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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY — GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Motion 

HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [10.18 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house — 
(a) condemns the McGowan government’s interference with the operations of an independent 

statutory authority by so publicly and vehemently criticising the Environmental Protection 
Authority’s greenhouse gas emissions guidelines, leading to the eventual withdrawal by the EPA 
of those guidelines; 

(b) expresses its concern that the McGowan government cares more about the interests of the fossil 
fuel industry than it does about exercising its duty of care to the people of Western Australia and 
ensuring a future for our children and grandchildren; 

(c)  recognises that addressing climate change is the responsibility of all levels of government and 
expresses profound disappointment with the McGowan government for using the federal 
government’s inaction as an excuse for failing to show leadership and take responsibility for 
reducing Western Australia’s emissions; 

(d) calls on the McGowan government to fast-track its development of a state climate change policy 
to ensure that Western Australia has a comprehensive and strategic plan to reduce our emissions 
and contribute to the global effort to address climate change; and 

(e) calls on the McGowan government to do everything in its power, including allocating 
appropriate resources, to ensure that the EPA can conduct a consultation process to the 
satisfaction of the government and work towards reintroducing greenhouse gas emissions 
guidelines as soon as practicable.  

I will start with the first paragraph of the motion, in which I call on the house to condemn the McGowan 
government’s interference with the operations of the Environmental Protection Authority. The McGowan 
government’s actions in the past two weeks have set a dangerous precedent for how our government interacts with 
independent statutory authorities. It has been made blatantly clear that this government has no intention of doing 
anything to reduce WA’s greenhouse gas emissions. 
The EPA was set up about 45 years ago to act to protect future generations from issues that might damage the 
environment. It operates under the Environmental Protection Act and, crucially, is an independent body whose 
explicit statutory objective is to use its best endeavours to protect the environment and to prevent, control and 
abate pollution and environmental harm. It is run by a board of five competent people. The EPA is there to present 
the science. 
The EPA released guidelines two weeks ago because it recognised that urgent action was needed to address climate 
change and that the government needed to take responsibility. The EPA was responding to the science and, in 
doing so, was delivering an action that the public and community had been crying out for. It saw that there was 
a need to do something about reducing emissions because we are at risk of not meeting our Paris Agreement 
targets. Western Australia is the only Australian state not to have either a renewable energy target or a zero net 
emissions target, which is shameful. It is perhaps unsurprising that we are also the only state to have substantially 
increased our greenhouse gas emissions. We have the second highest per capita emissions in Australia and our 
emissions are well above those of other developed countries. 
The guidelines released by the EPA would have, for the first time in WA, placed obligations on large polluters 
such as Chevron, which alone is responsible for one-quarter of all climate pollution in WA. They need to take 
responsibility for their emissions. The guidelines would have required those corporations to be transparent in 
reporting their emissions and to offset the emissions produced by extraction processing and burning fossil fuels, 
including those exported to other countries. Unlike the government, the EPA recognises that climate change is 
a global issue. The EPA was forced to introduce these guidelines because there was a policy vacuum. We all know 
this. We know that the federal government is not doing anywhere near enough. We know that because our 
emissions are increasing, yet our state government has done nothing to pick up the slack. In fact, earlier this week, 
the Premier said that he believed in climate change and that he thinks that Australia needs to have a national 
approach. Although the Premier may be content to sit through the political cycle and wait patiently for the federal 
government to take action, the public has had enough. The federal requirements are simply not working. We have 
seen an increase in emissions under the current regime. I can only imagine that the Premier is hopeful that Labor 
wins the federal election so he can rely on federal policy to pick up the slack. I, for one, am not going to hold my 
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breath and wait for a future federal Labor government to introduce any meaningful action on climate change. 
I want action now. 
Back in 2017, I made the Minister for Environment aware of my desire to see strong action on climate change. 
I asked the Minister for Environment about the government’s approach to acting on climate change and he said 
that he was undertaking a stocktake of climate change policies. Four months later when I asked how that was 
progressing, he replied that the stocktake was further informing the government’s approach and priorities in this 
area. I let the government get on with business and six months later, in April last year, I learnt that the McGowan 
government was carefully considering its policy position on climate change. They were the responses to a series 
of questions. Four months later, we were told that processes to support the development of a policy were in 
preparation. Two years into this government’s term, we have had nothing but talk about a stocktake and the 
government alluding to a future policy. To the community, this is all words and no action. It is no wonder the EPA 
had to step in, and it did so by publishing those guidelines two weeks ago. 
The wrath of the government was obvious. Within days, the Premier held meetings with the state’s largest emitters, 
including Chevron, which earn billions yet pay next to nothing in tax or royalties to this state. A short conversation 
between the Premier and the CEO of the EPA occurred and the EPA withdrew its guidelines. This is no 
coincidence, and no wonder, as the government was backed by the same old tropes run in the only statewide 
newspaper, which would have frightened many. There was the threat of the loss of jobs in Western Australia, the 
implication that the EPA has gone rogue, the decimation of WA’s economy and the very clear announcement from 
both the Minister for Environment and the Premier that they would not support these guidelines. This is 
unprecedented. The EPA has never before been asked to withdraw guidelines and it has never been asked to consult 
so widely. The Premier says that his concerns are not just about the financial implications of the guidelines, but 
that technical issues need to be addressed. I do not believe for a second that the efforts we have seen over the past 
week to bully the EPA into submission have been motivated by anything other than the profits of the gas industry, 
which brings me to my next point. 
When I marched on Friday with almost 3 000 young people at the second strike for climate, I looked around and 
I felt responsible, and I am, as are we all in this place, as we hold one of the most senior roles in this state. We 
have a responsibility to this state. We have to do more. We have to do more than worry about our time in politics, 
because what we do now counts so much in addressing issues in the future. That future relies on us acting to secure 
a healthy environment for our kids. I did not see any of my parliamentary colleagues at the march, apart from my 
colleagues in the Greens. It is pretty clear that members in this place do not share my sense of responsibility. 
It was embarrassing how quickly the Premier and the Minister for Environment jumped to the defence of the fossil 
fuel industry after the EPA guidelines were announced. I will read some lines from the Premier quoted in the 
esteemed The West Australian, which is looking more like the Daily Telegraph every week that goes by as I sit in 
this place, that give voice to the industry’s horror and congratulate the government’s swift action. One quote that 
was reported by The West states, “Obviously we’ve said we don’t endorse the guidelines.” The Premier also said, 
“I want to make sure some of those important projects like Browse and Scarborough can come on shore in 
Australia”, “We must ensure projects like these are given long-term certainty” and “I want to hear from industry 
what they’d like to see happen and also what they’re prepared to do about emissions”. Then, after the Premier held 
a crisis meeting with the fossil fuel industry and the EPA announced that it had totally and completely on its own, 
with no pressure from the government, decided to withdraw its guidelines, The West reported that Mark McGowan 
looked like a relieved man when he announced that the environment watchdog had withdrawn the guidelines. It 
also reported that The Australian Financial Review quoted the chief executive of Woodside as saying that the 
McGowan government deserved some credit for quick action. Our Minister for Environment, who is leading the 
development of this state’s climate change policy, said to the media, “I understand the concerns of Woodside and 
others” and “The McGowan government is fully supportive of our job-creating LNG industry”. There was not one 
mention of any meetings to be held with the conservation groups, no appreciation for the EPA science and its 
work, and no mention of the excellent report commissioned by the Conservation Council of WA that showed that 
4 000 jobs would be created as a result of the offset requirements. We know that both major parties receive 
donations from the fossil fuel industry, so it is no wonder that they jump to its defence whenever there is an issue 
with it. This has led to an erosion of trust between members of the community and the people who were elected to 
represent them. The government continues to side with industry over the community, and that is appalling. 
This is not the first time we have witnessed the McGowan government back the fossil fuel industry. Last year, and 
in the lead-up to the 2017 election, when the proposal to allow fracking in this state was put on the table, the 
McGowan government said that there would be a moratorium on it and that there was a possibility the government 
would not move forward with it, but, although there was huge movement in the community against the proposal, 
that decision was reversed late last year. That decision was appalling. Fracking will be allowed in two per cent of 
the state—equivalent to the size of Tasmania—which already covers the existing licences of these companies. 
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Basically, it is the status quo, so the fracking industry gets to frack, the community gets to sit there in outrage and 
the erosion of trust continues within our community. 
I go back to the fact that liquefied natural gas companies produce more emissions than the entire transport sector 
in Western Australia. The gas industry is WA’s biggest polluter, and Chevron alone is responsible for a quarter of 
all climate pollution in WA. Most alarming is that if all the current LNG projects go ahead, we will not meet our 
Paris Agreement target commitments, which is appalling. How can the government sincerely say that it takes climate 
change action seriously when it is allowing the emissions produced by dirty gas to be pumped into the atmosphere? 

Climate change is the issue of our time, and we need to act. We all know that the debate about whether climate 
change is real has passed. The debate we need to have now is about what we are going to do about it. We need to 
stop posturing and start acting. We need to stop talking about whatever policies we might have in the future and 
start doing something now. Climate change is our responsibility. 

Industry is driven by profits, and it is frightening to see the power it wields in this state. We exist in a global 
community, and we all have a responsibility to act. As a member of Parliament, it is clearly my role to make sure 
that these issues are addressed. Acting on climate change is a priority, and we need to curb these emissions. 
Waiting for someone else, like the federal government, to act is not something that we can do when we know that 
the window for taking action on climate change is closing. There really are no more excuses. We need to make 
sure that we can reinforce our social contract with the community by putting forward meaningful policies to reduce 
our emissions. 

The government has made its priorities clear—that it is supporting industry over the environment. A couple of weeks 
ago the Premier made it clear, in his criticism of the Environmental Protection Authority, that his number one priority 
was jobs. He forgot to mention that he meant jobs in the fossil fuel industry, which accounts for only one per cent 
of employment in this state. He is disregarding the number of jobs that would be created by putting the offset 
measures in place. We could produce thousands of jobs in this state by putting money into renewables and other 
measures in the regions, such as carbon farming. 

In the lead-up to the upcoming federal election it occurs to me that maybe this is a tactic by the state government 
to kick the can down the road. Maybe it is no coincidence that the review process could take another three months, 
because that would fall in line with the next federal election. The time would then pass for the state government 
to act and we would return to a back-and-forth across the chamber, with the state government saying that it is up 
to the federal government to act, not us. That is still not good enough. 

This month marks the two-year anniversary of the current state government. Many people in the community, from 
all walks of life, whether they are Liberal, Labor or supporters of crossbench parties, have approached our office 
to say that they are dismayed with the government and that there was a lot of hope that the government would act, 
but two years later, there is nothing. Over those two years, the gas, mining and export industries produced 
394.4 million tonnes of greenhouse gases. That reflects a total neglect of our responsibilities. 

Even if we do see a new federal Labor government, it is no guarantee that we will see good climate change policy. 
Bill Shorten has continually refused to provide detail about Labor’s planned environment policy. Any national target 
that is introduced is unlikely to apply equally to all states, including WA. Western Australia could conceivably 
continue emitting greenhouse gases as usual, while letting the other states pick up our slack. There has even been 
some talk in the media about the LNG industry being exempted from any new emissions reduction schemes. 

That is why the McGowan government needs to get on with its response to climate change. Every time the LNG 
industry opens its mouth, there is greater erosion of trust between the community and the government. After two 
years in this place, I am really sick of asking questions of the government to try to find out what is going on in this 
space. I am quite disheartened that I have not seen any meaningful action on climate change. If the government 
were to listen to its constituents and the community instead of industry, it would be sure to get a lot more support. 
I know that election cycles dictate a lot of what happens in this place, but there is a lot of support in the community 
for action on climate change. We have even seen independent candidates of a conservative bent running against 
sitting Liberal members on the issue of climate change, and that represents a shift in the community—an open 
shift towards people wanting action. So far, in this state, there has been none. 

I am sure the government would not be shocked if I put the Greens’ climate change policy on the table; it would 
be something to behold if the government were to adopt it, but it would mean meaningful action. Whether or not 
the government were to put its own brand on it, I would fully support it. We are left with the EPA going out for 
consultation, which will take another three months, coinciding with the federal election. It will be really interesting 
to see what it comes back with, because there was not any real concentration in the public realm on the guidelines 
put forward by the EPA; it was all framed as the EPA overstepping its mark. The EPA only put forward guidelines; 
it falls to the Minister for Environment to take on those guidelines and act on the recommendations of the EPA. 
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It is disappointing for many in the community to be left scratching their heads and wondering whether we in this 
place are going to do more now, or wait for another election cycle and make more empty promises before kicking 
the can down the road. The current federal government is obviously not looking at doing that, and if the federal 
opposition gets in, it has been mentioned that Western Australia will not be bound by any emissions reductions 
standards, so that also is very disheartening. 

I will leave members with a chant from the School Strike 4 Climate, which says it much more cleverly in a few 
words than all I have said in 15 minutes — 

The Earth cannot be bought and sold, life is worth much more than gold. 

We need to listen to that because if we do not, we are going to be left scratching our heads while the climate burns. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [10.36 am]: I thank the 
member for the East Metropolitan Region for bringing this motion before the house, because it is a good motion 
to have a debate on. I am sure there will be a variety of views. From the outset, can I say that I totally disagree 
with the premise of the motion and that in fact I totally disagree with the whole motion, and I am going to lay out 
why that is the case. 
It is very easy for members of the Greens to sit here and pontificate on climate change issues with a holier-than-thou 
attitude, but I remind members in this place that in 2009, the Greens had the opportunity to vote for an emissions 
trading scheme in the federal Parliament, and what did they do? They voted against it. Even two members of the 
Liberal Party crossed the floor, because they recognised that action needed to be taken. What did the Greens do? 
They voted against it. Shame on them. They can pontificate all they want this morning, but part of the blame goes 
home to them and their party. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Thank you. I am finding it a little difficult to hear the minister, even though he is somewhat 
sotto voce today! 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Madam President, I am passionate about this issue, because climate change is real, as 
Hon Tim Clifford said, but we need to work together to deal with its impacts and to manage it. 
Back to the motion before us: as members of this place know, and as I said yesterday in response to a question that 
was asked of me, the Environmental Protection Authority is an independent statutory authority in Western Australia. 
It gives advice to government but, at the end of the day, government makes decisions. As Minister for Environment, 
I take very, very seriously my responsibility to protect the state’s unique environment for future generations. It is 
something I deal with on a daily basis. I do so with my eyes wide open, though, to the broader implications of any 
decision I make and, indeed, to the wellbeing of the state.  
With regard to the specifics of the motion, I can confirm that last Thursday, the Premier, the Minister for 
Regional Development, the Minister for Mines and Petroleum and I met with representatives of the oil and gas 
industry in this state, along with members of the Chamber of Minerals and Energy and the Australian Petroleum 
Production and Exploration Association. We discussed the recent Environmental Protection Authority guidance 
on greenhouse gas emissions. The Premier, as indeed did the ministers, listened to the industry feedback. 
Representatives present expressed, I guess, a great deal of frustration and, certainly, a range of concerns about the 
EPA’s guidance and the process of developing the guidance. The industry representatives said that consultation 
about the guidance was not sufficient and they were not given adequate opportunity to provide their views on the 
guidance documents that were ultimately released. The lack of consultation resulted in a set of guidelines that, at 
the very least, were not well understood. As I have said to the media and will continue to say, I think the 
consultation could have been more thorough. Representatives of various groups on the stakeholder body that the 
EPA consulted indicated that even they were not given the level of detail that was eventually published in the 
guidelines. If the consultation had been more thorough, it would have helped all the parties involved to understand 
the unintended consequences of the guidelines as they were written. 
Industry representatives also stated at that meeting that having a Western Australian approach that was not 
consistent with a national approach would likely disadvantage the people of and industry in Western Australia and, 
potentially, have a significant impact on both existing and potential jobs into the future. They also raised the 
concern that going it alone with a document that was not consulted on could leave the burden of action on climate 
change disproportionately on the shoulders of Western Australia and Western Australians. Like us, they called for 
national leadership on this matter. In that meeting, industry was clear that it is working towards meeting the 
Australian commitment to the Paris Agreement target. The Premier and the ministers heard it out and 
acknowledged its views. I have to say that it was a very constructive meeting. 
After the meeting, the Premier contacted the chair of the EPA, Dr Tom Hatton, and told him what was discussed 
in the meeting that we had had earlier that morning. They both agreed that something needed to be done, but that 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Thursday, 21 March 2019] 

 p1622a-1633a 
Hon Tim Clifford; Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Diane Evers; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon 

Alannah MacTiernan; Hon Alison Xamon 

 [5] 

something was up to the EPA. Later that afternoon, the EPA chair advised the Premier that the EPA board had decided 
to withdraw the greenhouse gas guidelines document, pending further and broader consultation with industry. 
I think that was a good decision. The EPA has not resiled from the fact that action needs to be taken, but it 
acknowledged that conversations needed to be had, that the implications of its guidance needed to be fully digested 
and that consultation needed to happen with those who were likely to be affected. To demonstrate emphatically 
that the McGowan government did not interfere with the operations of an independent Environmental Protection 
Authority, I will read to the Legislative Council the EPA board’s statement that was released on that day, and 
I quote — 

Over the past week the Environmental Protection Authority held a number of discussions with companies 
potentially impacted by our revised assessment guidelines on greenhouse gas emissions. 
It is clear from our consultation there is some uncertainty within industry on the technical aspects and the 
practical implementation of the guidelines, particularly with respect to offsets. 

The EPA also appreciates that further discussion is merited to ensure that industry and stakeholders can 
anticipate how such guidelines can apply to proposals. 

The EPA does not resile from the need to reduce Western Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions. Nor do 
we resile from our absolute right and obligation to provide advice to the Government on these matters. 

However, it is important that the detail of such advice is more fully developed and the practical 
applications are well understood. 

As a result, the EPA will be undertaking further consultation with industry and stakeholders to ensure 
these guidelines can be practically implemented and that they are fully complementary to Commonwealth 
regulation. 

The EPA is withdrawing the revised guidelines from application, until those consultations with industry 
and stakeholders are more fully complete. 

We look forward to further consultation with stakeholders, including the many groups that have voiced 
their support for the intent of the EPA’s guidance. 

That is not a statement from a board that has been interfered with. I totally disagree—in fact, it is a lie to suggest—
that any interference took place. This is a mature statement by a responsible board that has reflected on the concerns 
raised about the greenhouse gas guidance. The board considered that its position would benefit from more fully 
consulting with stakeholders who would be affected and from further technical work to ensure that the guidelines 
can be practically applied. As the Premier and I commented last week, that is a good outcome. The EPA board 
decision has created space and has allowed for more fulsome consultation with industry, the community and 
environmental groups. I believe that is the best way forward. Importantly, the outcome of broader consultation is 
exactly what green groups have been seeking throughout this process. I reiterate that it is a good outcome. 

Paragraph (b) of the motion states that this house — 

expresses its concern that the McGowan government cares more about the interests of the fossil fuel 
industry than it does about … our children and grandchildren; 

That, too, is preposterous and it is ludicrous to suggest that. I am totally focused on protecting the state’s unique 
environment for future generations. It really irks me that given the significant initiatives we have announced in the 
environment portfolio in the last few years, we have to ask: Where was the debate from the Greens about them? 
Where was the acknowledgement from the Greens about the protection of the Helena and Aurora Ranges? Where 
is the motion from the Greens in this place congratulating the government on the expansion of the conservation 
estate by five million hectares and the creation of new national and marine parks? It is not in here because the 
Greens want to play politics; it is a political party like the rest of us. That is fine, but we can see that clearly today. 
As a government, we have been delivering on the environment. I am very, very proud of that, and we will continue 
to deliver, regardless of what the Greens say. But they irk me. 

What have we done? I will read out a whole list. We have saved the Helena and Aurora Ranges and the magnificent 
Beeliar wetlands. We have established the Western Australian Aboriginal ranger program. We have initiated 
World Heritage listing for the Burrup Peninsula and the protection of Burrup rock art and we are finalising the 
Burrup rock art monitoring strategy. We have committed $10 million to protect the Abrolhos Islands and we are 
creating an Abrolhos Islands national park. We have established the one-stop shop in the Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation for assessment and regulation of water and environmental approvals. We have created 
a climate change unit in that department and staffed that unit because we acknowledge that climate change is real. 
We are absolutely doing the work in this space. We have managed to secure additional resources for the 
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Environmental Protection Authority—over 25 per cent more staff—to help us regulate the environment in this 
state. Again, where is the motion congratulating us on that? It is not here. We have joined the Australian Climate 
Roundtable and signed up to a national electric vehicle strategy. We are also about to undertake a significant review 
of the Environmental Protection Act, the biggest since it was created. We are reviewing the way native vegetation 
clearing is undertaken and reported across Western Australia. We have established the Pilbara environmental 
offsets fund and we have consolidated science and biodiversity science under the Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attractions. We are implementing the Swan–Canning Community Rivercare Program. We have 
banned plastic bags and reformed the state’s waste strategy. We are developing a container deposit scheme. Where 
was the motion in this place congratulating us on these things? It does not exist because all the Greens want to do 
is focus on one thing. They cannot acknowledge the fine things happening in this portfolio. They cannot do it. We 
have also banned fracking in over 98 per cent of the state. We have announced a ban on future uranium mining 
leases. We are in the process of creating the Fitzroy River national park and the Buccaneer Archipelago marine 
and national parks. We are creating a Preston River to ocean regional park and a Leschenault regional park in the 
south west. We are expanding Wellington National Park and we have expanded Yalgorup National Park in Peel 
by 1 000 hectares. 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: They are just a few of the things we have done in the last two years. I am very, very 
passionate about this issue, Leader of the Opposition. It irks me greatly that people in this place can pontificate 
about the issue before us today, while knowing that their party caused us to be in this situation because they voted 
against the emissions trading scheme! Even two Liberals crossed the floor because they recognised an important 
issue. The Greens can pontificate all they want, but I know what the truth is. 

Turning back to the motion before us this morning, nothing has changed in relation to this state developing climate 
change policy. We announced that we would do it, and we will continue to develop that policy over the year, as 
we said we would. Our approach acknowledges the importance of actually developing this policy consultatively. 
That is what people have asked for. Some of the green groups were condemning the Environmental Protection 
Authority before the decision came out because they were not consulted. Weeks before, they were condemning 
the EPA. I think there was even a rally outside Dumas House condemning the fact that the EPA was not consulting. 
The green groups condemned it before the decision, then industry came out and condemned it because it was not 
happy that it was not consulted, then, guess what? The EPA decided to take it back and consult! That consultation 
is exactly what people have been asking for, and that is something that I support. 

The recognition that addressing climate change is the responsibility of all levels of government is probably the 
only sentence in the motion that I agree with. It absolutely is. We all have our part to play in relation to climate 
change. Local governments can play a part; the state government can play a part; but, more importantly, the federal 
government needs to play a part—and this federal government has been missing in action in the area of climate 
change. I realise that I can talk, in terms of being from a party that has knifed our federal leader before—granted, 
we have. But not like the Liberals did in the case of former Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull, who was essentially 
knifed because he believed in climate change. The federal Liberal government has been missing in action. It needs 
to do the heavy lifting. It needs to ensure that whatever policies are in place affect the country as a whole, and do 
not disproportionately affect Western Australia. We have massive industries in this state that create thousands if 
not tens of thousands of jobs. We need to make sure that whatever policies we have in place do not stand in the 
way of creating those local jobs or put those jobs at risk. When I announced the McGowan government’s 
commitment to a state climate policy, I acknowledged the difficulty that the ongoing lack of certainty at a national 
level created for states and territories in developing mitigation policy, but that is a fact: the federal government 
should be doing the heavy lifting. 

I could speak about this issue for days, but with only 30 seconds left, I say that I do not support this motion. I think 
it is short-sighted. I am very, very disappointed in the Greens for bringing it forward. More importantly, I am very, 
very disappointed that the Greens are playing politics with this issue, and have refused up to now to acknowledge 
the fine, fine work of the McGowan government in the environment space. Whether it is national parks, marine 
parks, plastic bags, the waste strategy or the container deposit scheme, we are delivering, and we are very proud 
of that. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [10.51 am]: After that passionate presentation, I am going to take the 
short time I have available to run through three effective issues. First, I want to deal with the contrived 
opportunistic outrage of the Greens, and the various hangers-on in this debate. I then propose to come up with 
a way forward that delivers an opportunity for the government to present a good outcome in the process. Finally, 
I will present some concerns in relation to the way the Premier has handled this issue, because I think he has some 
very serious questions to answer. 
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I was intrigued by the motion moved by Hon Tim Clifford, who said some very interesting things. The member seems 
to be derisory of the fact that the oil and gas industry employs only one per cent of the workforce in Western Australia, 
which is 13 500 employees. Is that what he said? Are the Greens proposing to throw out 13 500 employees plus 
the employees that go along with that? It is a very interesting prospect to simply say that one per cent of the 
employment figures in Western Australia are meaningless. I think the people who get their employment and wages 
from that industry might find some meaning in it. I thought that was quite interesting. 

In the same way, the member mentioned the significant jobs to be found in the renewable sector. There are some 
jobs to be found in that renewable sector. We have had some good examples recently. One example might be 
Carnegie Clean Energy, from which I think there was one job for Albany—maybe, if we could have found it. 
One example could be the Collie solar farm. None of the jobs at the Collie solar farm, which is probably 
disappearing as well, were going into Collie after construction. Another example could be the Collie biomass plant, 
which has disappeared in a puff of emissions. Whilst there are jobs in renewables, this mantra of the Greens that 
renewables will replace all jobs that come from elsewhere is obviously a nonsense. 

The minister was correct when he said that the Greens are a political party like the rest of us—they are. They are 
very good at delivering a very clever message; that is, they do not necessarily hold individuals to account for their 
greenhouse gas emissions. They make enemies of industry. There are too many parties around the place making 
enemies of industry. There are those who hate all the resources sector in general. The far left abhors the resources 
sector and everything it delivers out of pure ideology. There are other minor parties that seem to pick and choose 
a bit, and there are some who particularly have a distaste for the iron ore industry. The Greens are happy to say 
that the entire resources sector is within their target. However, they are very good at selling and marketing. There 
is this great marketing thing in the south west where they say, “I tell you what: you can be a high user of greenhouse 
gases, you can emit greatly yourself, but we will assuage your guilt because this is a religion. Emit as much as you 
like. Don’t worry too much. Have two four-wheel drives, have a five or six-bedroom mansion, but vote Green, 
and we will assuage your guilt through the state of Western Australia.” It is a great political tool that will eventually 
be seen through. 

The Greens roll out this contrived opportunistic outrage, as I call it, but they are not the only ones. Of course, all the 
usual suspects had to be rolled out as well. One of those, of course, was the Conservation Council of Western Australia, 
which put out a media release a couple of days ago. The outrage is that Western Australia has increased its emissions. 
It says that information released by the National Clean Energy Regulator last week shows a 4.4 million tonne 
increase in two projects—a 2.9 million tonne rise in the Wheatstone plant and a 1.3 million tonne rise in Gorgon. 
By my calculation, that means that 4.2 million of the 4.4 million tonne rise came from two major gas projects. 
Guess where that gas goes? That is a bit interesting as well. Eighty-five per cent of the gas that comes from 
Wheatstone is exported; 87 per cent of the gas that comes from Gorgon is exported. They go to Asian countries 
where in many cases they replace higher emission fuels and technologies, yet the Greens would have us close the 
entire industry down, forcing up emissions all over the world. It makes absolutely no sense. This is a religion and 
an ideology that needs to be exposed. Of course, the Conservation Council came out with its normal left-wing 
stuff, but the reality is that it is hoisted by the petard of its own argument in that it effectively says that all the 
emissions are coming from the gas expansion. 

Emissions have gone up in the last 10 years. We had a mining boom, and many people took advantage of that. It 
set many Western Australians up for a great future, and in many of those cases it was based on oil and gas, which 
goes to replace higher emission technology. We need to be a bit realistic about the debate. 

Of course, the opposition is here to help. The opposition is here to make things better. We work very hard at trying 
to assist. We have already proposed an alternative way to go forward. As I believe both the minister and the moving 
member said, this is an issue of policy. I agree with the minister: policy is to be delivered by government. The 
Greens are very good at opposing policy when it does not suit their agenda. They are vitally opposed to state 
agreement acts, because they say that state agreement acts do not give Parliament and government proper control 
over things that happen. But when an unelected body puts in policy they agree with, there is moral outrage that it 
is not supported. The EPA can come up with policy with Greens’ support, and that is okay, but state agreement 
acts, which they do not support, are a moral outrage because they do not come to Parliament. When we develop 
environmental policy, it should come to Parliament. 

I have suggested in numerous places that this should be developed as an environmental protection policy. If we 
look at the Environmental Protection Act, part III relates to environmental protection policies. Over several pages, 
it outlines a statutory consultation process. There shall be a public inquiry. There shall be consideration. A draft 
shall be submitted to the minister, and at the end of the process, the minister gives information back, and a final 
copy is submitted to the minister. The minister then has some choices under section 31 of the Environmental 
Protection Act. He can remit the draft, he can approve the policy or he can refuse to approve the policy. That puts 
the power, as the Greens love to say, back in the hands of government, where government develops policy, and 
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we should be allowing government to develop policy. If we in the opposition disagree with it, we will tell 
government members so, and have a very robust debate. I think we had one last night. 

The reality is that the government must be able to develop policy. There are statutory processes for reconsidering 
policy. This section of the Environmental Protection Act is designed quite specifically for policy development, 
and four policies are already in place. Before members say that that cannot apply to air emissions, let me say this: 
one of those four policies is the Environmental Protection (Kwinana) (Atmospheric Wastes) Policy 1999. 
Environmental protection policies based in statute can be put in place, and they allow for the expansion of policy. 
That is the appropriate mechanism. I understand that some sections of politics and some sections of the EPA might 
not want to use that because they want to write policy irrespective of the government of the day and, most 
importantly, future governments. By putting this policy in guideline form, the EPA took away any kind of 
government oversight of the process. No wonder the minister was frustrated with that process and the government 
said that we must have an alternative outcome. Government derives policy. Agencies deliver that policy and they 
have the capacity to say that they disagree with the policy. If the EPA were to put forward an environmental 
protection policy, it would have the capacity to be a part of the debate without an unelected body dictating how 
that should go. It is the authority. It is in the statute, under section 26, that the Environmental Protection Authority 
shall develop an environmental protection policy. 

In my remaining time, I want to refer to the government’s response. I am immensely concerned. As the minister 
has acknowledged, the minister was briefed on this proposal two weeks before it went public. Not only was the 
minister briefed, but the Premier was briefed. The minister’s advisers were briefed a week before that, on 
14 February. There should have been alarm bells ringing, but nobody said anything. The minister was briefed on 
21 February. There should have been alarm bells ringing, but nobody said anything. Most importantly, the Premier 
was briefed. The minister is the Minister for Environment; it is his job to look after the environment. He is a good 
fellow and he tries very hard to do that. The Premier is the Minister for State Development. It is his job to look 
after those oil and gas projects in the north. Where was he? What did he say? He said in the lower house that he 
got a higher level briefing and he did not remember any of the details. The Minister for State Development, Jobs 
and Trade—the Premier—has taken the Alan Bond and Brian Burke defence: I do not remember what I was told. 
No wonder it is a mess. 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [11.02 am]: Firstly, I am really pleased that the Labor Party has pride in the 
protections it has put in and the good steps it has taken. When I was raising children, I heard that I should give 
10 positive comments for every negative one to ensure that the mental health of my child is okay. I did not realise 
we need to do that for the government as well! Yes, the government has done 10 good things. Here is one more. 
I thank the government for everything it has done. I am really pleased it takes pride in its work. Over the last few 
terms of government, the Greens have been on to many of these issues, trying to get them through. In that dearth 
of things happening in the last two terms, environment was overlooked from time to time and damages were put 
in place. I am really pleased that Labor has stepped in and done all of that. I will not waste more time on that. 

The next thing I would like to address is the issue in 2009 when an emissions trading scheme was put up. It was 
terrible. It was very lame. It was not going to work. It was not going to move us forward. We agreed to Labor’s 
carbon price policy, and that was working really well with an eight per cent reduction in carbon in one year. 
Unfortunately, again, the other side of politics stepped in and said it would cancel that. It did not like the price on 
carbon and it said it would use direct action and fix things by giving money to the polluters to do better. That did 
not work, did it? Right now we are in a terrible state. 

I woke up this morning and found that, unfortunately, a few too many negative things are happening. The worst 
one I saw was that a United Nations–backed study has just been put out telling us that climate change is 
a problem—we all know that and I am pleased that there are no more climate deniers on the other side; that is 
a real step forward—and that the landscape is being destroyed on a global scale. We know about salinity issues, 
desertification and forest destructions around the world, but what are we doing? We are sitting here arguing about 
a little thing. We are going to stop having 35 micron or less plastic bags. Yes, that is a big step. That is so low on 
the priority list. That is just one thing. I am really pleased we have done it. Yay! Thank you. But there is so much 
more to do because right now we are falling deeper and deeper. I do not expect anyone to change today. I do not 
expect to change anybody here now, but I hope that all members keep listening to people, especially young people, 
who are saying that they want to be here in 100 years, and that they want their children and grandchildren to be 
here. People want a future for humans here. We are seeing landscape destruction, climate change and mass 
extinctions, bigger than what happened to the dinosaurs, and humans have caused that. We are losing so many of 
our insects, and we do not even know it. We have not even studied them all. They do not have names. They are 
just dying. Every time we clear a hectare of forest, we lose some of our biodiversity and we sit here and do nothing 
about it. I am pleased that we have the Environmental Protection Authority in this area. I think this motion is 
excellent because we are saying to government, “Great. Guys, you are doing well on a lot of aspects, but here is 
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something that you missed the boat on.” I agree that consultation is important, but we need to make sure that we 
consult with the environmental sector and not only the oil and gas industry, because the guidelines the EPA came 
up with were excellent. They were ready and could have changed things immediately. 

Yes, I like jobs. I think jobs are really important. I do not want to diminish that. We do not need jobs to destroy 
something and then have to employ someone else to fix it, maybe, if we get around it. We need meaningful 
employment so that people wake up in the morning knowing that their work that day will matter and it will make 
this place a better place. Yes, we want jobs and we believe that jobs will be a part of this solution. We know that 
these guidelines would have raised considerable funds that would have gone into creating jobs to make our state 
a better place. That is what we are looking for. I feel sorry for anyone who denigrates the Greens for speaking up 
for people who want a better place. I do not think they are listening to anyone who is planning to be here for 
another 50, 60 or 80 years. Listen to those kids. They were out on the street trying to tell us. Once people have 
understood that climate change is happening, they still try to deny that humans had anything to do with it. Finally, 
they have realised that climate change is real and humans are to blame; our planet is worse than it was when I was 
a child and we have something to do with it. Once we make that realisation, we fall into this dark space, this 
depression, and think: my God, what have I done? I think that every time I get in my car, every time I go on an 
aeroplane, every time I buy another piece of useless crap from the supermarket, or whatever—all this rubbish that 
we are consuming. We have to get through that. That is the hardest thing. We get through that really low state of 
thinking: yes, things are bad and the world might not be here in 1 000 years as I know it. Maybe that does not 
matter to any of us. Who will have any progeny that go on for 1 000 years? I do not know. I feel insulted that we 
can destroy a planet. That is just abysmal. We are a plague on this planet and we need to do something about it. 

I return to the climate change policy. We are only in WA, so we can really work only with what we have here. The 
EPA has good people. They are doing the best they can on a limited budget. I appreciate that their budget is going 
up by 25 per cent. If it has to continue fighting industry to get anything happening, it will need more support. As 
part of this climate change policy that has come up, maybe we should have an environmental court, similar to the 
State Administrative Tribunal that works for the developers and makes sure that they get things through. We have 
to go through an entire process to try to do anything to change those outcomes. We need an environmental court 
that can stand up and say, “No, this is what we believe in, this is what the planet needs, this is what the state needs 
and we have to go with it.” As part of this climate change policy, I would like to see us develop an environmental 
court. To start with, maybe it could look at the schedule 5 applications of the Environmental Protection Act. It 
could start with something simple and try to make a difference from day one. We want to try to make this a better 
place, rather than seeing it fall into a state in which forests are declining, the landscape is turning saline or 
acidifying, water in our marine areas is being polluted on a regular basis, and we are losing habitats, animals and 
insects. Why not try to fix that? That is what I would like to see happen. 

I would like to see something go to the Environmental Protection Authority to support it to do this consultation 
properly. That does not mean just going to the oil and gas industry and saying, “Okay, guys, what do you want?”, 
industry saying, “Nothing” and the government saying, “Fine, keep your profits to yourself, keep selling the stuff 
overseas and keep paying people the bare minimum that you have to keep those communities going.” We need to 
not just put profit before people, but to put the people and the state first. It is about keeping the landscape. Why 
not improve our landscape, our forests and the health and condition of so much of our biodiversity? We are 
allowing it to be done piecemeal, step by step. I implore each and every member to look back to when they were 
children and some of the places that their family went to understand, enjoy and appreciate the outdoors—whatever 
that landscape was—because it is not like that anymore. We are fighting for that each step of the way. If it were 
not for the Greens, I hope someone else would be fighting for that sort of thing, not just fighting for everybody to 
have profit in their pocket. If we are focused only on giving people a meaningless job to ensure that they have 
money in their pockets, they have to get up to the drudge. We want meaningful employment. We want people to 
be able to live a healthy life, enjoy fresh wholesome food and walk in their gardens without wearing a mask 
because the pollution is so bad, as they have to do in other countries where they are addressing this in different 
ways. In some countries people have to wear a mask because the pollution is so bad; we are not there and 
I appreciate it. 

On the other side, we have some countries that have supported the electric vehicle industry to run off renewable 
energy. What have we here? We have an electricity grid that is basically overloaded because more energy is going 
into it than we need, which is slowing down the pace of the development of renewables. That is a shame when we 
should be transitioning to renewables. It is not an overnight process, but we should be working towards that rather 
than working towards ensuring that we can continue to get that gas and sell it overseas and have it for ourselves. 
I acknowledge that gas is a lot better than coal. 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.12 am]: I rise to speak briefly. I was in my room, listening 
to the contribution from Minister Hon Stephen Dawson and I thought I would correct a few facts. The Greens 
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certainly opposed the carbon pollution reduction scheme because it was too weak and ineffective and was going 
to be a drain on our future. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am certainly interested in what the minister has to say, but not right now, thank you. 

A transcript of John Daley, CEO of the Rudd-friendly Grattan Institute, speaking on ABC radio’s AM program on 
22 April 2010, states — 

… actually the worst thing that we could do is to implement a carbon pricing scheme that played off those 
fears to provide a large quantity of industry assistance that is not necessary, that’s going to cost the rest 
of the Australian taxpayers a lot of money and which, worst of all, is probably going to slow adjustment 
of the economy towards lower carbon emissions. 

The program referred to the Grattan Institute report Mr Daley was launching that called the CPRS a $20 billion 
waste of money. Much of the protection proposed was unnecessary or poorly targeted, it would delay the structural 
adjustment required to move to a lower carbon economy. 

The editorial of The Australian Financial Review, a paper that does not necessarily lend itself to green thinking, states — 

The CPRS is so riddled with concessions and handouts that it will struggle to achieve the underlying goal 
of transforming the fossil-fuel-dependent Australian economy into a low-carbon economy while 
maintaining our prosperity… even before the latest round of handouts to the coal and coal fired power 
industries, the government’s handpicked expert Ross Garnaut had denounced it as the worst public policy 
process he’d seen. Any vestigial arguments for passing the CPRS before next week’s Copenhagen 
summit … disappeared weeks ago … 

That was the Rudd proposal. When we came to the Gillard proposal, which was a joint agreement with the Greens, 
we supported that, and we ended up with a damn good proposal that was emasculated and destroyed by the 
incoming Abbott government. 

Let us get a few facts straight. I commend the government for what it has done on plastic bags. I commended the 
government for what it did with the Helena Aurora Range. Because the minister does not seem to know what 
I have said, I will read it in — 

The Greens (WA) spokesperson for the Environment, Robin Chapple MLC — 
That is me, by the way — 

welcomed today the Environment Minister’s decision to dismiss the industries appeals against the 
Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA) assessment on a proposal to mine iron ore in the Helena–Aurora 
Range. 
“It is encouraging that the Minister for Environment found the EPA’s assessment to be rigorous and 
comprehensive, and to mine for iron ore deposits within the Helena-Aurora Range as environmentally 
unacceptable … 

When it comes to the introduction of the plastic bag ban, we note that the Greens actually had a bill in this place 
way before the government brought in its proposal. Let us see who was in first, if we are doing that race. The 
Greens put out a statement that read — 

The Greens have urged the Government to support a bill to ban single use plastics that is currently before 
the parliament in the wake of comments by the Premier in which he indicated that further restrictions on 
plastic products … 

We commended the government for the Premier’s comments and indeed for the introduction of the plastic bag ban. 
I thought that was important. I have a couple of minutes left, so I want to return to the fundamental problem. We have 
a federal government that is totally bereft of any ideas and the Minister for the Environment, Melissa Price, would 
not know an environment from a—I will not go there, sorry. Having said that, under the Paris Agreement, the 
Australian government is legally committed to reducing our emissions by 26 to 28 per cent by 2030. The problem is 
that we are allowing both the current opposition and the government to start using the idea that we can use our 
Kyoto adjustments as part of the bargaining tool in all of this. We need to note that the report released recently by 
the federal government, very late at night and in a most obscure place, tracks Australia’s performance against the 
Paris Agreement as being abysmal. Looking at results that come out of that report and going to data produced for 
the year to September 2018 from Ndevr Environmental, which is a large organisation that mirrors what is being 
projected in the government reports, it shows that Australia is still on track to miss the Paris target of a 26 to 
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28 per cent cut in emissions on 2005 levels by 2013. Matt Drum, the managing director of Ndevr, said that if the 
emissions continue at the current level, Australia would miss the current target by a cumulative 1.81 billion tonnes. 
I am sorry but that is not acceptable. We as a nation, we as a state, have a duty—notwithstanding our size, which 
is often the comment; we are a very small nation—and a responsibility to be part of the international drive to lower 
emissions, and on the current projected timelines and outcomes, we fail dismally. So when we ask the state 
government to take action, we do so because the federal government is incompetent and unable to move in 
a direction that would reduce our emissions. We are in trouble—serious trouble—and the Western Australian 
government needs to take decisive action. I am old enough to remember when the Labor government of the day 
introduced “climate 88”. It was an incredible program that involved a 12-member board that looked at climate 
emissions. The projections and directions of “climate 88” were stunning. Since then, governments have completely 
lost their way. We have to remember that at that time, there was a 12-page lift-out in the middle of The West 
Australian that was sponsored by the government that identified that the community needed to embrace climate 
change. Where are we now? We are still talking about it. I have grandkids. I hope to have great-great-grandkids. 
It just absolutely appals me that we are arguing about who can be the dumbest. 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [11.20 am]: 
I will not take very long so Hon Alison Xamon will have an opportunity to speak. I generally like Greens members; 
I generally think that they are good people and that we share a lot of values. But, my God, on this issue, as 
Hon Stephen Dawson pointed, there is so much hypocrisy! I want to put on the record a bit of commentary. 
Hon Robin Chapple quoted a 2010 article in The Australian Financial Review. Let me tell members what its 
leading political commentator, Phil Coorey, had to say about this issue in 2014. He wrote — 

The only mainstream party never to have taken a risk, never to have put any skin in the game, and never 
to have lost a vote over — 

Climate change — 
… is the Greens. Throughout the entire eight-year saga, they have chained themselves to the altar of 
policy purity and watched others suffer for their ideals. 
The result is a big fat nothing. 
… 
Because they believed the — 

Carbon Pollution Reduction Scheme introduced by Rudd — 
… to be inadequate, they voted it down twice. The second time was the day after Abbott knocked off 
Turnbull. Liberal senators Judith Troeth and Sue Boyce realising the need to establish a foothold for 
carbon pricing, crossed the floor to vote with Labor. The Greens helped the Coalition kill it. 
… 
Even when Labor was dying last year and Abbott was at the gate of the Lodge, vowing the carbon tax 
would be the first policy put against the wall and shot, the Greens attacked Rudd for cowardice when he 
announced … that if he was elected the fixed price would move to a much lower European-linked floating 
price on July 1, 2014, one year earlier than scheduled. 

Commenting on that, John Menadue said — 
Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The Greens raised the issue and referred to the AFR editorial as proof that 
Greens members are good guys and that they are right. I am telling Hon Alison Xamon that everyone else can see 
that they are not! As John Menadue said — 

As I mentioned in my blog of September 2 last year, the defeat of Rudd’s CPRS brought on an 
acrimonious and divisive debate and a denial of the science of climate change. As a result public support 
for a carbon tax on an Emissions Trading Scheme has plunged from 75% in 2007 to less than 40%. The 
Greens cannot wash their hands of this debacle. They triggered it in the Senate. 

As the Minister for Environment said, we are very serious about climate change, but we will not allow a major 
policy to be made and introduced without proper analysis and consultation. We all know that if we stick with the 
policy purity, we will get nowhere. 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [11.24 am]: I want to say a few words. Firstly, I had not realised 
what fragile petals government members are. Apparently every time the government makes a decision that is not 
complete garbage it needs a need a ticker tape parade and its members need a bunch of cuddles, and the Greens 
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need to use their valuable time in this place congratulating government decisions—decisions that the Greens had 
often been advocating decades before the Australian Labor Party finally lifted its game and did the right thing. 
I can go through the long list given by the Minister for Environment—I am not going to now—and talk about the 
Greens’ extensive history, some of it mine, which has already been covered. 
The PRESIDENT: Member, I am hoping now that you have got that off your chest, you are actually going to talk 
about the motion in front of us. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: I will, just as I wish others had felt the need to, Madam President, because, of course, 
I am responding to comments that were made in this chamber on this particular motion. 
I will say a few words because I am aware that my colleague Hon Tim Clifford wants to reply. In particular, I draw 
attention to the second point of the motion, which expresses concern about the McGowan government caring more 
about the interests of the fossil fuel industry. One of the things I particularly want to reflect on in the way that the 
Premier chose to respond to the Environmental Protection Authority’s guidelines when they were finally publicly 
released was the haste with which he was prepared to side with industry and condemn them. Of course, industry 
did not like the proposals because they expect it to lift its game and undertake a range of activities around 
transparency and offsets, which people have been calling for and which need to occur to take real action on climate 
change. It is absolutely the case that that will interrupt their business model. Unfortunately, that is the price of 
doing everything we can to mitigate the impending disaster that is climate change. 
I have thought a bit more about how quickly the Premier was prepared to leap to the side of industry. In a few 
moments I will point out some of the problematic relationships that have been formed specifically with the 
Labor Party around the issue of donations and some of the people who the Premier was so busy to make sure he 
backed as soon as possible. I note that the oil and gas industry said that it has donated $73 150 to WA Labor, which 
is approximately 25 per cent of the donations that have been recorded by the Australian Electoral Commission, 
which is a total $285 356 and about two per cent of the total income for WA Labor. The oil and gas industry, plus 
the Minerals Council of Australia and BlueScope Steel, donated $309 150 to federal Labor, which works at about 
nine per cent of the donations recorded by the AEC, with a total of $3.46 million and about three per cent of its 
total income of $11.5 million. Across Australia, the oil and gas industry plus the Minerals Council and BlueScope 
donated $527 403, which is roughly eight per cent of Labor’s recorded donations in 2017–18 and about one 
per cent of the income received across Australia. That is a lot of money to receive from the industries that 
government has a responsibility to ensure are regulated appropriately, the same industries that expressed outrage 
when the EPA came up with its proposed guidelines to ensure increased accountability and also some capacity for 
offsets in some of their activities. We can dwell a little more on the issue of donations in a future debate because 
there is a lack of transparency that should alarm everybody, particularly considering that the Labor Party said it 
would come in on a platform of transparency. I do not think it passes the pub test. There is more to be said about 
the issue of donations and their relationship to industry. Certainly for those of us—the Greens have been at the 
forefront of this from the beginning—who care passionately about climate change and who are trying to ensure 
real action, we have to be prepared to stand up to those industries with vested interests that do not want to change 
their business models, even if they absolutely have to. I do not want to see any government, state or federal, 
effectively becoming compromised in its capacity to do the right thing because it has become too cosy with 
industry as a result of donations given directly to the party. I will have more to say on that in this place, but for 
now, I will leave my comments there and let the last few minutes go to Hon Tim Clifford. 
HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [11.30 am] — in reply: It is sad but unsurprising that I have 
managed to get everyone in this place, apart from the Greens, to agree on something—that they side with the fossil 
fuel industry and do not want to act on climate change. I appreciate what the minister said earlier about some of 
the achievements of the government, and he did not hear any opposition from us. I note that last week I was at 
a function to present to the community information about the expansion of a range of parks, and I was very sad 
that the Minister for Environment was not there presenting one of his own achievements to the people in that room. 
As I was leaving that place, I heard that the minister was attending a meeting here with the fossil fuel industry to 
hear its concerns about the recommended guidelines from the Environmental Protection Authority. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas mentioned hangers-on. The hangers-on that he is talking about are the community. The 
hangers-on that are hanging on to members opposite are the fossil fuel industry. Those are the people who donate 
to the Liberal Party, those are the people who want outcomes, and those are the people to whom members opposite 
are delivering outcomes. That is exactly why I understand who the hangers-on are. There is no licence for the 
Liberal Party to come in here and talk about emissions, because it is the party of Tony Abbott, and it is the party 
that repealed the carbon package that was delivering meaningful reductions in emissions in this country—
reductions that not only put money back into renewable energy technologies, but also were projected to reduce 
energy costs, which a lot of people in this community are suffering from. If Hon Dr Steve Thomas wants to look 
at himself, he can look at a government that underwrote brown coal–fired power stations. I always hear the word 
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“socialism” in accusations coming across the chamber, but members opposite are promoting socialism for the 
rich—socialism for heavy industry. They are undermining the social contract — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us listen to what the member has to say. He should be heard in silence. 
Hon TIM CLIFFORD: This chamber has provided a good example of why the community has lost trust in 
politics. We have parties that are too busy looking at underwriting fossil fuel projects and they are not looking to 
transfer some of those funds into renewable energy technologies. There are jobs in the renewable energy industries. 
We just need to make sure that we get on the same page and that we can deliver for our future. Hon Robin Chapple 
is worried about his grandchildren. I have friends who have children. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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