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NET ZERO EMISSIONS — 2050 TARGET 

Motion 

HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [11.27 am] — without notice: I move — 

That this house — 

(a) acknowledges the letter from 54 scientists, doctors and academics urging the Parliament of 
Western Australia to enact a zero carbon act to establish a binding target of net zero greenhouse 
gas emissions in Western Australia by 2050 and to implement shorter term “carbon budgets” for 
the state; and 

(b) calls on the McGowan government to enshrine in legislation its own “net zero emissions by 2050 
aspiration”, including setting interim targets and providing a clear pathway for how the target 
will be reached. 

It is apt that I bring forward this motion today, seeing that recently, 54 scientists, doctors and academics wrote 
a letter urging the McGowan government to face the reality of climate change and do something about it. The three 
factors that compelled their letter were: first, that global warming will impact Western Australians; second, there 
is a clear economic rationale to rapidly transition WA to a low-carbon economy, as many other economies across 
the world are currently doing; and, third, we will achieve this only if we work together with all major economies 
across the globe. This group of people is asking our government to look outside our state and work with other 
jurisdictions. We know from what has happened recently with the Swiss banks, and from what has happened in 
some of the other economies around the world, that climate change is putting our economy at risk. 

I have put forward other motions in this house, and I have asked many questions. However, I get the same rhetoric 
that we always receive about what the government is doing. The government is doing some things. I note that it 
has put out an issues paper. The government has put forward a lot of initiatives. We heard about renewable 
hydrogen and other renewable goals within our state in the answer to my question yesterday. However, the real 
elephant in the room is the largest polluters. Our previous motion noted that the Browse project on the North West 
Shelf will produce four times the emissions of the Adani project on the east coast, which is something to really 
worry about. There is an expectation that the aspirational net zero emissions target will become binding, so that 
we can actually do something about the emissions that will come out of this terrible project in the north west. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You’re saying that we should actually not proceed with that project. Is that the 
Greens’ view? 

Hon TIM CLIFFORD: Regardless of the assurances that the government recently gave us, it does not matter 
what the government does in relation to its renewable energy goals and what it is striving for, because if this project 
goes ahead, it will negate all the good work it is doing anyway. It is really important that the government looks at 
a way to transition out of this, because the project will put at risk not only our economy but also our environment. 
The indirect costs of climate change will far outweigh the direct economic benefits of this project on the North West 
Shelf. That is very plain to see, with the federal government and some state jurisdictions being condemned for 
their inaction on climate change. 

I refer to the aspirational target that the government put forward, which has no binding resolution to implement it 
over a stepped period. Even though 2050 is not soon enough, it was at least something. I note that it was put 
forward in the light of recent government announcements on fracking, when concerns were raised about emissions, 
impacts on groundwater and everything else. Some of the questions we asked at that time about emissions from 
the fracking industry were not adequately answered. We were told that the government will monitor them and 
maybe see how they go down the track. We know that our emissions are going to increase. The fossil fuel industry 
in Western Australia will be put most at risk, because when jurisdictions in other parts of the world start to move 
away from fossil fuels—some are already starting to rapidly transition away from fossil fuels—it will put at risk 
a lot of the workers in that industry in our state. We really need a plan for those people. We also need to provide 
certainty for businesses. Having a hard target and interim targets would enable businesses to work within a certain 
framework. Business communities across Australia have called for certainty on this issue, because at the end of the 
day, all they want is to be able to work within a framework so that they can work out how they can make a profit 
and provide surety to their workers going forward. We also know that if we introduce a hard target and look at 
introducing interim targets, any money or offsets put into that would go back into the Western Australian economy. 
In the south west, Collie is looking at transitioning. Money could go into programs around there. We also know 
about the indirect costs of climate change. For example, Denmark has run out of water. It costs millions of dollars 
to run a pipeline and provide infrastructure to avoid the worst cases of drought. That is one example. 
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If we are going to go forward in this space, we need to make sure that the polluter-pays principle is rolled out 
across the state. I understand the power of this industry in WA. We can see the way in which it operates through 
its advertisements—it is buying up social licence across the state. But this comes at a cost, because it is not putting 
back into the community and making sure that money is put into initiatives that will safeguard the community. If 
we are going to go forward, we need hard targets, we need a clear pathway of how to reach the targets, we need 
the government to legislate a net zero emissions target to provide surety to our community and our economy, and 
we need to make sure that the polluters do pay, so that we avoid the worst effects of climate change in WA. 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [11.34 am]: 
I thank the member for bringing forward this motion. Members on this side of the house certainly share that deep 
concern and understanding that climate change is a very real existential issue that has to be managed, and that we 
have to adopt a real set of strategies to achieve transformation in our economy. I want to start off by asking the 
Greens to look deep in their hearts about what they have done to take this debate backwards in this country. Had 
the Greens not been so concerned back in 2009 about protecting their power base, they would have supported 
Kevin Rudd and those Liberals who wanted us to do something on climate change. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Order! The minister has the call and will be heard in silence. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The Greens would have also supported our carbon pollution tax. The Greens 
now want the polluter to pay, but back then they did not want the polluter to pay! Back then, the Greens wanted 
to protect their image. The Greens were concerned that Labor was going to seize part of their constituency, so they 
had to sink it. If the Greens had not done that, they would not have unleashed the climate wars that we have had 
at a federal level over the last 10 years. It has been tragic. Anyone who comments on it says the same thing. The 
Greens should perhaps have given a little more thought to taking all those people from Tasmania and Melbourne 
to Queensland to protest against Adani. It was quite right and legitimate for the Greens to critique Adani, but for 
God’s sake, you have to actually work with those communities! That is what we are trying to do. We are trying to 
work with our community so that we bring it along with us on this debate, because as we have seen with issues 
like voluntary assisted dying, we cannot make these changes unless we bring the community along with us on that 
journey. This absolutely requires us to work with and understand the aspirations of our community. We need to 
understand and be aware that there are issues for people around employment, but we also need to not diminish the 
importance of dealing with climate change at the same time. 
As has been set out in this place numerous times, the government has set a target of zero net carbon emissions by 
2050. Industry actually supports that. The major players in our economy now support that. As the member is well 
aware, we are in the process of receiving public submissions on how to structure a climate change policy. There 
will be iterations of that—ways in which we set targets and incentivise industry to bring down their carbon 
emissions. We are doing work. As the member acknowledged, we know that we will need to transition out of fossil 
fuels. We have been working with the industry on that. Unlike the previous government, we have decided that 
when the coal-fired Collie power station reaches the end of its natural life, it will not be replaced. We are not 
seeking to try to drive more life than is reasonably necessary out of that power station. Instead, we are looking at 
creating a strong transition for Collie into new industries, so we have done that. 
We have embraced the whole lithium battery industry and the role of lithium batteries as part of the transition out 
of fossil fuels, as we move more towards renewable energy and require storage mechanisms. We have been very 
much at the forefront of ensuring that Western Australians have a role in that and our economy is very much 
grounded in renewable energy and all the value-adding that can come from a lithium industry. We will shortly have 
the world’s two biggest lithium refineries and we are driving forward a lithium battery strategy. We have clearly 
seen a different future that is not based on just fossil fuels. We have likewise committed to a hydrogen strategy. 
We have taken, I think, a very forward and aggressive stance on hydrogen. I note that my very good friend 
Hon Robin Scott is a great sceptic of the hydrogen industry, but Woodside, Shell, BP and all those companies that 
we speak to regularly on these issues understand that they need a forward plan because the world will decarbonise. 
We have been working very hard to ensure that we have, for our community, an opportunity to participate in this 
new decarbonised world. Our economy has been very much based on the oil and gas industry, particularly the 
natural gas industry, which, of course, is less emissions intensive than coal. We recognise that we have to transition 
out of that. Although natural gas is a vast improvement on coal, ultimately, we need that transition. We are there, 
making sure that regional Western Australians will have the potential and the ability to transition. We have to 
assure people that there are alternatives for them. 
The Asian Renewable Energy Hub is a project of extraordinary scale. It will be the biggest renewable energy 
project in the world. It is really moving closer and closer to being a reality. We have massive interest from many 
large companies in establishing a renewable energy project in the midwest region. We see companies such as the 
Yarra Energy Foundation and the French energy company Engie investing in Western Australia; they are really 
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very keen to look further at the development of those opportunities in the Pilbara and all across the state with new 
technology coming. We accept that we have to decarbonise, but we also accept that we need to make this transition 
acceptable and manageable in our economy. We cannot just close down entire industries tomorrow, but we are 
absolutely working on that vision of those alternatives that we will have for the future. 
We are also working very closely with Professor Ross Garnaut, who recently produced a very interesting book that 
set out the proposition that we can become a superpower here in Australia. On the back of large-scale renewable 
energy, the use of hydrogen and our natural resources in alumina, bauxite and iron ore, we could become the strongest 
producers of green aluminium and green steel. We are seriously working on projects and the prospects of projects 
around that. We are working on carbon farming, and, hopefully, we will be able to land a resolution on carbon farming 
for the southern rangelands using human-induced regeneration. We are investing in regenerative agricultural 
practices that will build up the soil carbon and the sequestration of carbon. We are extremely interested in, and 
have indicated very strongly that we want to work with, Meat and Livestock Australia, which I think has put out 
and made an extraordinary commitment that we will have the red meat industry and the meat and livestock industry 
in Australia carbon neutral by 2030. That will require an enormous commitment to the development of soil carbon, 
livening our soils, storing that carbon and doing the research on reducing the methane emissions from ruminants, 
but we believe that that is achievable. We are doing that. 

We are embracing all those opportunities, but we have to bring our community with us. We have to ensure that 
people are confident that they will have employment opportunities. It is not just about appealing to a very small 
base for us to make real change that is embedded in legislation. We have to not only recognise the reality of climate 
change and be prepared to act, but also take the community with us, because if we do not, we will fail in this 
exercise and nothing will be achieved. I think that to have the Greens as a force in politics is a positive thing. They 
go out there and argue a position, and I think that does help to enhance the debate, but the positions that the Greens 
strike, as we have seen time and again, are not necessarily the ones that will bring the community along with them. 
We are out there trying — 

Hon Diane Evers: The community is there already. They’re waiting for us to catch up with them. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: All right. What happened at the last federal election after the Greens’ spectacular 
intervention? In 2007, there was an enormous consensus in the community around climate change for a variety of 
factors, including the GFC, but that very unhelpful intervention to sink the carbon pollution tax meant that we 
went backwards. We got locked into the climate wars that, hopefully, we are getting out of. Personally, I love 
seeing those kids out there protesting and saying that they want something done. I encourage it. I encourage my 
granddaughter to go to those rallies. I think it is really important that the younger generation are activised. We know 
that we have to bring the community with us. People need that sense that there will be jobs, and that is what we 
are doing. We are developing these new industries. We are bringing these new industries onstream. We are working 
hard to have those in the pipeline so that at the end of the day, people can be confident that not only is climate 
change a threat, but, indeed, it offers magnificent opportunities for us to create a better and stronger future in this 
state, in this country and across the globe. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [11.48 am]: I start by saying that I do not always agree with the 
Minister for Regional Development, but in this instance a couple of things that she said on this motion are 
important. In particular, she made reference to killing off the Kevin Rudd carbon pollution reduction scheme 
program in 2009. The Greens did take a very active role in killing off that legislation. I also agree with the minister 
that the Greens play an important role in the democratic process and in debate. It is a good thing that the Greens 
have that voice, because we cannot have the centre always dominating debate and sometimes we need the fringes 
to engage to bring a degree of balance. 

I am drawn back to a debate that was had a week ago on a very similar issue when the Greens moved a motion. 
I am drawn to quote one of the contributors to that motion, Hon Colin Tincknell, who said at some point during 
the debate, “We all live on this planet.” Unfortunately, the general performance of the Greens today has me 
wondering whether that is actually the case! The problem I have is that the Greens do not necessarily deal with 
reality in the same way that the rest of the planet deals with reality. I am not convinced that we are necessarily all 
on the same planet in this particular debate. 

I will address, in the very brief time available, the motion before the house. Hon Tim Clifford has moved that this 
house acknowledges the letter from 54 scientists. During the debate, I do not recall anybody tabling a copy of that 
letter. I had to go looking to see what letter was being referred to. The debate before the house is that we acknowledge 
a letter that I do not think too many members of this Parliament have actually seen. If anybody is in favour of 
acknowledging a letter, maybe we should see it first! I did a little research, of course, to find out what the honourable 
member was referring to. Rather than seeing a copy of the letter anywhere in an obvious place on the internet, 
I managed to find some media coverage of it. 
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Point of Order 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: The right honourable gentleman wants to see a copy of the letter. I am more than happy 
to table it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Matthew Swinbourn): That is not a point of order. Please resume your seat. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I would have thought that if the Greens wanted to do that, they should have tabled 
the letter when they moved the motion. That would have been sensible. However, I found it on the internet in 
a story on WAtoday by journalist Emma Young. This story was published on 22 November. She indicated that the 
group released its letter to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. I do not know; has the Minister for 
Regional Development got a copy of the letter? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I did see it, yes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member, asking for interjections is disorderly. Please desist. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We are old friends, Mr Acting President. I was just checking. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: That may very well be the case, but please direct your comments to me. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The motion before the house is that we acknowledge this letter. It has not been sent to 
the house. I understand from the media coverage—no doubt organised by the people who put the letter together—
that this is a letter to Premier and Cabinet. I am assuming that Premier and Cabinet have it and will respond at 
some point. They obviously sent a copy of their letter to the media, not necessarily to the Legislative Council of WA. 
The media coverage covers some of the things in the letter. I am assuming it is accurate. I do not know; I have not 
read the letter. They are calling for a number of things. The letter was based on a series of factors, one of which 
was that “WA would only achieve a less warm future if it acted in concert with all major economies”. Apparently, 
that is what they wrote. 

I thought I would look at the major economies to see whether Western Australia is acting in concert. The biggest 
greenhouse gas emitter in the world is China. It currently puts out about 29 per cent of the world’s emissions. 
China’s figure has gone from about 9 120 million tonnes per annum in 2010 to currently—estimates vary—
somewhere in the order of 10 900 million tonnes per annum. Based on current policy projections, that figure is 
likely to get to 14 400 million tonnes per annum. From 2010 to 2018, that was an increase of 1 780 million tonnes 
per annum, with a projection of another increase of 3 500 million tonnes per annum by 2030. 

From 1990 to the current day, Australia’s greenhouse gas emissions have gone up by about 43 per cent. In that 
time, China’s have gone up by 350 per cent. If these eminent people are suggesting that we should link our action to 
those of the major economies, that allows us a fair bit of leeway to increase our emissions. We are underdoing it! 

The other thing to think about is that the United States has walked away from the Paris climate agreement. The 
US is the next highest contributor—it comes in second. It is down to about 14 per cent of world greenhouse gas 
emissions. It was interesting that the letter said that we should follow the biggest economies. 

Quoting from the article, apparently the letter said that other nations and regions that had already legislated for net 
zero carbon emissions by 2050 included Norway, Sweden, Victoria, California, France, the United Kingdom, 
Scotland and New Zealand. That was all done this year. A couple of weeks ago in a debate about this, we talked 
about why those countries had signed up. Let us run through them very briefly. Norway has a distinct advantage 
in that 95 per cent of its power comes from hydro energy, because its geography makes that realistic. Sweden 
signed up. Guess what? Sweden gets 35 per cent of its power from 10 nuclear reactors. California signed up. 
California is a bit different, as is Victoria, which I think is the California of Australia. California gets 10 per cent 
of its energy from nuclear power. France, which has legislated for zero emissions by 2050, gets 72.3 per cent of 
its energy from nuclear power. The UK, which is also on the list, is 22 per cent nuclear—from 14 reactors and is 
currently in the process of building another eight reactors. Scotland, which is also on the list, is 36 per cent nuclear. 
Scotland has more nuclear power than the UK. It boosts the average of the whole of the UK, because it is a part of 
the UK. When they say, “Let’s follow the leading economies”, the leading economies are doing very little. When 
they say “these other nations”, these other nations are working with their inherent vested interests to make sure 
that they get an advantage. 

I agree with the Minister for Regional Development on a number of things. I think that our renewable energy sector 
is very promising. We have the best lithium mine in the world at Greenbushes, in the best electorate in the state—
in the south west. It has the highest quality lithium going around. There is a significant future in vanadium. The 
tricky bit might be that vanadium could overtake lithium in its capacity. I am also a believer, like the minister, in 
hydrogen technology. At this point, hydrogen technology is a better stationary energy fuel than it is a transport 
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energy fuel. That technology may change in the future, but I think at the moment that is where the science sits. 
The Liberal Party, including me, is a great believer in renewable energy. The Clean Energy Finance Corporation 
of the federal Morrison government invests billions of dollars in renewable energy projects, including energy storage 
and a whole range of other things. It does so because the Morrison government, as does the state Liberal Party, 
accepts that climate change requires a serious response—a response by the adults in the room. That response needs 
to make sure that the economy is not crucified in the process. The response needs to be measured and sensible. 

As I said to some discontent a couple of weeks ago, it is always interesting that those parties that will never occupy 
the benches of Treasury and will never manage the economy are always easily persuaded to come out with policy 
positions that would have significant impacts on the basis that they will never have to manage those impacts. They 
will never have to deliver those commitments. It is immensely disappointing that the debate comes back to 
precisely that. The Liberal Party is committed to action on climate change and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
The motion before the house, however, is a vague reference to a letter that we have never seen, telling us things 
that are inaccurate, from a group of people I do not have the list of to know whether they have any credibility in 
the system. They might do. It will be interesting if somebody stands up; maybe the honourable member will table 
the letter and we can have it distributed. 
The processes that I have seen today demonstrate that I do not think we necessarily all live on the same planet! 
What I have heard is a lead-up to an election and I can see the media releases going out now in a competition to 
be the most radical in the delivery of emissions reductions, no matter what the impact on the economy. 
HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [11.58 am]: My contribution will be relatively brief. I refer to 
the letter, which I will seek to table shortly. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: You must seek leave to table that, member. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I will seek leave, but not right now because I need to refer to it. 
I point to the letter that was sent to Hon Mark McGowan, MLA. It was also sent to others. I point out to 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas that of all the people it was sent to, it was sent to Hon Dr Steve Thomas’s email address on 
22 November 2019. I also point out that Hon Alannah MacTiernan received it, as did all the members of this 
chamber, from the list that I have. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I did receive it. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Hon Alannah MacTiernan identified that she has received it. I want to touch on the 
comments of Hon Alannah MacTiernan. I will not go to the radical statements that she made, but when it comes 
back to the fundamental issues that Alannah talks about — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Honourable member, can you use her correct title in the chamber, please? Either 
the Minister for Regional Development or Hon Alannah MacTiernan every time; we do not have shortcuts. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I take your advice, Mr Acting President. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan has long been an advocate of renewable energy from the work that she did when she 
was not a member of this place working with the renewable energy sector, and I have a lot of time for the direction 
and power that Hon Alannah MacTiernan brings to this debate. Having said that, it does not behove her well when 
she starts reverting to the nonsense perpetrated about what the Greens did in the federal Parliament. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Robin Chapple has the call. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: We did not support the position taken by Prime Minister Kevin Rudd because it was 
not a process that would have actually done anything. It was a case of the Treasury bench funding industry to 
pollute. Members should look at the articles in The Australian Financial Review, and all the analysis carried 
out by erstwhile people—heaven help me saying it—such as those at The Australian, who actually evaluated that 
situation. We then negotiated with the next Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, and came up with a really workable 
system, which the Liberal Party then sought to destroy—and destroyed very well. I note the comments made by 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas about the Australian Renewable Energy Agency. That process was established by the 
Greens and the Gillard government to put in place a fund for the future of renewables in this country. The 
honourable member mentioned that this was something the current federal Liberal government was very proud of, 
and it should be, because it was established by us and the Labor Party. 
I will seek to table this letter in a moment. Among the signatories were Professor Robert Adams; Dr Martin Anda; 
Professor Emeritus Bruce Armstrong—I think we all know Bruce—Professor Emeritus John Bailey, another very 
well-known professor in this area; and many others. I will just jump to some of the names that I am familiar with: 
Associate Professor Jenny Downs, Associate Professor Katie Evans, Professor Richard Hobbs, Professor Emeritus 
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Roy Jones, and many others. Professor Hon Carmen Lawrence is a signatory, and I think the Labor Party has some 
remembered passion about the role that Hon Carmen Lawrence took in government. 
Hon Colin Tincknell interjected. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I am more than happy to have other people comment shortly. 
Other names are Professor Tim Flannery, Professor Alex Gardner—the list goes on and on. This letter was sent to 
the Premier. It was headed “A Zero Carbon Act for Western Australia”. These are not people who rabble-rouse 
on the streets. These are not people who are normally associated with bringing forward what is seen by 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan and Hon Dr Steve Thomas to be a radical proposition. These people base their evaluation 
on science. I will go back to a statement made to me a number of years ago when I was having a chat—I think 
I have mentioned it before—with Dr Karl Kruszelnicki. Trying to get a word in edgewise when having a conversation 
with Karl is very difficult. I tried to enter the debate by saying, “I believe in climate change”, and he said, “No you 
don’t.” I said, “What?” He said, “No, you can’t believe in climate change. Climate change is science. It is a fact, 
and we must respect it as such.” I sat back down and shut up. But I think that is an important point to remember. 
A lot of the debate we have around this matter is structured on belief or disbelief. In times of war—we are in a war 
with ourselves at the moment—we turn to science to resolve our problems. I think there have been somewhere 
around 268 wars over the past 3 500 years. All wars, in essence, are won by propaganda to a large degree, one way 
or the other. The problem we have here is that the conflict we face is one of our own making. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Sorry? I have explained it to several people today that my tinnitus is really playing up. 
It is a conflict that we have established, and is one that we need to deal with. Obfuscation will not solve the 
problem. Turning to other industries that continue to pollute will not solve our problem. I know it is difficult. It is 
incredibly difficult for us to imagine a zero-carbon future, but it is one that we—humanity; the planet—need to 
embrace. In supporting the motion put forward by my colleague Hon Tim Clifford, I seek leave to table the letter 
to Hon Mark McGowan dated 26 November that was copied to all members of Parliament. 
Leave granted. [See paper 3456.] 
HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [12.07 pm]: I will be very quick, because I know a lot of 
members want to contribute to this debate. I will pick up on something that was said by the previous speaker, and 
that was that, in times of war we turn to science. That is really dangerous rhetoric, but I do not think it was intended 
that way. Using language like that really concerns me. It is true that in times of war we turn to science. We turned to 
science during the Second World War, and the Americans dropped a nuke on Japan; they did it twice, actually. In 
times of war, we do horrible things. We interned Germans, Japanese and Italians in this country, for crying out loud. 
In times of war, we suspend civil rights and do away with the normal way of doing things, and horrible abuses occur. 
A member interjected. 
Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: I am not so sure that I am, because there are calls from the Greens to declare 
a climate emergency. What does that mean? Is that like other national emergencies, when we suspend the normal 
rule of law and normal due process, confiscate property and put people in jail for things we do not like? It is really 
dangerous rhetoric, and it gets to the dogmatic almost zealotry of the Greens when it comes to climate change. It 
is a really dangerous path to go down. I think I will leave it at that because I think other members have things they 
would like to contribute to this debate. 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [12.09 pm]: I am just going to say a few words in support of the 
motion of my colleague Hon Tim Clifford. It is important that this issue keeps being raised, because we have to 
address this as a matter of absolute urgency. We can achieve legislative targets at the state level. Other states have 
already done it, and I think we can do it here. We know that the federal government is failing to act on this, and 
I am concerned that it is likely, under the current leadership, to continue to fail to act. I remind members that the 
current Prime Minister thought it was appropriate to bring a lump of coal into the Parliament. I think that that was 
an appalling lack of judgement on his part. 
However, we are seeing that many other nations, states and local governments are responding to a clear and urgent 
need for reform by legislating for their own targets; other states and territories in Australia, as I said, have even 
legislated for net zero emissions. If we wanted to, we could do that in Western Australia; I hope it is something 
that we do sooner rather than later. If any state in Australia needed to do it, it would be Western Australia, because 
we have had continued growth in emissions and, apparently, have an unmitigated commitment to the expansion of 
the LNG industry. Australian states have been legislating for targets from as far as back as 2007, so I have to say 
that announcing an aspirational target in 2019 is not exactly at the cutting edge of a response to climate change. 
Seventeen nations have set, or are in the process of setting, net zero targets by 2050 or earlier; 22 major cities have 
set net zero targets; 34 companies with annual turnovers above $US1 billion have set or met net zero targets—I am 
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talking about companies like Google and Microsoft—and around 16 per cent of global gross domestic product is 
covered by net zero targets of other nations, regions and cities. The UK estimates that it will cost one to two per cent 
of its GDP to meet its net zero targets by 2050. It also believes that that figure seriously undervalues the benefits 
to the economy from savings in the national health system. We are not talking about an unreasonable figure. 
The obvious question is: why not look at a legislated target as well as at policies or strategies or frameworks, all 
of which are needed? A legislated target will demonstrate that we are serious about addressing climate change. It 
will provide clarity around which gases and which industries will be counted. It provides clarity around whether 
international offsets will be permitted. It will set interim emissions targets. I remind members that the task is to cut 
emissions in half by 2030—that is only 11 years away—with net zero emissions by 2050. If we look at steep cuts 
now and shallow cuts later, that will lead to lower temperature rises; it is better than shallow cuts now and what I think 
will inevitably be steep cuts later. We know that the economy needs it. It is good to provide that level of certainty.  
Business obviously sees that this needs to be done. In every strategic document, particularly those of corporations 
and companies in high-emitting industries, we repeatedly see calls for targets to be set. I acknowledge that many 
businesses want to do the right thing; they want to be seen to be responsible corporations. But the cost of doing 
the right thing needs to be shared equally across their industries, and that is the problem. Some industries are 
prepared to try to get away with whatever they can, while other industries want to do the right thing. It is unreasonable 
to expect that they should suffer a financial disadvantage because of a lack of action by government. Only the very 
largest companies, like the ones I mentioned before, are currently in a position to be able to afford to do it alone. 
Both our economy and our future cannot afford to be caught in this lack of firm action around climate change. 
Legislation is the way to do it. It will provide clarity for everybody. I really hope that it is something that this 
government seriously contemplates, just like so many other state governments have done. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [12.13 pm]: Last week, the Greens wanted to shut down the gas industry and 
this week they want to destroy the total economy. I have listened to the climate change debate on and off from time 
to time—some of it I agree with and some of it I do not. What I am really concerned about is that a lot of this would 
be laughable if it were not downright dangerous. I want to refer to some of the comments that were made only a couple 
of weeks ago, when the federal Greens blamed the fires on the east coast, in which people lost their homes, properties 
and lives, on climate change. The Greens came out and called the Prime Minister an arsonist. What responsibility is that? 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon RICK MAZZA: These people have an adolescent fantasy. The real reason for those fires and the intensity 
of those fires is the lack of fuel-load burns. The Greens ideology is to not have prescribed burns. If there is a fire 
on the east coast, it is not about climate change; it is about the fuel on the ground. We have seen that in this state. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Members, could we have a little quiet in the chamber, 
please. I am trying to listen to the member. 
Hon RICK MAZZA: In 1961, of course, there were fires around Dwellingup and through the south of this state, 
after which a royal commission was held. It recommended that there be 250 000 hectares of prescribed burning a year, 
and for decades this state was relatively safe from wildfires. Then the Greens got in, with all their ideology that we 
should not prescribe burn, and in the estimates committees in the last term of government, in an answer given by 
the then Department of Parks and Wildlife, we were told that that was under 40 000 hectares. Over a 10-year period 
there was a massive backlog and, consequentially, there were huge wildfires. One of them was the Walpole–Nornalup 
fire. I attended the Pemberton Mill Hall after that fire. The devastation down there was unbelievable. There was 
not one greenie in sight—not one dared to be there. People were spilling outside the hall; there were hundreds of 
people there and they were blaming fuel loads for the intensity of those fires. Ironically, it was estimated that 
35 000 mature trees had been destroyed in that fire. If people have a green ideology and they want to protect the 
environment, surely the loss of 35 000 mature trees forever is quite devastating. Since then, progress has been made 
towards improving prescribed burning. Some of the excuses from the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation 
and Attractions included that there had been a smaller window because of climate change and that is why it was 
so low. Funnily enough, we now have a long burning season. I compliment the Minister for Environment, because 
that is now up to around 200 000 hectares a year. They are able to burn from early autumn right through until very 
late spring. This state has resumed the very important process of prescribed burning. 
The Greens come out and bang on about this stuff. At the beginning of the month they said that 11 000 scientists 
had declared a climate emergency—this week it is 54. The numbers are down a little bit. They do not know quite 
what they are doing. 
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I am very concerned that the Greens take no responsibility when it comes to the economy or the environment. They 
simply take cheap shots to win a few votes. That is why I am very, very concerned when it comes to climate change—
not so much what we should be doing about it. I think the Minister for Regional Development put it quite well today 
when she said that there are processes to go through and that we need a measured program over time—not just shut 
down the gas industry or shut down jobs or destroy the state economy. That is not how we go about these things, but 
that is what the Greens will do. They have their Extinction Rebellion protests out the front of this place and burn up 
hundreds of thousands of dollars in police time and expenses, for what? I certainly will not be supporting this motion. 
HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [12.17 pm]: I am going to speak for only a few minutes so that my colleague 
Hon Tim Clifford will have a chance to reply. I have to say that it is enlightening to realise how much power we 
actually have when people start to blame the Greens for everything. It is quite interesting to learn that everything 
is our problem! 
I recognise that this government is trying to make up for a decade of disastrous rising carbon emissions, with the 
exception of the one year when there was a price on carbon, under the federal Labor government, with Julia Gillard 
at the helm and the Greens’ support, and carbon emissions actually decreased by eight per cent. If that is what 
could be achieved in one year, just think what we could achieve if someone else had the guts to stand up with the 
Greens and do something. 
I would like to clear up one other point, and that is transitioning. You guys have a really odd idea about transitioning. 
It sounds as though you think that transitioning is something that maybe your children or grandchildren, or future 
generations, should get on with. All we are saying is no new gas, no new oil and no new coal-fired power stations, 
unlike under the previous government. We are not saying shut down the whole industry; we are saying that we 
need new jobs. We need lots of new jobs. Members should listen to some of the rhetoric that is now being put on 
the front page of The Australian—that hallmark of great journalism. It practically quoted the entire letter of these 
scientists. These are WA scientists who care about WA and what we are doing here. We are saying no new gas, 
so we stop and we start to limit the emissions that we are spewing out. The other thing while we are doing that is 
that we need to start drawing down that carbon; we need to do it now. 
There is one other point. The minister mentioned that the government was going to talk to the community, and 
I applaud the government for putting out its issues paper and asking people how climate change is going to affect 
them—as if we do not know! We have fires, floods, droughts, hurricanes and storms; we know how it is affecting 
us. We just hope that the government gets on and does something about it. If the government needs to go to the 
community, just asking it for a list of things may not be what it is after. The government really needs to invest in 
deliberative processes that get people together and find out what their values are, what they need, what they would 
like to focus our resources on and how they would like to see us address the issues coming with climate change. 
HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [12.20 pm] — in reply: I thank the minister for her response to our 
motion, but at the end of the day what we saw in the chamber today was more distraction than anything else. Going 
back to the point of legislating for a net zero emissions target, a lot of the scaremongering put forward by members 
in this chamber has been very disappointing. I note that my colleague mentioned that 16 per cent of the world’s 
economy is under net zero emission hard targets. That provides surety to businesses, and the percentage of capital 
falling under those jurisdictions is growing. It is not about destroying economies; it is about providing opportunities 
for our communities and safeguarding us from the worst effects of climate change. Indirect costs are going to 
outweigh anything else going forward. Interim aspirational targets are just not worth the paper they are printed on. 
Industry loves them, because industry gets to write them. Industry can work with them, because they are just business 
as usual. The Browse North West Shelf project, for example, would not be looking to go out to 2070 if it was 
looking to do something about the issue of climate change and emissions. It is important to note that industry loves 
aspirational targets. It loves people in here squabbling about destroying economies and irresponsibility, because it 
prevents us from actually doing something worthwhile in the community. That is the expectation of the community. 
Those scientists did not write their letter to the government because they just wanted their names in the newspaper. 
They wrote it because there is a genuine concern in the science community that policies are not aligning with the 
science and they are doing nothing about climate change. People are taking to the streets. A broad range of community 
members are out there calling on the government to do something, because there is a profound disappointment in 
us as elected members for not doing anything about climate change. Turning to the fires over east, the mayors and 
emergency services said that it was not awoken inner-city greenies who were calling on the federal government to 
do something about climate change; it was the communities who had been the worst affected by the impact of 
climate change. 
If we legislate for a net zero emissions target, yes, it is going to provide opportunities. It is also going to provide 
surety to our economy to ensure that businesses know where we are going. At the end of the day, the biggest 
polluters in this state are the Shells. I can see that the biggest polluters such as Shell, BP, Chevron and Woodside 
are pivoting the debate to gaslight agricultural industries and blaming them for the worst emissions. We have to 
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make sure that the biggest polluters, especially those involved in the Browse North West Shelf project, will pay 
for their pollution and be held responsible for it. The people are sick to death of smoke and mirrors from these big 
industries. Through their donations, they make a lot of the parties in this chamber their mouthpieces. We need to 
do something about it, and we need to do something about it quickly. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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