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CARBON RIGHTS BILL 2002 
Committee 

The Deputy Chairman of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the Chair; Hon Kim Chance (Minister for 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries) in charge of the Bill. 
Clause 1:  Short title - 
Hon MURRAY CRIDDLE:  Can the minister reaffirm when the contracts will be put in place?  Is it subject to 
federal Government Kyoto agreement ratification, or can these contracts be written forthwith? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The short answer is that as soon as this legislation is assented to, contracts can be put in 
place.  I take it that Hon Murray Criddle meant a commonwealth action in respect of ratification of the Kyoto 
Protocol. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  Yes. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Two separate processes are involved: one is the establishment of a right; the other is the 
establishment of a trading mechanism.  One is the brick on which the other is built.  The legislation establishes 
the right.  Future commonwealth action will determine issues about trading rather than the right itself.  However, 
it is necessary to have the right in place.  Consider the right a common language, so we can speak a commercial 
language through the establishment of the right.  The value of the right will be limited if the Commonwealth 
does not ratify Kyoto.  However, if the Commonwealth were to ratify Kyoto and we had no right, we would have 
no language in which to trade.  That is the best example I can give. 

Hon Murray Criddle:  This is the initial stage; then with ratification the contract will become viable. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  Indeed. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I seek some clarification from the minister.  The Carbon Rights Bill, probably in 
clause 8, deals with carbon sequestration and release on or in the land.  Will the value of the sequestered amount 
coming from the property in any way take into account the application of fertilisers derived from a carbon-
related industry; for example, the gas or petroleum industries?  Will it take into account the carbon released from 
mechanical elements used in the clearing and/or preparation and/or maintenance of any trees that create 
sequestering? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  The short answer is no, because the function of sequestration is dealt with differently from 
the agricultural assumption in producing and harvesting a crop.  The carbon debits, if one can speak in those 
terms, that clearly exist in the establishment and harvesting of plantations are taken account of as part of the 
agricultural function of growing a crop.  In the precise terms of the member’s question, it is not dealt with by 
deduction from sequestration value from a carbon credit.  It already exists as a debit because agriculture shows a 
debit in the establishment of crops.  If the member could find some way to convert wheat to a hydrogen fuel that 
is not biodiesel and has no carbon release in its use, the member would have a carbon lock-out because he would 
go through conversion without an emission.  However, to grow that wheat, the member would have already been 
counted in carbon debit under the total heading of agriculture.  The debit stands, and the credit is dealt with 
somewhat separately. 

The precise answer is no.  In the longer answer I could provide I could outline that it would already be taken into 
account in the carbon debits created by the establishment of the tree crop. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE:  I seek further clarification.  Does this mean that the State will accrue the debit and the 
farmer in this case will accrue the credits?  How will the credit that the farmer or grower receives be a true 
reflection economically, given that the State, by the very process, might receive an economic debit? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I think it is a confusion of terms.  We are dealing with apples and oranges.  A private 
tradeable credit will be enabled by this legislation.  I understand the member’s point in that regard: he asks 
whether there is a public cost and a private benefit, and whether the public cost is reflected in the carbon debit 
that is part of agriculture generally.  I do not know that the world can be looked at in that way.  When we have 
structured the hierarchy of the way in which our carbon debits are generated, expressed and accounted for, it will 
not be a cost to the State.  We have a baseline.  Presumably, industry will be given an indication.  The member is 
getting into greenhouse law, some of which is not yet written, so I can only give him a view about how I think it 
will happen.  There will be a tabulation of the role of each industry sector regarding greenhouse gas emissions.  
In some sectors, particularly in the heavy emitters, one would imagine that that would come down to a personal 
level.  Therefore, one company - for example, Alcoa World Alumina Australia or Woodside - would be able to 
not only see what its carbon debits were but also perhaps even split them, as in Woodside’s case, train by train, 
because in circumstances such as that one would be able to see the effects of mitigation within the operation of 
that company.  I do not think that will be seen in agriculture.  I believe there will be an overall figure for 
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agriculture, and that figure will rise and fall according to its targets and the application of technology within that 
industry.  It may be, for example, that we are able to reduce the methane output of ruminant animals.  Taken 
across all agriculture, that would apply equally to the benefit of the tree plantation industry, which is simply 
another form of agriculture. 

The member is really asking me a question about something that is peripherally related.  It is an important 
question, but I am being asked a question about something that is not yet in place administratively, although I 
hope it will not be too long before we can see the picture somewhat more clearly.  However, I believe my 
colleague the member for Cockburn could explain that to the member much better than I can. 

Hon PADDY EMBRY:  Is the remnant vegetation on a person’s farm included in this legislation?  That also 
converts carbon.  If, for example, a farmer leaves a reasonable area of virgin, uncleared land, will carbon credits 
accrue on that; or if a farmer physically plants native species, not as a chipping-type proposition, or if he allows 
the newly cleared land to go back to the natural vegetation, rather than continuing to run it as agricultural land, 
will carbon credits be tradeable under this legislation in that case? 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I can give Hon Paddy Embry a very clear answer on that.  It is yes and no. 

Hon Paddy Embry:  I thought it might be like that. 

Hon KIM CHANCE:  I refer the honourable member to page 5 of the Carbon Rights Bill, in particular clause 
8(1), which states - 

A proprietor of a carbon right - 

That is a landowner, for example - 

has the legal and commercial benefits and risks arising from changes - 

The key word is “changes” - 

to the atmosphere that are caused by carbon sequestration and carbon release occurring in or on land in 
respect of which the carbon right is registered. 

That is the principle of yes and no.  The answer is no to the effect that if a 1990 baseline is taken and there is no 
change to the atmosphere as a result of the activities on that land, there is no change and no carbon benefit arises.  
The answer is yes - it is a particularly apposite question about this legislation - because, as I explained in the 
second reading response, this legislation, unique in the world, has application on the rangeland.  Last week I was 
fortunate to be able to look at some of the work that has been done on the Gascoyne-Murchison strategy, where 
rangeland condition is now being closely monitored, and a lot of ground truthing is being done in respect of the 
satellite imagery of the rangeland.  I believe there are real opportunities to show that the land managers’ good 
management is being reflected in better perennial growth outcomes, and as a result we are seeing sequestration 
in large numbers.  To that extent the answer is yes, but the key word in clause 8 is in the second line; that is, 
“changes”.  Once we have our heads around that, it all becomes quite easy to follow. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 17 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
 


