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APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) RECURRENT 2010–11 BILL 2010 
APPROPRIATION (CONSOLIDATED ACCOUNT) CAPITAL 2010–11 BILL 2010 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON GIZ WATSON (North Metropolitan) [5.05 pm]: I want to make some comments on the budget in this 
cognate debate on the Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Recurrent 2010–11 Bill 2010 and the 
Appropriation (Consolidated Account) Capital 2010–11 Bill 2010. I will take my time at this point to particularly 
discuss what the budget has delivered, if anything, for the Western Australian environment. 

The budget speech, which was presented in this chamber by Hon Helen Morton, put an emphasis on a number of 
items under the subheading “Environment”. These were preserving the Swan and Canning Rivers; improving 
access and facilities in national parks, including new strategies and directions for tourism; protecting the 
Kimberley and the great western woodlands; and the creation of the Camden Sound marine park. All, of course, 
are initiatives that we support but I want to look a bit more closely at exactly what the budget is and is not doing 
for these particular objectives. Further on, the budget speech noted the initiative of the Collgar wind farm near 
Merredin, which is estimated to start operating in August 2011, and that there will be $23 million in funding for 
a residential net feed-in tariff scheme starting from August this year. 

I put it to members that if there is one thing that was disappointing about this budget—a number of things are 
disappointing—that I looked into in some detail, it is what this budget does not do for the environment. It is a 
very disappointing outcome for the funding of environmental outcomes. I think it is fair to say that it indicates 
that the environment is one of the lowest priorities for this Barnett government. 

I refer to an article printed in The West Australian. Unfortunately, the copy of the article before me does not have 
a date on it but it was printed shortly after the budget was brought down. The director of the Conservation 
Council of Western Australia made some comments in the article about the state budget. He said — 

Sadly, an examination of the Budget reveals this agenda as one that places the environment as one of 
the Government’s lowest priorities. 

Further on, he said — 

Much less than 2 per cent of the overall Budget is dedicated to the increasingly impossible tasks of 
reducing carbon pollution, managing waste, regulating polluting industries, controlling land clearing, 
managing national parks, reducing air pollution, protecting the marine environment and all the other 
functions of the State environment portfolio. 

… The inevitable consequence of this frugality will be an increasing impact on our environment, 
increased threats to our biodiversity and health and carbon pollution skyrocketing out of control in WA. 

I will talk about that more specifically in a while. It goes on to say —  

…the Budget increases the already significant taxpayer subsidies for polluting and destructive 
industries in WA.  

For example, it earmarks more than $100 million towards assisting the development of a polluting LNG 
processing plant on the Kimberley coast — in the middle of the southern hemisphere’s most important 
humpback whale calving ground. If it goes ahead, this development would be responsible for increasing 
WA’s greenhouse emission by 25 per cent on its own.  

Let alone all the other projects that are on the books! The article continues — 

Expenditure in the energy portfolio, which could hold the key to a clean renewable energy future, is 
even more alarming. The Budget reveals that more than 99 per cent of capital expenditure by the 
Government’s energy utility will fund polluting fossil-fuel generation while less than one per cent will 
be spent on renewable energy.  

It is worth throwing in, by comparison, Germany, which we always hold up as a fine example of a transition to 
an economy fully fuelled by renewable energy. The conservative German government has just announced a 
target of 100 per cent renewable energy, and Western Australia cannot even spend more than one per cent of our 
expenditure on energy in this state on renewable energy. The articles continues —  

And if this is not bad enough, the Budget totally fails to account for the massive economic liability that 
will be passed on to future West Australians as a consequence of the State’s rapidly increasing carbon 
pollution.  

… 
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The Environmental Protection Authority has advised that WA carbon pollution is likely to increase by 
an alarming 75 per cent in the next few years.  

That is from a base of WA being one of the highest, if not the highest, per capita producers of CO2 in the world. 
Here we are with an already rampant contribution to greenhouse gas and we are about to increase that 
contribution by 75 per cent. Of course, it is going to be very interesting to see how this will impact when sooner 
or later we have a price on carbon. I think we will find that WA is stranding itself with industries that continue to 
make a huge carbon pollution footprint. To continue —  

The disparity between the Government’s treatment of the environment and polluting industries is 
echoed just about everywhere you look in the Budget papers.  

For example, water charges for households will be increased, but Collie’s rapidly expanding coal-fired 
power industry will continue to enjoy huge volumes of water almost totally free of charge. And while 
families pay more for power, the Budget continues the generous energy subsidies enjoyed by mining 
and other industries supplied from the grid in regional areas.  

I might add for good measure, heaven help us if we also have uranium mines in this state, because uranium 
mining is a very, very heavy user of water in the various processes to mine uranium ore.  

Let us analyse this a little more. If we look at the energy side of it to start with, basically one per cent of the 
budget is going to renewables and 99 per cent to fossil fuels. I am quoting from an analysis, also by the 
Conservation Council, of the 2009–10 budget, which reads —  

On balance, this budget misses an enormous opportunity to deliver a sustainable stimulus package in 
the form of a renewable energy revolution for Western Australia.  

Of the funding allocated to Verve for new energy generation capacity, less than 1% — 

That is $3.5 million —  

… will be spent on renewables, with 99% being spent on polluting fossil fuel energy generation that 
will contribute to greenhouse emissions and dangerous climate change.  

It goes on to say —  

The Conservation Council and WA Sustainable Energy Association recently released a renewable 
energy map showing that Western Australia has the potential to become a clean energy boom state with 
world class wave, geothermal, solar and wind energy resources. The State Government has failed to 
show leadership with this budget sending a clear message—WA will continue to be a fossil state under 
Premier Barnett. 

It cannot be emphasised enough that in Western Australia we have some of the most extraordinary assets that 
have the potential for generating electricity from renewable resources. We have some of the best solar resources 
and some of the best wave resources on the planet as well as wind energy, which, as we know, is beginning to 
get some traction. However, unless there are policy settings, and a commitment is shown in the budget decisions 
to enable these renewable resources to come on stream, we are basically going backwards in this regard. This 
government is investing heavily in old technology such as fossil fuel technology, which is polluting technology.  

It is also noted that the LPG rebate for gas conversions on family cars, which is a relatively small cost, has been 
scrapped in this budget. LPG is an important transition fuel for the transport sector. It does not make any sense to 
scrap the LPG conversion subsidy, which was helping families reduce pollution and transport costs, particularly 
as petrol prices continue to rise.  

Now let us look at the other focus the government emphasises in its second reading speech on the budget; 
namely, the Swan and Canning Rivers. As much as they had been flagged, we know that under this budget, 
programs have been scrapped, including the sewerage infill program and the fertiliser action plan. The analysis 
from the Conservation Council goes on to say — 

The State has a major problem with nutrient pollution entering our waterways, including the Swan 
River, and one of the sources of that pollution is domestic septic tanks. The infill sewerage program was 
an important part of the solution that has been discontinued in this budget after only half the job has 
been done.  

Similarly, there appears to be no funding at all in this budget for the Fertiliser Action Plan which would 
force fertiliser manufacturers to phase out river-polluting fertiliser and provide alternative products for 
use in sensitive areas. This is the single most cost-effective and important action that can be taken to 
save our Swan River, however, it appears to have been totally overlooked in this budget.  
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It is worth noting also that there are other significant contributors to the poor water quality of the Swan River 
and the declining water quality of the Swan and Canning Rivers—that is, the old unlined tip sites. Via responses 
to questions in this place it has become clear that the majority of these sites are not monitored, so an unknown 
amount of groundwater contamination is going into the Swan River. There has been a continuing reduction in the 
commitment of funds to good initiatives such as catchment management. In the past, catchment management 
groups and community groups have played an enormous role in education about and monitoring and 
management of both the surface and groundwater contributions to the Swan River. Unless we properly and fully 
invest in those programs again, as well as in initiatives such as the fertiliser action plan, which dealt with the 
commercial side of the nutrient pollution into the Swan and Canning Rivers, we will continue to see things such 
as dolphins dying in the river. Those events are a consequence of declining water quality and, therefore, 
declining health in the river ecosystem, particularly in the upper order feeders of that ecosystem. The dolphins 
are at risk because they are at the end of the food chain. The message we are getting from the dolphin deaths is 
that not enough is being done to improve the water quality of the Swan River. Further up into the catchments we 
need to invest money into slow release fertilisers, which is exactly what the fertiliser action plan would have 
done in requiring fertiliser manufacturers to phase out the phosphate that is polluting the river system.  

The next thing I want to talk about is a statement released by the WA Sustainable Energy Association, also in 
response to the budget. The association responded in particular to the initiative for a feed-in tariff. I want to 
make it clear that the Greens support a feed-in tariff, but, as I am sure members are well aware, we have long 
advocated that the only appropriate effective feed-in tariff is a gross feed-in tariff. If we want to maximise the 
transition to producing energy from the sun, a net feed-in tariff, which is about to be introduced in this state, is a 
poor cousin to a gross feed-in tariff. Western Australian Sustainable Energy Association spokesperson Professor 
Ray Wills made the following analysis of the budget —  

While the implementation of a feed-in tariff initiative is of course most welcome, it is also well over 
due as every other Australian State has already put schemes in place, so Western Australia comes in 
last. 

Further, the Barnett Government gave an election commitment to examine ways to extend a feed in 
tariff beyond home owners that would also include small and medium sized businesses, but we are no 
closer to knowing when this work will be done.  

And while there are some small steps to harvest Western Australia’s wealth of renewable energy 
resources through support for some large and small commercial-scale renewable energy generation, it is 
evident the Government is yet to integrate sustainability principals in the budget. 

Western Australia’s growth is being underwritten by the resources sector and we must ensure that 
growth is sustainable — as we develop the Pilbara and the Midwest, including Oakajee Port, 
Government must ensure that it is powered by energy that does not grow Australia’s greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

However, WA SEA recognised a significant, albeit seemingly well-disguised, glimmer of hope in the 
budget in sustainable infrastructure — the funding of a substantial project that will see the revitalisation 
of the Stirling City Centre. This exciting green urban renewal project will feature sustainable building 
practices, the inclusion of energy efficiency in urban and commercial developments, and the use of 
renewable sources to create emissions-free energy for consumption residents and businesses in a new 
liveable city. 

I think it is worth commending the City of Stirling and the state government for supporting this initiative. I have 
seen the plans and I have had a briefing on the proposal, and I think it has a lot of potential. But the point that is 
being made is that although we are emphasising the breakneck speed of the continuing growth of the resource 
sector, the neglected part of that equation is that we are not even ensuring that we are investing in the maximum 
renewable energy to power those new developments. There is an enormous potential to do that, but we are 
missing that boat with this budget, particularly in the production of power generation for the main electricity 
grid. 

I refer to a media release of 2 June this year from the Conservation Council of WA entitled “WA carbon 
pollution to soar as EPA backs ‘unproven and unlikely’ clean-coal”. There are three new coal-fired power 
stations and a coal-fired fertiliser plant, which together would increase Western Australia’s carbon pollution by 
more than 10 per cent—that is another 10 per cent on top of the 75 per cent that I have just mentioned with 
regard to the James Price Point liquefied natural gas proposal. The media statement goes on to say — 

The Environmental Protection Authority has recommended that the four projects can go ahead, with the 
condition that they implement controversial ‘Carbon Capture and Storage’ … technology no later than 
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five years after it becomes ‘technically and commercially proven’. This technology would rely on 
capturing, liquefying and pumping carbon pollution underground.  

Elsewhere in their reports, the EPA have stated that it is “unlikely that CCS will become technically and 
commercially viable in Western Australia in the near future”. 

The Environmental Protection Authority granted an approval that is contingent upon implementing carbon 
capture and storage technology, but elsewhere in its report it has recognised that this is not likely to occur in the 
near future. That is an appalling decision on behalf of the EPA. The Conservation Council of Western 
Australia’s media statement continues — 

“The EPA has based its decisions on badly outdated policies and is now relying on a hope and a prayer 
that so-called ‘clean-coal’ technology will be the silver bullet for Western Australia’s skyrocketing 
carbon pollution.  

“Neither the EPA, nor the proponents of these polluting projects can give any certainty about when, or 
if carbon capture and storage technology will ever eventuate. It is totally unacceptable for the State 
Government to sign off on these projects, whose proponents have made no other attempt at reducing 
their carbon emissions. 

… 

“The EPA has advised that Western Australia’s carbon pollution is set to soar a staggering 75% in the 
next few years as projects that have been approved, and projects awaiting approval come on line.  

Western Australia will continue to be a pariah because of its contribution to global warming in the foreseeable 
future, and certainly under this government. WA will continue to be one of the highest-polluting states in the 
world. 

The next issue I want to turn to is the spending that was highlighted in the budget for roads and infrastructure in 
national parks. I asked questions about that following the tabling of the budget and during the estimates hearings 
with the Department of Environment and Conservation. It seems to me that the emphasis—this was highlighted 
by the answers to the questions that I asked of the department—is on providing access to and facilities in 
national parks rather than on the primary function of a national park, which is the conservation of the state’s 
biodiversity and, more and more importantly, as an essential place to store carbon in a world that is becoming 
more affected by climate change. The $60 million in the budget for roads and infrastructure was heralded as a 
big plus for the environment. That does not ring true to me at all. In fact, it rings some alarm bells regarding the 
history of national parks internationally. I refer in particular to the push under the banner of Naturebank to build 
tourism and infrastructure facilities within the A-class reserves. I am most familiar with the example of 
Yellowstone National Park in the United States. When commercial operators have leases inside the conservation 
estate, the profit imperative and the investment that those private investors have put into those facilities become 
an influence and a driving factor for adjusting the management plan of those conservation estates to maximise 
their return. The imperative of a private investor who builds a lodge in Windjana Gorge or Karijini National Park 
will be to maximise the amount of money made. The investor’s imperative will be to attract more visitors and 
provide an upmarket holiday facility within the national park. The experience in the United States has been that 
that puts pressure on the management authority to facilitate more visitors and to provide more and more tracks 
and roads, which has an impact on the conservation estate. The primary function of putting aside areas of 
Western Australia is for the preservation of their biological and ecological values. We have an obligation to 
preserve and protect that biodiversity because we recognise those intrinsic values. I would argue that national 
parks are an excellent place for storing carbon and are an example of ecosystems that are relatively intact. Those 
are the sorts of criteria for having national parks and nature reserves. The act provides for recreational activities 
in those parks but only if they do not compromise the conservation objectives.  

When I see $60 million earmarked for more roads and road maintenance in national parks, my alarm bells ring, 
especially national parks such as the Fitzgerald River National Park, about which there has been quite a lot of 
conjecture. I know that local people, Friends of the Fitzgerald River National Park and people in the 
conservation sector in the community who have a longstanding commitment to the Fitzgerald River National 
Park are really concerned about the potential for a road through the middle of that park. From the answers I have 
received, I do not think that is on the agenda. Members might well be aware that, unfortunately, the Fitzgerald 
River National Park is more and more infected by dieback. Anything involving earthmoving, including road 
building, has the potential to spread dieback quite dramatically. Alarm bells ring when we hear about roads in 
national parks, particularly those parks that have disease pockets. I am very wary about spending money on 
roads in those national parks. I would have loved to see an initiative that says the government will spend 
$60 million on managing dieback in our national parks. The Stirling Ranges are full of dieback and the 
Fitzgerald is getting more and more. Clearly, something about the management formulas—the management 
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plans—that are being applied in those parks are not containing the spread of dieback, even though we would 
have hoped that maximum management and protection was being exercised in these areas.  

It is also worth noting that a number of national parks have been earmarked in the Naturebank initiative, which 
was announced a little while ago. There was a priority list. It might even have been announced under the 
previous government; I cannot remember. This budget indicated that there would be a renewal and more 
emphasis on Naturebank. It is interesting to note that none of the five priority parks that were first flagged in the 
Naturebank program has resulted in any commercial development within those parks. Maybe it is more difficult 
than it was flagged in the enthusiastic document that was produced by Tourism WA. It is worth noting that at 
least two of the priorities that were flagged in Naturebank—Kalbarri National Park and Cape Le Grand National 
Park—do not have management plans yet. I think it is totally inappropriate that DEC would consider something 
as significant as allowing a commercial lease and a commercial venture within those national parks in the 
absence of a management plan, which is about all the objectives for that area. That should be in place before 
commercial developments are even looked at. I am not suggesting that it is not possible to have any 
developments because some of the national parks are quite large and quite remote. Those national parks on the 
south and west coasts are adjacent to centres of population and areas where there is suitable cleared private land 
for commercial ventures. We do not have to put them in the national park. We do not have to site people 
completely on top of what we are meant to be conserving. That is a very bad policy direction. We would flag that 
the national parks in the more populated South West should not be subject to these proposals. I note that the 
initial targets, at least, have been the conservation estate in the Kimberley and the Mid West coast, not so much 
in the South West; however, there are warning bells there. 

I want to also add, while we are talking about national parks, the alarm raised by the Premier about other 
activities in national parks. An article appeared in The Sunday Times on 9 May, entitled “National parks threat: 
Environmentalists angry over mining plans”, which stated — 

On Friday, Premier Colin Barnett confirmed there had been discussion within the Government about 
exploration for resources in national parks.  

The article further stated — 

The Premier’s confirmation followed tip-offs to The Sunday Times that Mines Minister Norman 
Moore’s office had been discussing mining in parks and specifically exploratory drilling.  

Mr Barnett did not address questions about drilling, but said in his statement: “There has been some 
preliminary discussion about limited, non-invasive and strictly controlled exploration for minerals, gas 
and geothermal power sources in national parks. 

That makes it sound all very safe and as though we should not worry about that. It is worth noting that over 
90 per cent of Western Australia’s landmass is available for mining already. 

Hon Norman Moore: Who told you that? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Because it is not in a national park.  

Hon Norman Moore: There are vast areas not available for anyone to go mining, including all freehold land. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: The point I make is that only 10 per cent of our terrestrial environment is conserved as A-
class reserve.  

Hon Norman Moore: There is a lot of other land that is not available for mining.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Okay; that is fine—I agree with that. But it is unacceptable to contemplate mining and 
exploration in that 10 per cent that we have chosen to put aside as A-class reserve, which is protected by any 
proposed changes having to go through both houses of Parliament.  

Hon Norman Moore: The Mining Act provides that the Minister for Environment has complete authority in 
respect of any exploration of national parks or A-class reserves, and both houses of Parliament have authority in 
respect of any mining. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Then there is no point in suggesting to anybody that they should invest any money in 
exploring in the A-class reserves, because if what the Minister for Mines and Petroleum is saying is true, they 
should have no expectation that they will be able to mine. 

Hon Norman Moore: That’s probably why nobody has made any applications in recent times, albeit that’s what 
the act provides can happen. People can apply, but it’s at the discretion of the Minister for Environment.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: As the minister knows, the Mining Act creates an expectation that if an exploration permit 
is granted, that will flow through to a mining lease.  
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Hon Norman Moore: No, no; any mining lease granted in a national park has to be agreed to by both houses, as 
the member knows. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I understand, but at the moment we know that both houses of Parliament, given the 
numbers, are more than likely to let that go through.  

Hon Norman Moore: Has it happened since you’ve been in Parliament? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Not yet! 

Hon Norman Moore: It hasn’t happened since I’ve been in Parliament either. But what did happen was that a 
part was taken out of a national park by the Burke government, as a matter of fact, to avoid that requirement. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, I know; I remember that one. That is the other way of doing it—just chop a bit out. I 
remember that. 

Hon Norman Moore: Does the member remember why it did it? It was for the Kintyre uranium mine.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes; I know the history. 

The other point I want to make is that it is not correct to suggest that the exploration work is somehow benign 
and does not involve clearing and affecting national parks. I am just putting that on record. 

Hon Norman Moore: Just on that, the word “mining” is confusing in the Mining Act because it actually 
involves fossicking and exploration, not just mining.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Hon Norman Moore, if a member of the community visits a national park or a nature 
reserve, the department has very, very strict criteria and, under the Conservation and Land Management Act, the 
public is not even allowed to take a pebble off a beach,. 

Hon Norman Moore: The Minister for Environment will just say, “You can’t take a pebble.”  

Hon GIZ WATSON: The public cannot take a feather if it finds one on the ground, but the Minister for Mines 
and Petroleum is suggesting that fossicking will be allowed. 

Hon Norman Moore: No, I am not; I am saying that the definition of mining in the Mining Act covers all 
aspects from fossicking right through to mining itself, including exploration. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I would suggest that none of those activities is appropriate in our A-class reserves.  

Hon Norman Moore: That is the member’s view, and it may well be the view of the Minister for Environment, 
and nothing will ever happen until the environment minister agrees. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I wish I had as much faith in the Minister for Environment as Hon Norman Moore does, 
but we will let that go at that. 

Hon Norman Moore: I think she’s doing an excellent job in making life very difficult for the Minister for Mines 
and Petroleum. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: That is gratifying. 

The other article I wanted to quote from appeared in The Sunday Times of 27 June, and is about the effects of 
mining on the Western Australian environment. The article relates to the activities of Bauxite Resources Ltd, and 
reads — 

THOUSANDS of hectares of karri and jarrah forests could be destroyed under a plan to mine in the 
South-West.  

National parks, state forest, farmland and private properties are included in the proposal by Bauxite 
Resource Ltd to explore 2.3 million hectares, from Moora to south of Manjimup, for minerals. 

This particular threat has caused great alarm throughout the South West. The Greens (WA) are watching this one 
very closely. I note that this company seems to have got itself into trouble by attempting to export bauxite on a 
quarry licence whereas it was clearly operating on a much larger scale than what could be legally described as 
“quarrying”. The Environmental Protection Authority has now stepped in, thank goodness. It has been the source 
of a great deal of concern in the community from Bindoon down to Pemberton. I have had numerous concerns 
from community members about what that proposal could do in terms of impacting on the forested areas of the 
South West.  

The next point I want to refer to is the much-flagged proposed marine park for Camden Sound. The Greens 
clearly support the creation of marine parks. We currently do not have an adequate representative reserve system 
that represents all marine ecosystems on the Western Australian coastline. In particular, the Kimberley is in great 
need of a marine reserve. On the face of it we would clearly support the establishment of a marine park at 
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Camden Sound if—and only if—it was designed to meet objectives that were scientifically vigorous and 
defensible, and were reflected in the zoning of that marine park. What we do not want is a marine park with a 
tiny patch of sanctuary area. We do not want a marine park that purports to protect humpback whales but at the 
same time does not protect all of their habitat. I realise there is an issue with whales because they move around a 
lot —  

Hon Max Trenorden: That is the whole world.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: No; it is not actually the whole world that would have to do that. We need to ensure there 
are significant sanctuary areas along the coast along the migratory path of humpback whales. It is proposed that 
the Camden Sound marine park will have a minimal area of “no take” or sanctuary areas. There has been an 
indication that the marine park will not prohibit commercial fishing that currently occurs in that area. It will also 
not protect whales because it does not prevent disturbances during migration. We need a network along the coast 
that will protect the migratory route of humpback whales as well as full protection of their main calving ground. 

Hon Norman Moore: But the member is aware that the population of whales is growing at probably the highest 
level they can naturally sustain.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: I realise the population is growing but they are a long way away from the population 
levels they had before they started to be hunted to near extinction.  

Hon Norman Moore: I am talking about a sustainable population growth level, which is not just saying that 
there were 50 million whales 10 years ago and we need to go back to that. We need a sustainable level of 
growth.  

Hon GIZ WATSON: Why?  

Hon Norman Moore: Because there is an ecosystem that provides food and provides whatever is required for 
that —  

Hon GIZ WATSON: That is right. If the ecosystem is in good nick, it will support the same number of whales 
that it did in the past. It is logical. 

Hon Norman Moore: It is not always logical at all. There is a balance in the environment that is achieved over 
time. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I did not know the Leader of the House knew so much about the environment. 

Hon Norman Moore: I do not take a silly attitude to it and say that it must go back to what it was two million 
years ago. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I did not say that. I simply said that the whale population is nowhere near the level that it 
was in Australian coastal waters and in Southern Ocean waters before whales were hunted. 

Hon Norman Moore: As the population of whales has declined, other ecosystems have been created as a result 
of that diminution. I am not saying that it has been a good thing. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: No, not really, because their main feeding ground is actually in the Antarctic, so there is 
very little reason why they could not attain significant numbers again. 

Hon Norman Moore: That may well be, but the point is that you cannot simply say that you could have a whole 
stock of this particular species back in the ocean and expect that they will survive. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: I think our main obligation is to do everything to ensure that they have the capacity to 
survive. Whether they do or do not is up to them, but our obligation is to ensure that we are not interfering with 
them, especially as they are still a listed species. Anyway, I am not going to talk about whales any more. I want 
to talk about the next thing. 

Hon Norman Moore: I thought we could talk about snapper and restocking the ocean. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Snapper is much more problematic because people want to eat them. Not many people 
want to eat whales. That is a bit of a misnomer. The occasional Japanese and the occasional Norwegian might, 
but most people do not want to eat them at all. 

Hon Max Trenorden: The occasional Eskimo as well. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: The occasional Inuit maybe; I do not know. I digress. I have been distracted. 

Hon Norman Moore: For which I apologise profusely. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: That is okay. I was enjoying the exchange. That is quite all right. 

I have 19 minutes left and I wanted to touch on what we should be doing rather than the current projection that 
this budget presents for environmental protection. One of the simplest, fastest and cheapest solutions for energy 
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conservation and reducing greenhouse pollution is using less energy where we do not need it. In fact, we could 
reduce our energy use in the manufacturing, commercial and residential sectors by 30 per cent with technology 
that is available today, with an average payback of four years. We could do that with the same level of comfort, 
service and productivity. One of the big myths of the debate around energy and greenhouse gas is that somehow 
it will all be incredibly painful and costly. In fact, we can reduce energy consumption by 30 per cent with simple 
efficiencies across all sectors and have a win–win situation by reducing the energy required. I have not got the 
time to go into all the detail about the various projects, but there are aspects of that in the residential, commercial 
and manufacturing sectors. The majority of those changes would not cost the budget anything. A small amount 
of money might need to be invested, but there would be a huge result. 

Hon Peter Collier: We put $600 000 in the budget for an energy efficiency plan, on which there will be an 
announcement towards the end of the year. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: If it were a bit more, that would be good. 

Hon Peter Collier: That is just the plan. Ultimately, it has got to be everyone working in unison, not a piecemeal 
approach. I understand where you are coming from. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: The second issue is fast-tracking the switch to a renewable energy economy. As I have 
said, we have an abundance of renewable energy sources and we should be leading the world in the transition 
into renewable energy industries. 

Hon Max Trenorden: The feed-in tariff is very important, as you know. 

Hon GIZ WATSON: The feed-in tariff is great, but we want a gross feed-in tariff. I am sure that my colleague 
will be speaking about that tomorrow in fact, so I will not steal his thunder. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is a second reading tomorrow, is it not? 

Hon GIZ WATSON: Yes, just reading the bill in. 

The next issue is a shift towards low-emission vehicles and sustainable cities. I noted the initiative from the City 
of Stirling. I think that is definitely a step in the right direction. We need light-rail initiatives. We also need to 
protect our forests and woodlands as carbon storage areas. I wanted to just touch on that. I will read the summary 
from a paper, which I recommend to members, produced by Carolyn Hofmeester of the Western Australian 
Forest Alliance entitled “Tackling Climate Change by Preserving Native Forests and Woodlands”. She starts by 
saying — 

A number of recent research studies have shown that preserving our native forests, woodlands and 
native vegetation represents a great opportunity for addressing Australia’s climate change challenge. 
This biosequestration potential is likely to be much less costly than yet to be proven coal carbon capture 
and storage technologies. Associated benefits include the protection of water catchments, biodiversity, 
ecological corridors and recreational/tourism amenity. These are becoming important issues for the 
south-west of Western Australia as our climate becomes progressively hotter and drier. 

The 2008 Garnaut Climate Change Review highlighted that ceasing logging and other human 
disturbances in pre-1990 eucalypt forests … would remove 136 million tonnes of greenhouse gases … 
per year on average for 100 years. This represents 23 per cent of Australia’s current total greenhouse 
gas emissions per year. 

There is therefore enormous potential in this area. This is one of the reasons that the Greens (WA) again 
acknowledge the government’s support for the great western woodlands proposal, because it has an enormous 
potential in terms of biosequestration. In fact Carolyn goes on to say a bit further down in her summary — 

Apart from the Great Western Woodlands study, research specific to Western Australia’s 
biosequestration and green carbon potential is sparse and there is an urgent need for research evidence 
to underpin a comprehensive policy to realise this potential. 

She then goes on to recommend a number of priority actions for Western Australia — 

• Provide a scientifically robust base-line carbon assessment of Western Australia’s native forests. 

• Conduct a full economic and environmental analysis of native forest logging in the context of 
climate change mitigation and adaptation requirements. 

It is interesting to note that that recommendation ties in with what the former head of the Conservation 
Commission of Western Australia, John Bailey, said. His final annual report from the Conservation Commission 
made that same point in terms of the climate change mitigation and what we are doing in our forests. The 
recommendations continue — 
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• Adjust forest use and management to take account of the green carbon potential of our native 
forests and woodlands. 

• Ensure that appropriate regulations and measures are in place to realise the climate change 
mitigation and adaptation potential of native forests, woodlands and native vegetation. 

• Commission a broader study, along the lines of the 2009 CSIRO report that analyses all the options 
for greenhouse gas mitigation and carbon biosequestration within Western Australia. 

I am not sure which part of the budget that latter recommendation would come from; perhaps it would come 
from the Minister for Energy’s budget. But that broader study is vital timing-wise if we are to understand how 
we can use the broader environment; whether it be better conserving existing reserves of woodlands or native 
vegetation or actually adapting other areas to sequester carbon. There are some interesting things happening in 
the agriculture area as well in this regard. That is an enormous potential, and Western Australia could also play a 
significant role in that regard. 

Just to conclude, I will again come back to a bigger-picture comment about the balance in this budget and, 
indeed, in the overall settings that we have for the environment and the economy. I refer to an article in The West 
Australian on 19 May this year written by Ross Gittins entitled “Environment central to economy and Budget”, 
in which he said — 

The most thought-provoking comment I’ve seen on the Budget came from Senator Christine Milne of 
the Greens. “Every Australian knows,” she said, “that if you have two credit cards it is very bad 
management to pay off your debt on one of them by racking it up on the other.” 

He goes on to argue that — 

… the Budget continues our practice of worrying intensely about what we’re doing to the economy 
while ignoring what we’re doing to the environment. 

We just took a decision to take our chances on global warming — to do nothing to prepare for global 
action on climate change and nothing to set an example others might follow — but nowhere does that 
show up as a cost or liability. 

It’s not in the Budget, nor in gross domestic product. It’s invisible. We carefully measure and hugely 
publicise any increase in Government debt or setback in economic growth, but what our actions and 
inactions are doing to the environment is largely out of sight. 

When we run down our non-renewable resources (as we’re hoping to do at a much faster rate with the 
return of the resources boom), nowhere does this show up as a cost or reduction of our assets. 

When we continue to deplete renewable resources at a rate much faster than they can renew themselves, 
nowhere does this show up as any kind of negative. 

When we continue pumping our waste back into the environment — including greenhouse gases, but 
also other air and water pollution, garbage and human waste — at a faster rate than it can absorb, 
nowhere is this recorded as a cost. GDP, our great de facto measure of progress, counts the short-term 
benefits from all this exploitation, but ignores its long-term costs. So Senator Milne is right: we HAVE 
been paying off our economic credit card by racking up debt on our environmental credit card. 

But as the still-unfolding global financial crisis reminds us, you can get away with racking up debt only 
for so long. And with the environment the day of reckoning has already started to dawn. 

Lift your head from the economic statistics and you see rising average temperatures, the clearing of 
native forests, the destruction of habitat, the decline in fish stocks, the damage we’ve done to the 
Murray–Darling and other river systems and the degrading of our soil. 

So far we’ve managed to keep the economy separate from the environment, but we won’t get away with 
that much longer. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.57 pm] — in reply: I thank 
members for their contributions to the second reading debate. The contributions I have heard and those that I 
have read—because I was not in this house last week—in response to the tabled papers were very measured and 
considered. Most of those contributions have been read by Treasury officers or the Treasurer’s officers. The 
concerns that were identified by members have been forwarded to the respective agencies. I can assure members 
that the information that has been forthcoming through the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations has been well and truly considered, and obviously there is more to come.  

Hon Liz Behjat: Lots more.  
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Hon HELEN MORTON: Yes, there is lots more to come. The ongoing estimates hearings are critical to the 
process of understanding and questioning agencies about what is in the budget papers.  

Hon Ken Travers: That is the way ministers find out sometimes.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: I have to comment on some of the phrases used by Hon Ken Travers. I think his use 
of the word “dishonesty” might be a tad rough in suggesting that somehow or other this budget has been put 
together in a dishonest way. If Hon Ken Travers absolutely believes that, then he has an obligation to raise it 
directly through the appropriate channel, perhaps with the Auditor General or, as he is a member of the Standing 
Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, perhaps with that committee for thorough investigation. In 
the absence of his doing either of those things, I suggest that the language he used in describing how the budget 
papers are put together is colourful. That is fine—colourful is okay.  

I thought it was interesting that the Leader of the Opposition referred to the issues around utilities hardship as a 
barbecue show stopper.  

Hon Kate Doust: “Barbecue stopper” is the term.  

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is a barbecue stopper. Obviously we go to different barbecues and that is fine. I can 
advise members that this issue has not been raised at the barbecues that I have attended in the past six months. I 
have not been to a barbecue in the past week, but I can assure members that if I had, the issue discussed would 
have been around the leadership changes at a federal level. Every barbecue discussion at any barbecue I have 
attended is around issues concerning the federal arena; for example, the resource super profits tax grab, the 
emissions trading scheme backdown and the grab for goods and services tax via the so-called health reforms. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Before the dinner break I had almost completed my comments to thank members for 
their contributions to the second reading debate. I can assure members that their comments have been taken on 
board and that they will be considered by the various agencies concerned and in the ongoing estimates hearings 
available to the Legislative Council. I had started to make some comments to the Leader of the Opposition about 
the barbecue-stopper topics she indicated she had heard, and I let members of the house know that the barbecue-
stopper topics I hear are actually quite different. 

Hon Sue Ellery: We go to different barbecues! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: That is right! The topics I hear are mostly federal matters; I hardly ever hear anything 
other than federal matters, whether it is boat people or — 

Hon Ken Travers: You’ve got to stop going to Liberal Party fundraisers! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I can assure the member that they are not Liberal Party fundraisers! 

Hon Giz Watson made a comment that needs to be corrected. She indicated that the infill sewerage program had 
been terminated. She should know that $100 million over four years—that is, $25 million per annum from 2010–
11 to 2013–14—has been allocated to the Water Corporation’s capital program. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Did you say I raised that? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: No, Hon Giz Watson. 

The only other specific comment I would like to make relates to the issue of debt. That issue was raised by 
members in response to the tabled papers, and it is worthwhile getting the matter on the public record. It is worth 
remembering that the previous coalition government had to work hard to reduce debt and debt servicing costs to 
restore Western Australia’s AAA credit rating. The strength of the state’s balance sheet is also reflected in the 
ratio of net financial liabilities as a share of revenue. Western Australia has been assessed as having the highest 
possible creditworthiness with a AAA rating. This enables the government to borrow money to build the state’s 
infrastructure at the lowest possible rate of interest; it also signals to the public and potential investors that the 
government is managing the state’s finances and economy in a responsible way, and that Western Australia is a 
stable, safe and low-risk investment destination. Our credit rating has been assessed favourably by both Moody’s 
Investors Service and Standard and Poor’s, and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia 
has also backed the government’s financial management. The budget was described in a CCI press release as one 
that will help the state retain its AAA credit rating, and it was claimed in the same press release that although net 
debt is growing, it remains manageable as a result of new investment in critical social and economic 
infrastructure that will have long-term benefits for the state. I think that that sums up the overall context of this 
budget. It is a very responsible budget and I appreciate that everybody has indicated their support for the tabled 
papers and the budget bills. I look forward to the bills moving forward without very much fuss. 
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Questions put and passed. 

Bills read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bills read a third time, on motions by Hon Helen Morton (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed. 
 


