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CLIMATE CHANGE — ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Statement 

HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [9.51 pm]: In the last month, we had two significant 
announcements that have implications for our state. All members will be aware of the first—COP26 in Glasgow. 
We saw the world move incrementally, but also, importantly, a step closer towards keeping the global temperature 
increase below 1.5 degrees. We saw good, steady progress towards that. Unfortunately, Australia was not really 
part of that as it was dragging its feet. Nevertheless, we saw some important steps in the right direction. 
In Western Australia, 10 days after that, we saw Woodside proceed with the $16 billion Scarborough gas project—
the biggest fossil fuel project in this country for about a decade—and, of course, there has been a lot of debate around 
that. I want to unpack that, because it raises a very important question for us. We heard that the Scarborough gas 
project will be a very polluting project with 1.6 billion tonnes of carbon, which is equivalent to emissions from 
15 coal-fired power stations. I read on social media today that that is the equivalent of 22 000 round-the-world flights 
every day for the next 25 years. I am not sure whether that is true, but it gives us a sense of the scale of the project 
and the volume of carbon it will generate. This is interesting, because a key part of the debate is whether gas is part 
of the transition towards a safe climate or whether it is taking us in the wrong direction. 
I start by referring to a report of the International Energy Agency titled Net zero by 2050: A roadmap for the global 
energy sector, dated May 2021. The report was pretty clear. It said that there should be no new oil and gas fields, 
and no new coal mines or mine extensions if we are to achieve net zero emissions by 2050 in the energy sector. 
The IEA has also made the case very strongly that gas cannot be part of the transition, and it put it in an interesting 
way in another report. Whilst acknowledging that gas can be a lower emissions outcome than coal, it said — 

… beating the most carbon-intensive fuel is not in itself a persuasive case for gas if there are lower-emissions 
and lower-cost alternatives to both fuels. The falling cost of renewable technologies in the power sector 
is the clearest case in point. In many markets, wind and solar PV are already among the cheapest options 
for new generation. 

The International Energy Agency, which is a long-term defender of fossil fuels, is saying that the expansion of 
gas is, in fact, not necessary and not consistent with a goal of limiting the global temperature rise to 1.5 degrees 
and net zero emissions. We have certainly had an interesting debate in this state about gas being part of the cleaner 
fuel transition. We have regularly heard the line that when gas is burnt, it is 50 per cent less carbon intensive than 
coal, which is actually true, but a fact check will show that it is also misleading. It is a line that has been rolled out 
since the time of Colin Barnett, but we have learnt a lot since then. It is cleaner when it is burnt, by about 50 per cent; 
however, when we add in the full life cycle, which is the extraction, the liquefaction, the transport and the regasification, 
that almost doubles the carbon impact of gas. We do not get quite as much impact as coal, but we get pretty close. 
It is similar to coal at that point. 

We have heard Woodside say, correctly, that this project is one of the lowest carbon dioxide–producing projects, which 
is true. But when we talk about gas, carbon dioxide is not the problem; the problem is methane, which is at the heart 
of what natural gas is. As everyone knows, over a 20-year time frame, methane is 80 times more potent a greenhouse 
gas than CO2. Even over a 100-year time frame, it is about 25 times more potent. Methane is a very significant 
greenhouse gas, certainly in terms of meeting our climate goals this century. The Climate Council writes — 

If gas power is to have a net climate benefit compared to coal power, methane emissions must be less 
than 3 to 4% of production — 

Obviously, there are references attached to that — 

… When methane emissions from the gas supply chain reach these levels and are added to the carbon 
dioxide emissions generated from burning gas in a power plant, the greenhouse gas pollution associated 
with generating electricity from gas is similar to coal. 

The Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis goes further than that when it says that gas is worse than 
coal in the short term due to the release of methane into the atmosphere. 

This is a really interesting question and dilemma for this state. From a timing perspective, it is really interesting 
as well because Scarborough will not start until about 2026, when Pluto train 2 will kick off and we will see LNG 
exports from this state peak. Interestingly, that peak in export will be at the exact time that LNG demand is expected 
to peak, and will from thereon decline if we are consistent with limiting global warming to 1.5 degrees and the 
other Paris Agreement commitments that Australia has signed up to. Therefore, just as we are about to ramp away 
from coal is when every serious announcement says that gas needs to decline if we are serious about not going 
over 1.5 degrees.  
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This poses the really interesting question: What is going to give? Will the global demand for gas give and drop out, 
or will we have a safe climate of 1.5 degrees? The analysis that we cannot have both is overwhelming. If Scarborough 
goes ahead, both those things will be bad for our state because we are going to have to put a lot of investment into 
a project that either ends up being a stranded asset or is successful and becomes a major project that pushes us well 
beyond safe climate limits. This is extremely problematic and frustrating. The timing for this project could not be 
worse. I raise this issue in this chamber because there is an awkward silence in this state around the role of gas in 
the climate. We need to be talking about this in seriousness and not just rolling out lines that gas is 50 per cent better. 
It is not. There is no science that says that. 

There is the question of jobs, and Hon Kyle McGinn and I were having this conversation in the chamber earlier. 
Jobs are really important, but if we are serious about jobs in this state, we should not invest in jobs that will not have 
a future for 2030 and beyond. In fact, this project does not create that many jobs. There will be 3 000 jobs in construction 
and 500 to 600 jobs once it is up and running. There was some analysis in The West Australian today that said 
1.3 million tonnes of emissions will occur for each ongoing job. That is an extraordinary amount of emissions per 
job. If we are serious about jobs, we should not put those jobs in the LNG sector when our key trading partner, Japan, 
has said that it will cut gas imports by about 50 per cent, and South Korea said something similar. Why would we 
put our jobs there? Why are we not putting our jobs in the renewable energy sector, where there will be more jobs 
that the world will desperately need for the transition ahead? 

There was a fascinating new report out this week by one of the best analytical firms of climate change that, funnily 
enough, is called Climate Analytics. Its report was unsubtly titled Why gas is the new coal. It is worth a read as we 
think about what this state is encouraging investment and jobs in because the jobs are not going to be in gas or coal; 
they will be in renewables, but only if we get behind it.  
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