

What happened to the votes in this state? At the federal election prior to the recent election a party known as the 
Climate Sceptics Party ran, and when it ran again at the recent federal election its vote halved, so we obviously 
did not get a referendum from them. What happened in the Senate? The Australian Labor Party lost 2.74 per cent 
of its vote, the Liberal Party lost 3.5 per cent, and the National Party—pity there are no National members in the 
house presently—was the only party whose vote went up, by 0.86 per cent. The Greens lost four per cent. 

Hon Nick Goiran: How does that go in proportional terms?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We lost four per cent.  

Hon Nick Goiran: In proportional terms?  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will come back to that. The member should understand that 20 per cent of the vote 
went to new parties. It did not go to the Labor Party, the Liberal Party or the Greens—the National Party was the 
only party that held up. Interestingly, however, the Greens got most of that back in preferences, so we were very 
lucky in that sense. That is why the Greens were able to not only retain but also increase the number of its 
members in the federal Parliament. They are very easy figures. I am more than happy for the honourable member 
to look at them.  

Hon Peter Collier: You are talking about the Senate vote, though, aren’t you? 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am dealing with only the Senate vote.  
Hon Nick Goiran: How many senators are you getting in Western Australia?  
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We have two.  
Hon Nick Goiran: Right, but one at this election.  
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: One standing; one existing.  

Hon Nick Goiran: The same as the Sports Party. You get one and the Sports Party gets one.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The Australian Sports Party gets one, but after doing the numbers, that may not be the 
case. We are roaming here.  

Point of Order 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Mr Deputy President, as much as I am enjoying the analysis of the Senate vote in the recent 
election and the fact that there are 29-ers on the opposition benches, Standing Order 46 refers to relevance. I am 
not sure how the analysis of the Senate vote is relevant to the carbon tax motion. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Thank you for the point of order, Hon Liz Behjat. I note 
that members on one side of the chamber seem to be goading the speaker on his feet in one direction and leading 
him off course, perhaps. So I would ask those members to cease and desist, and I would ask the member on his 
feet to ensure that he speaks to the motion. 
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Debate Resumed 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am actually speaking to the amendment, Mr Deputy President, because I am 
speaking to the word “mandate”, and that is the very crux of the amendment to the motion. So I thank the 
honourable member opposite for her interjection, because it has enabled me to come back to, and focus on, the 
word “mandate”.  

Let us look at what the mandate is. Clearly, Hon Tony Abbott, the new Prime Minister, declared at the 
Australian National Press Club that the 2013 election would be a referendum on the carbon price. But he did not 
actually move a referendum. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I thank Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson for having brought to your attention, Mr Deputy 
President, the state of the house. I am sure more members want to listen to what I am saying. 

We did not have a referendum. We had an election. An election elects various members, opposition and 
government. Each of those members is elected with an individual mandate to continue with their party’s 
philosophy and direction. If a government does not have a majority in the Senate, it does not have a mandate in 
the Senate. It might have what could be called a mandate. But that mandate should not impose on the opposition 
anything that should cause it to change its view on any legislation. In the House of Representatives, there was 
only a 1.7 per cent swing to the Liberal–National coalition nationally. In the Senate, Australia’s house of review, 
the LNP saw a swing against it. It is also the fact that more pro-carbon price senators were elected than anti-
carbon price senators. That is, 35 to 33. Therefore, Mr Abbott will need 39 votes to pass the legislation through 
the Senate. This is hardly a decisive result in a “referendum” election.  

In his victory speech, the new Prime Minister said that in three years’ time, the carbon tax will be gone. This was 
the sole reference to the issue that, more than anything, the election was about. Therefore, in my view, the result 
of Saturday’s election was far from a mandate for the Prime Minister’s agenda to abolish the carbon tax. 

Let us look at what was an unofficial but I think quite interesting poll. Most members at some stage during the 
federal election campaign would have jumped onto Vote Compass. Did everybody have a go? Would members 
please put up their hands if they had a go on Vote Compass?  

Hon Nick Goiran: I did not, but I know what you are talking about, so please continue. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Vote Compass was not a poll. But it tested people’s views on a range of things. Vote 
Compass established that 61 per cent of Australians believe the government should do more to tackle global 
warming. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: No; 61 per cent of respondents.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes. I made that point. I said respondents. We know that a vast array of people—
many, many thousands; much more than any poll—used Vote Compass.  

Hon Nick Goiran: And who do those people think won the election? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, absolutely. But it is not a mandate. That is what I am trying to point out to 
members. 

Hon Michael Mischin: It is not a mandate? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: It is not a mandate. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Members, order! Hon Robin Chapple has the call. He has 16 minutes left. There 
is quite a lot of time left in this debate, and I would encourage members to keep their comments and seek the call 
when Hon Robin Chapple has finished. Until then, Hon Robin Chapple has the call. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I am talking about a mandate. When I first came 
into this place, Hon Norman Moore was sitting on this side of the chamber, because he was a continuing member 
in the upper house, but the Liberal Party had the majority in this house, and Hon Norman Moore said to the 
Gallop Labor government, “You do not have a mandate. We still control this house.” 

Hon Michael Mischin: Do you have a Hansard reference for that? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, absolutely. I do not have it in front of me, but I can assure the honourable 
member that I am very mindful of what Hon Norman Moore has said many, many times in this house. 

The issue is that somehow this election was a referendum or a mandate. Certainly we in the Greens will continue 
to support a price on carbon. That is our mandate. That is the mandate we were elected on. As to what others 
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may do over time, that is their decision. But as far as the Senate goes in the foreseeable future, our position is not 
going to change.  

Let us work out what scrapping the carbon price may or may not do. We know that we have a $3.2 billion 
commitment from the new federal government. I was pleased to see that Hon Sally Talbot referred to the federal 
coalition’s document “Our Plan: Real Solutions for all Australians”. 

Hon Sally Talbot: Malcolm Turnbull was very enthusiastic about that, too. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes; I can imagine! But I am sure he could have written more words than are 
contained in this policy statement on the carbon tax. It comprises four paragraphs. It is the most effusive and 
detailed policy I have ever come across! It states — 

We will take direct action to reduce carbon emissions in a practical, affordable way inside Australia, not 
overseas. We remain committed to a five per cent reduction in emissions by 2020. 

Everybody has said that a direct action plan will in no way achieve that; and, also, it will cost an extra $6 billion, 
according to the best estimates, to achieve that. It then goes on to make the following points — 

• We will establish an Emissions Reduction Fund of $3 billion to allocate money in response to 
emission reduction tenders to projects designed to reduce carbon emissions. 

That money will come out of our pockets. It is taxpayers’ money. It will not come out of the pockets of the 
polluters. It is not polluter pays. It is actually a subsidy to polluters to enable them to continue to do what they 
are doing into the future. This is the extent of this policy. It is really good. It continues — 

• All money spent will be on Australian green projects, not foreign carbon credits, keeping more jobs 
in Australia. 

That is okay. It concludes — 

• We will support projects such as the exploration of soil carbon technologies and abatement, putting 
carbon back in soils and providing for a once in a generation replenishment of our farmlands.  

That is it! That is the policy! There is no costing in there. We found out eventually that it had not been costed. 
There were three policies that were not costed. There was the turn back the boats policy, there was the direct 
action policy, and there was a third one that I have forgotten. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: The cost is $3.2 billion.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, it is $3.2 billion. But the honourable member opposite would know, sitting on 
committees as I do, that we can throw up a figure, as we have seen various departments do, without any 
justification. 

Hon Peter Katsambanis: But $3.2 billion is $3.2 billion.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, it is $3.2 billion. It is reasonable. But the member knows that it is actually going 
to cost $6 billion to wind back the price on carbon.  

Hon Peter Katsambanis interjected.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Of course it is. The Liberal Party’s own estimates say that. Surely the member has 
read his own material. To wind it back or shut it down is going to cost $6 billion.  

Hon Peter Katsambanis: No, it is just the impost of not removing the additional measures of free money 
handed out at the same time; that is what the $6 billion is about. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Order, members! I remind Hon Robin Chapple to direct 
his comments to the Chair as many people are listening intently to his speech and would like him to continue for 
the next five minutes.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The major benefit of a carbon price is that it encourages investments in renewable 
energy. If we are to reduce our carbon footprint, renewable energy is the way to go. The investment funds 
established under the price on carbon are in play at the moment and developing renewable energy projects. 
Unfortunately, it looks like we will lose all those projects that were halfway in train, which would be a huge 
shame for Australia. Interestingly enough, Mr Abbott’s decision that he will not fund rail will give this state 
budget a huge problem. This government’s light rail program is half funded out of revenue from the carbon tax, 
and now that will not be available. That will place a massive impost on the state.  

In a report released in the lead-up to the election, it was estimated that the scrapping of the carbon tax could 
cause a rise in the cost of electricity of between five and 10 per cent by 2020. Although the findings of the 
renewable energy and carbon price report appear to be fairly counterintuitive, the author says that the potential 
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price hikes are already common knowledge in government and business. I come back to the fundamental of the 
motion that the price on carbon has pushed up prices, which I explained were 1.2 per cent of the bill. If we want 
to keep our prices down, the carbon price is not the impost that the motion has led us to believe. In fact, the 
scrapping of the price on carbon will lead to an increase in the cost of electricity of between five and 10 per cent 
by 2020. If members opposite have not read that report, which was very detailed and contained a statistical 
analysis, I encourage them to have a good look at it. Currently, renewables account for about 13 per cent of 
Australia’s energy market. This was achieved with a 25 per cent renewable energy target under the former 
federal government, through funding models, so the figure of 13 per cent will now drop away. Interestingly 
enough, at the Energy in Western Australia Conference 2013, Hon Mike Nahan said that he had been absolutely 
surprised by the cost reduction in renewable energy and its movement into the market. He said that he had been 
proved wrong and that renewable energy is now competitive in the marketplace.  

Hon Mark Lewis: Then why do we not subsidise it? 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Let me finish dealing with what the member’s minister said. He said he would call a 
review through the Australian Energy Regulator of the makeup of renewables in the market, not as a concern but 
to facilitate its involvement in energy supply in this state because he, as a conservative energy minister who 
looks at the numbers on the bottom line, understands the implications if we do not go down the renewable path. 
Renewable energy is coming in so cheaply that it is undercutting the prices of the old oil, gas and coal provision 
of electricity.  

I must raise this next matter. We have only to look at the failed policy of the past that Mike Nahan, when he took 
over as minister, immediately scrapped: the debacle of Muja A and B, in which we lost approximately 
$330 million—well, we did not lose it all, a private company lost a bit of that. However, we lost a lot of money 
following what was an engineering nightmare. Anybody who knew the energy market knew that Muja A and B 
were being used for peaking power, and we cannot use a coal-fired power station for peaking power. They are 
designed to operate at one temperature. The moment the temperature starts going up and down, they start 
cracking because they are heavy iron facilities. The reports on why Muja A and B could not be rebuilt said its 
system had collapsed and there was a broken element. When they tried to rebuild it, the problems became more 
apparent.  

Hon Peter Collier: You know it is producing electricity at the moment.  

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Yes, I do. I am well aware of that, but it will not last. Why is carbon price a good 
idea? We need a carbon price to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions; that is the fundamental issue. If the 
federal government is a greenhouse effect denier, then that is its bailiwick. The science of the world says that 
climate change is real and we need to do something about it. To not do anything about it and to bury one’s head 
in the sand will not do us as a nation or a society any good. We must reduce our CO2 emissions by encouraging 
and cajoling, if not forcing, major corporations to take action on carbon pricing. As I mentioned, even those who 
were major sceptics around the world now say that the carbon pricing mechanism is one of the most effective 
ways to push down emissions. Although the price is low at the moment, it is a way in which we can start trading 
around the world on our carbon price. Each of the years 2005, 2010 and 2012 in turn became the hottest year on 
record. That is a flashing warning sign. We might not feel those changes in this state because our temperatures 
are always high; the percentage that we feel is perhaps a half to one per cent—not a lot. However, those 
percentages in Europe, the Arctic or the Antarctic amount to a temperature rise of 15 degrees. Although we have 
experienced some impact, the rest of the world is feeling a major impact. The Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change is concerned about food shortages and economic breakdown, and even the Americas are 
considering war-footing scenarios based around liveability in low-lying areas around the world. It is my view, 
and the view of the Greens, that it is imperative we actually have a price on carbon. We will maintain our 
position on a price on carbon. We have a mandate to do that. We will take that role into the Senate and I will try 
to do whatever I can in this place to ensure that this government does not continue its unbridled expansion of 
emissions in this state.  

As I said, in 1995 our emissions were 54 million tonnes of CO2 per annum. That was the year we signed the 
Kyoto Protocol. That was the year we estimated we would have an eight per cent increase. We are now at 
86.9 million tonnes of CO2 per annum. With projected developments coming onstream in 2015-16, we will take 
emissions in this state to around 126 million, if not 180 million, tonnes of CO2 per annum. The Prime Minister–
elect had the gall to stand and say that Australia’s emissions had reduced 50 per cent. He did not do it once; he 
did it twice. He did it on the Four Corners program. Interestingly enough, the journalist did not even manage to 
realise that a major faux pas had been made and did not take him to task on that.  

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.51 pm]: I am delighted to rise to contribute to the excellent 
motion put forward by my good friend and colleague Hon Liz Behjat. I will speak only once on this motion. The 
reason, for Hon Sally Talbot’s benefit, is that standing order 37(2) only allows me to speak once in relation to 
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this motion and also on the amendment. It is unfortunate that I only have one opportunity, but nevertheless that is 
what we are here for on a Wednesday.  

I am very encouraged that my good friend and hardworking colleague has moved this motion and has also taken 
the liberty to move the amendment because it saved me having to move an amendment. I entirely agree with her 
that an amendment is in order after the wonderful events of the past weekend. As my good friend and 
hardworking colleague indicated, we could not really move this motion any sooner because we did not actually 
ever know where we stood. When Hon Liz Behjat moved this motion as far back as 14 May, Hon Julia Gillard 
was the Prime Minister of this country. When we last sat, that honourable lady was no longer the Prime Minister; 
there was a different person in the hot seat, and that was the second coming of Hon Kevin Rudd! Were any of us 
inclined to foreshadow an amendment at that time, it plainly would have been a waste of time because we would 
have had the situation today in which we would have had to recognise the duly elected, by popular vote, 
Hon Tony Abbott.  

I indicate at this time that I find it quite remarkable that Hon Robin Chapple might suggest that there is not a 
mandate. Other people may have a different view of the world on this than me. I suppose the wonderful thing 
about this place is that we can stand and share our perspective on it. But it strikes me that if ever there was a 
situation in which someone did not have a mandate, it would have been in circumstances before an election when 
a person says, “One thing I can guarantee you, one thing I am definitely not going to do, is bring in a carbon 
tax”! Then, when that person is voted in—albeit not by way of a majority popular vote but by some kind of 
concoction, some kind of vegetable soup; a concoction of independent members—they somehow cobble together 
a government and do the opposite. That seems to me to definitely not be a mandate. Other members may have a 
different point of view and I welcome them to share that at the appropriate time.  

Hon Michael Mischin: I think that is a sound point. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Attorney General. 

I want to contrast that with the current situation in which an individual, before an election, says, “One thing I 
absolutely guarantee you is if you vote for me I will get rid of the carbon tax.” If the majority of the Australian 
public vote for that individual, having had those words ringing in their ears clear as crystal, it seems to me, if 
there is such a thing as a mandate, that would be it. I contrast that, as I say, quite significantly with that farcical 
situation we had three years ago when plainly there was no mandate and in fact we talk about broken promises—
give me a break; this has to be at the absolute top of the list! That is why when I sat here this afternoon, with 
enthusiasm and keenness getting ready to make my contribution, I could not help myself; I had to make a few 
flippant remarks during Hon Sally Talbot’s contribution. It shows the gall of the member to come in here and 
somehow critique the most excellent speech of Hon Liz Behjat. The beginning of her speech talked about what is 
truth, but for her to come in here and be so preposterous, I cannot believe it. If the federal Labor leader at the 
time said, “I’m definitely not going to do this”, and then after the election says, “Ha-ha, I am actually going to do 
it because my mates in the Greens are telling me I have to”, then do not even contribute if members are going to 
say that; it is beyond belief.  

I want to stay relevant to the motion before us this afternoon; the same standard that I would expect of other 
members. In the limited time I have this afternoon I will do something quite novel. Hon Sally Talbot’s 
contribution this afternoon did not do this. I am contrasting her contribution with mine. I will do something quite 
novel and actually quote some facts! Rather than just allow words to come out of my mouth and then somehow 
suggest that that is a fact, I will actually refer to the source of my information. I am not the font of the fact; I am 
going to indicate to members the source of my research. This is what I will point members to, if they want to 
somehow conduct some critique of what I have said. I find that quite a useful way of engaging in this place. 
People can then hold me to account. If I say something that is incorrect, they can do some research or get their 
research officers to—so long as they are not on leave at the moment, because that might be a bit of an issue!—
but nevertheless let me stay relevant. Assuming a member’s research officer is not on leave and they have not 
exhausted their leave entitlements, a member would get them to look at those quotes and make sure that the 
member is staying to the point and has quoted things correctly. I find that quite useful and I encourage members 
to do the same.  

Let us get stuck into some of the facts. I refer to an Australian Treasury document titled “Strong Growth, Low 
Pollution: Modelling a Carbon Price”. According to my research, that document tells me that the detailed 
monitoring on the impact of the carbon price carried out in 2011 by the federal Treasury—I note at the Gillard 
government’s direction—assumed a flexible world carbon price of around $29 per tonne of carbon dioxide will 
be emitted, in effect, from 1 July 2015 when the Australian emissions trading scheme is to become linked to the 
European ETS. As I said, I am suggesting that that is a fact and I am referring to the Australian Treasury 
document “Strong Growth, Low Pollution: Modelling a Carbon Price”.  
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I move with great speed to another document by the Australian government, which is titled “Linking and 
Australian liable entities”. If members are particularly interested in that, they could do what Hon Ljiljanna 
Ravlich is so excellent at doing and google it or they could follow my advice and find it at 
www.cleanenergyfuture.gov.au. Members will find that from 1 July 2015, to which I referred earlier, Australian 
CO2 emitters would be permitted up to 50 per cent of their emission permits from overseas sources. Further, they 
would be able to purchase up to 50 per cent of emission permits from overseas sources such as the European 
ETS with a maximum of 12.5 per cent to include United Nations certified emission reductions. By no later than 
1 July 2018, the Australian ETS was to be fully linked with the European Union’s ETS. That is fact number two. 
We move then to fact number three, which is that with the European Union allowances for CO2 emissions in 
apparent oversupply, in April this year the price of an EUA plummeted as low as €$2.63, which is the equivalent 
of $3.42. This comes from an article titled, “Carbon Falls Most Ever After EU Parliament Rejects Fix” at 
www.bloomberg.com.  

We then move to the fourth fact, which is that the United Nation’s CERs were trading much lower at €0.42 or 
A54c per tonne on 13 May 2013. I found that in an article in The Sydney Morning Herald of 15 May, titled 
“Mixed week for renewable energy”. Someone else has done the research for me there, and I am very grateful to 
The Sydney Morning Herald for doing that.  

We then move on to the next fact, which is that in July 2013 the second Rudd government—I would not want it 
to be confused with the first Rudd government—announced that the date for linking the Australian emissions 
trading scheme to the European ETS and the United Nations certified emissions reductions was to be brought 
forward to 1 July 2014. In making the announcement, the Rudd government—the second Rudd government, not 
to be confused with the first—claimed that the European ETS carbon price was expected to be around $6 per 
tonne in 2014–15. Where did I find this wonderful fact? From the Australian government document titled “Fact 
Sheet: Moving to emissions trading” from 14 July 2013. This was just half the $12 per tonne price used by the 
Gillard government in its May 2013 budget papers. We had this extraordinary situation, this financial fiasco, if 
you like, when in May 2013 in the budget papers the government—who was in government in May 2013? I 
think it was Prime Minister Gillard then.  

Several members interjected. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It gets a bit confusing, so if I have misstated anything, Hon Sally Talbot will pick it up 
and correct me. I am pretty sure it was the Gillard government that was in play at the time. The budget papers 
state $12 per tonne. It is a bit confusing because by 14 July—who knows who was in government on 14 July, but 
whoever it was then—that is right; it was the second Rudd government. By this stage the government says to 
forget about $12 per tonne as it will go with $6 per tonne. We are really on the money when it comes to the 
financial backing of this wonderful tax. It is interesting to talk about taxes and the last Labor federal government 
in its various forms because, a bit like the mining tax, it comes up with these bright ideas—I use the word 
“bright” very loosely—and then finds out that the financials do not really back the idea. There is no better 
example than the mining tax. We have talked about the mining tax once before and we want to stay relevant this 
afternoon. Such drastic changes to these key elements—from $12 to $6—within such short periods, in my view, 
were typical of the Rudd–Gillard–Rudd government approach to budgeting.  

I direct members, if they have the time, to another interesting document from the Australian government, titled 
“Delivering a Clean Energy Future”, which states — 

Ongoing economic weakness in Europe has, in part, led to a fall in the European carbon price. This 
Budget revises the carbon price projection in 2015–16 to around $12.  

A lower carbon price in 2015–16 will mean a lower cost to the economy to reduce carbon emissions. It 
will also mean a lower cost to households and businesses to cut carbon emissions, while still achieving 
our targeted greenhouse gas emissions cuts.  

Those are not my words. That is what the Australian government wrote in “Delivering a Clean Energy Future” in 
its budget papers of 2013–14.  

Let us move on to hear what RepuTex, a specialist energy and carbon research firm, thinks. It provided some 
market pricing, forecasting and advisory services to companies in Australia and the Asia Pacific. It forecast that 
the carbon price in Australia is likely to be as low as $1.50 a tonne in 2015. If members are following, we have 
thrown around a few figures here, including $12 and $6. RepuTex forecast an average of around $2.70 for the 
first four years after that. Again, those are not my words. RepuTex forecast a carbon price under $1.50, in its 
article. Check it out at www.reputex.com.  

This government, whichever one it was at the time—let me refresh my memory; it was the second Rudd 
government—revised it to $6 a tonne in July 2013, which seems a bit inflated if this specialist energy and carbon 
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reserve firm is saying $1.50. I take on board the comment of Hon Sally Talbot this afternoon that certain 
members in this place will have some professional background and expertise in the matters before us. I 
understand the point she made. Of course, I also know that Hon Sally Talbot would not want to suggest that that 
means that anyone who does not have a professional background in these matters ought not to contribute. I know 
that that is not what she would say, because I have heard Hon Sally Talbot give many a speech about matters that 
I know full well she does not necessarily have a professional background in. But that is her right, as it is mine 
right now. I know that I do not have a professional background in these important matters, but I am able to do 
research and, from time to time, I am able to get my various part-time research officers to assist me! With the 
benefit of that research, I am able to make a contribution. I am able to let all the members in this place know 
where I get my facts from so that they can critique me if I have it wrong, rather than just allowing words to come 
out of my mouth and somehow professing that they are fact. 

This is why we need to encourage the Abbott government to scrap this tax. Should you in any way be concerned 
that I am not being relevant, I want you to know, Mr Deputy President, that this is why we want the carbon tax to 
be scrapped. The way it has been established is farcical. That is why I want to quote these facts for the benefit of 
members this afternoon. It seems to me that with carbon prices this low, it is doubtful that they will make any 
serious impact on reducing the level of emissions of CO2 for the foreseeable future. The head of the European 
Union’s carbon analysis for Point Carbon said on 16 April 2013 that there will be no changes to the current 
European Union emissions trading scheme until 2020. He is reported as saying — 

“Prices will stay really low up to then. The EU ETS will not bring about any additional greenhouse gas 
reductions, so it will be irrelevant in terms of reducing total emissions in Europe.” 

Those members interested in seeing that quote—as I said, it is from 16 April 2013—can check out the Dave 
Keating article in European Voice. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

Sitting suspended from 4.12 to 4.30 pm 
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