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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 21 June on the following motion moved by Hon J.A. Scott - 

That the House notes the implications of the rapid rise of greenhouse gas emissions on the Western 
Australian ecosystems, human population and economy and supports any measures intended to reduce 
these emissions and their impacts. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Christine Sharp - 

and calls on the Government to formulate and begin implementation of a state greenhouse strategy 
within six months from the date on which this motion is passed 

HON J.A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [4.07 pm]:  On the adjournment of this debate last Thursday, I was 
dealing with some comments by Hon Derrick Tomlinson that a greenhouse strategy is already in place.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I did more than that, I tabled the strategy.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Hon Derrick Tomlinson tabled some documents.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  I tabled a greenhouse strategy, developed by Hon Bob Pearce.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  That is right.  That was the 1991 version, which was a modest document, written before the 
Kyoto Protocol, and now totally out of date.  The Australian Greenhouse Office has required each State to put in 
place a strategy, in order to be eligible for its funding program.  This State has not got that together yet.  The 
previous State Government appointed a greenhouse council, which has now been disbanded.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It was disbanded by the present Government.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I do not know whether that was an automatic process or - 

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It was a decision of the minister, made in April and confirmed by letter in May.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Therefore, the council was disbanded by this Government.  Working groups of that council 
produced a series of working papers, which Hon Derrick Tomlinson tabled along with the 1991 strategy, and an 
implementation plan produced by the previous Government about a year ago.  

This was not so much a strategy as a list of the current programs of each government department, without any 
text or detail, but which could be described as relevant in some way to greenhouse issues.  It was never 
circulated publicly and it was produced at the request of the Australian Greenhouse Office.  Only a few modest 
proposals were put forward, all of which were limited in their scope and application.  The major policy process 
that looks at a vision, firm targets, policy objectives and public consultation has not occurred.  There is no 
current greenhouse strategy.  It is very important that one be put in place.  Hon Louise Pratt signalled her 
agreement with this motion.  I hope her acceptance of this motion is the Government’s position and not just hers.  
I look forward to seeing whether this is the Government’s position, as it was not clear from her statement.  I 
support Christine Sharp’s amendment.  I do not know whether I can use the term “honourable”, but I think she is 
an honourable person.  She does not need me to use the term every time I speak about her. 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Housing) [4.12 pm]:  I appreciate the comments of 
Hon J.A. Scott.  I was not in the House when my new colleague, Hon Louise Pratt, responded to the amendment.  
She assures me that - and I hope the Hansard record will make it clear - the response she gave was on behalf of 
the Government.  The amendment is agreed to by the Government.  I was under the initial impression that this 
debate was coming to an end but I gather that even for members who have been here for a while, some of the 
arcane standing orders under which the House operates are still as impenetrable and elusive as ever. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Does the member think we should not debate this issue? 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I was operating under the assumption that Hon J.A. Scott was replying and making his 
concluding remarks.  I gather that the Leader of the Opposition assumes he was replying to the amendment. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  The member should not cast aspersions about standing orders. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  The member is always grumpy.  Grumblebum is at it again.  No matter which side of 
the House he is on or where he is sitting in the House, he thinks evil of everybody at all times. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  My views have been justified. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  It is not the case.  I have discovered that comment in my assessment of the member - 

The PRESIDENT:  Members’ comments have to be relevant to the amendment. 
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Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I will show how relevant this is to the amendment.  In reference to the amendment to 
the motion, I was telling the House that it surprised me that the debate was rapidly coming to a conclusion.  The 
amendment has the support of the Government.  The strategy recommended will be agreed to by the 
Government.  I was under the impression that Hon Peter Foss was going to move a further amendment to the 
motion moved by Hon J.A. Scott.  I am surprised that it has not been moved as it is one I would like to see 
moved. 

Hon Peter Foss:  I would like to see it moved but I am not allowed to. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  I encourage the Opposition to get on with things and move it.  It will have the support 
of the Government. 

Hon Peter Foss:  It cannot be moved until this current amendment is dealt with. 

Hon TOM STEPHENS:  Insofar as the Opposition limits its ambitions to inserting the word “appropriate”, the 
amendment will have the Government’s support. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Amendment to Motion, as Amended 

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.17 pm]:  I move - 

That after the word “any” in line 2 the word “reasonable” be added. 

The motion would therefore read in part “and supports any reasonable measures intended to reduce these 
emissions and their impacts”.  Hon Peter Foss has all ready indicated the reasons that we should support this 
amendment.  The minister has indicated the Government’s support for this amendment.  Acknowledging the 
comments made by government members, I am of the view that we do not need to unleash Hon Peter Foss to 
repeat his arguments in support of this amendment unless it transpires that some members wish to argue against 
it.  If that happens, Hon Peter Foss will argue the case for the amendment. 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Housing) [4.18 pm]:  It is a pity that the Leader of 
the Opposition did not listen to my comments to the House.  I was advised that the amendment was not to insert 
the word “reasonable” but to insert the word “appropriate”.  It is my view that the word “appropriate” is the 
appropriate amendment.  For that reason I urge the House to defeat the amendment that has been moved by the 
Opposition and allow the opportunity for someone else to move for the insertion of the word “appropriate”, 
which amendment could then be dealt with expeditiously. 

HON J.A. SCOTT (South Metropolitan) [4.19 pm]:  I discussed this matter previously with Hon Peter Foss and 
I told him that the word “reasonable” was one that I did not like. 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Would you prefer “unreasonable”? 

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  The member should listen and he will hear that what I have to say is reasonable.  Previous 
greenhouse policies and strategies put forward by federal and State Governments have referred to “no regret” 
measures.  That usually meant that anywhere the word “reasonable” was used, it became a let out for any 
situation where a balance was being sought between economic impacts and greenhouse impacts.  It enabled 
strategies to be deferred in favour of not losing money for a particular big industry.   

Hon Peter Foss:  You did not say that you would accept that either.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  As Hon Peter Foss will recall, when I spoke to him, I said I was trying to think of a good 
word to use, and “appropriate” is certainly a better one.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  It might be as appropriate as reasonable, but reasonable is appropriate.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  “Appropriate” deals with the issue of being tied to the amelioration of greenhouse gases 
rather than such a wide scope as the word “reasonable”.   

Hon Peter Foss:  Would you accept the word “appropriate”?   

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  Yes, we would certainly accept the word “appropriate”. 

Hon Peter Foss:  You did not indicate that to me before.  

Hon J.A. SCOTT:  I had not thought of the appropriate word at that point, but I said I would think about a better 
word.  I am happy with the word “appropriate”.  The word “reasonable” sounds too close to a no regrets 
measure.   

HON B.K. DONALDSON (Agricultural) [4.22 pm]:  We are talking about two words and we are being 
pedantic.  One word is “appropriate” and the other is “reasonable”. 
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Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  They are both appropriate. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I will give members an analogy about livestock and the concern about the emissions 
of methane that they expel.  To stop these emissions, we would suggest slaughtering all the cows and sheep.  
However, if we want to reduce those emissions, we would use the word “reasonable” because it is not reasonable 
to slaughter all the livestock.  “Appropriate” is a strong word that signals the wrong message.  However, the 
word “reasonable” at least takes the commonsense approach to what should be done to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  I know that the Greens (WA) and their rent-a-crowds with dreadlocks who slink through the forests 
down south and hug trees - 

Hon Peter Foss:  The Greens (WA) pay their backpacker lodging fees.   

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  I understand that most of them get paid $100 a day.  The Greens (WA) are being 
pedantic.  I urge the support of the Labor Party because I give it some credit for having commonsense at times.  

Hon Ken Travers:  And reasonableness. 

Hon B.K. DONALDSON:  The word that should be applied is “reasonable”.  That brings in another set of 
factors because what is sometimes seen as “appropriate” may not be logical.  

HON CHRISTINE SHARP (South West) [4.25 pm]:  I feel drawn to comment on the words “reasonable” and 
“appropriate”.  I also do not support the use of the word “reasonable”.  Although both terms are subjective, there 
is a connotation with the word “reasonable” that things must not be upset, that they must be placid, must not rock 
the boat and must protect the status quo.  The essence of the greenhouse challenge is that we must do things that 
may be seen by some vested interests to be unreasonable to them because it is such a big issue.  Sometimes 
people are challenged to do things that are unreasonable to achieve things that are meaningful.  Clearly, 
greenhouse emissions require us to take meaningful action provided only that it is appropriate; therefore, we will 
support the word “appropriate”.  

HON PETER FOSS (East Metropolitan) [4.26 pm]:  I intend to be very short.  

Hon Ken Travers:  Is that relatively short? 

Hon N.F. Moore:  Reasonably short? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  Reasonably short.  We are losing our recollection of the reason that I suggested this 
amendment.  It goes back to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.  I read that to the 
House, and I will not repeat it.  However, I will remind members that it contained a number of provisions at the 
front of the convention, in the objectives and principle clauses.  Those provisions stated that, in the course of 
adopting measures to reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases, economic development should be kept in mind 
and a proper balance in the economy should also be kept.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  That is reasonable.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  We are getting into semantics.  I thought that the appeal of the word “reasonable” is that it 
is well known and is used in legislation many times.  Reasonable is the standard of the reasonable person.  In 
court cases reference is made to the man on the Clapham omnibus, although that is not very helpful in Australia 
because, being politically correct, we do not refer to men on omnibuses.  In fact, we do not even refer to 
omnibuses, and most of us do not even know where Clapham is.  

Hon Tom Stephens:  In your case, the Government got rid of most of them.  

Hon PETER FOSS:  I will refrain from replying to the Minister for Housing, who is determined to set us off on 
irrelevant sidetracks during a very important debate.  I am surprised that concern has been raised about the word 
“reasonable”.  I spoke to Hon Jim Scott and was not able to arrive at a word that he was happy with, so we are 
stuck with a word that is well known.  He says that he will accept “appropriate”.  May I suggest another word - 
although I do not want us to chase other words around.  I thought that “proper” is another appropriate word.  

Hon Derrick Tomlinson:  That is a good word. 

Hon PETER FOSS:  We are all agreed that we do not want the measures to be unreasonable.  

Hon J.A. Scott:  What about “sustainable”? 

Hon PETER FOSS:  “Sustainable” is probably not a bad word either.  All these words are perfectly reasonable.  I 
am worried that we are giving the word greater significance than it has.  I do not think that “reasonable” is either 
that significant or difficult.  It is only when we split hairs and ask what is the difference between “reasonable”, 
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“appropriate”, “proper” and “sustainable” that we start to get into semantics.  It is time for us to set semantics 
aside and not deal with this at a semantic level.   

All we are saying is that we should not take unreasonable measures.  We should keep in touch with the 
UNFCCC and recognise that it does not say that a measure should be taken simply because it has an impact.  It is 
taken because, in the circumstances, it is a reasonable thing to do having regard to the balance and the 
framework convention.   

We could have used a number of extra words.  I could have drafted an amendment that referred to the various 
sections of the UNFCCC, recognising the principles and all that blather.  We could have gone back to the 
framework convention and inserted a lot of extra words that tied us to it.  However, I thought that the simple 
thing to do would be to use the word “reasonable”.  I am reasonable, every member here is reasonable, Hon 
Bruce Donaldson is eminently reasonable, and the President is graciously reasonable.  However, it is important 
that we have a qualifying word that indicates that it is not an absolute, but a relative term.   

Nothing will happen on this; it is only a motion of the House.  It is important that we agree between ourselves.  I 
would prefer to see a motion passed by agreement through this House rather than by a majority.  None of us is 
suggesting it should be absolute.  Hon Bruce Donaldson is not suggesting that it be done come hell or high 
water, no matter what the consequences.  We are now arguing about a word.  I would rather that we were all 
reasonable about it and that Hon Jim Scott accepted this word.  It does not amount to a row of beans in the end 
whether we all agree that there should be a qualifying word.  If we start splitting the terms, we will end up 
arguing the difference between “reasonable”, “appropriate” and “proper”. 

Hon J.A. Scott:  Are you mostly worried about “any measures”?  

Hon PETER FOSS:  The phrase “any measures” is absolute and the Opposition does not support “any 
measures”.  It supports only measures that are reasonable or appropriate and that have the measure and balance 
required by the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.  We should not go beyond the UN 
convention, because it is a well worked out document that states the terms very well.  As I think I have said on 
more than one occasion in this place, the UN document is very well compiled; it is the implementation of its 
recommendations with which I have some problems.  I hope Hon Jim Scott does not get too precious about this.  
The House has heard a good debate to date, with very detailed information getting to the heart of the matter.  
Although it was emotional, it enjoyed considerable support among members.  Members could now go a little 
further and support the inclusion of the word “reasonable” in the amendment. 

HON DEE MARGETTS (Agricultural) [4.31 pm]:  The Greens (WA) suggest a compromise: perhaps the 
House could reach a consensus, which is a powerful form of decision making, on the removal of “any”, which 
will enable the debate to conclude.  The line would then read - 

. . . supports measures intended to reduce these emissions and their impacts. 

Hon Peter Foss:  No. 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  We have made an effort, but we have failed in our compromise. 

Hon Peter Foss:  The argument is becoming a bit semantic. 

HON M.J. CRIDDLE (Agricultural) [4.32 pm]:  I have taken some time to look up the Macquarie Dictionary 
to determine the meanings of “appropriate” and “reasonable”.  Appropriate means “suitable or fitting for a 
particular purpose”.  Reasonable means “agreeable to reason or sound judgment”.  Those definitions just about 
sum up the situation and provide the conclusion we need. 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (13) 

Hon George Cash Hon Frank Hough Hon Simon O’Brien Hon B.K. Donaldson 
(Teller) 
Hon M.J. Criddle Hon Barry House Hon Barbara Scott  
Hon Peter Foss Hon Robyn McSweeney Hon W N Stretch  
Hon Ray Halligan Hon N F Moore Hon Derrick Tomlinson  

Noes (18) 

Hon Kim Chance Hon Adele Farina Hon Louise Pratt Hon Ken Travers 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon John Fischer Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Giz Watson 
Hon E.R.J. Dermer Hon Jon Ford Hon J.A. Scott Hon Kate Doust (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Graham Giffard Hon Christine Sharp  
Hon Paddy Embry Hon Dee Margetts Hon Tom Stephens  

            

Pair 

  Hon N.D. Griffiths Hon Alan Cadby 

Amendment thus negatived.  

Debate (on motion, as amended) Resumed 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Housing) [4.36 pm]:  I presume it is not 
appropriate or possible for me to move an amendment.  Will it be necessary for one of my colleagues to move an 
amendment to insert the word “appropriate” at this point? 

The PRESIDENT:  That is entirely up to the minister’s colleagues. 

Amendment to Motion, as Amended 

HON KEN TRAVERS (North Metropolitan) [4.36 pm]:  I move - 

To insert the word “appropriate” after the word “any” in line 2.   

The motion will then read: “supports any appropriate measures”.  I do not think we need to take the debate too 
much further.  I thought Hon Murray Criddle’s definition of “appropriate” was fine.  I hope this House can make 
a unanimous decision to get something done about greenhouse gases. 

HON N.F. MOORE (Mining and Pastoral - Leader of the Opposition) [4.37 pm]:  While not reflecting on the 
decision of the House, I suggest that everybody who is interested in Western Australia’s future and the 
environment should read Hon Christine Sharp’s comments about the word “reasonable”.  It should be indelibly 
imprinted on the mind of anyone who wants to spend money in Western Australia that being reasonable is not 
enough; people must be unreasonable.  I am very concerned that, for the obvious reason of requiring the support 
of the Greens on a number of occasions, the Government is prepared to support this nonsense.  I hope members 
read Hon Chrissy Sharp’s speech very carefully. 

Point of Order 

Hon DEE MARGETTS:  The member said he did not want to reflect on the decision of the House, but he was 
reflecting on its decision. 

The PRESIDENT:  There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon N.F. MOORE:  I draw members’ attention to Hon Chrissie Sharp’s comments so that they know exactly 
where the Greens are coming from on these matters.  They do not believe that a reasonable approach is good 
enough and that we must go beyond reasonable, which takes us to the end result of unreasonable. 

HON TOM STEPHENS (Mining and Pastoral - Minister for Housing) [4.38 pm]:  In support of this 
amendment I draw upon this argument: I have been in this Chamber when we have had plenty of reasoned 
argument that has arrived at inappropriate conclusions.  Members opposite have argued in a reasoned way for 
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propositions that are totally inappropriate to meet the circumstance.  It is a long time since we have had a debate 
of this sort.  The last occasion I can remember was when we were in the company of Hon Graham MacKinnon, 
when he sat on the opposition benches.  It is the sort of argument that generally takes place late in the evening.  
What is an appropriate measure?  Our proposal does not suggest for a minute that the Government would support 
unreasonable measures.  However, it is important we have measures that are proportionate, suited to the purpose 
and relevant to the strategies for responding to the challenge of greenhouse gas emissions.  It is for all of those 
reasons that we need a balanced and appropriate response.  The Government is doing what it said it would do 
when the Opposition first advised us of its intentions to move for the insertion of the word “appropriate”.  I 
indicated that it would have my support, and the Government has been consistent in its approach to this proposal.   

Amendment put and passed.   

Question (motion, as amended) put and passed. 
 


