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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AUTHORITY — GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — 
GUIDELINES 

Statement 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West) [6.17 pm]: I will be very brief. I want to take this opportunity to 
make some comments on the previous guidelines proposed by the Environmental Protection Authority on 
greenhouse gas emissions for projects that emit over 100 000 tonnes. There has been a lot of conversation that has 
occurred. The EPA withdrew its initial guidelines and has undertaken consultation, but I want to give a message 
to the government. The Minister for Environment and I are both interested in finding a solution that allows the 
state to go forward, but as long as industry and other outlets such as media and commentators are of the view that 
you just refuse to discuss it, there should be no guidelines going forward in the end, and there should be no 
proposal. It runs the risk of doing significant damage to the EPA, particularly to EPA chair Tom Hatton, a man for 
whom I have enormous respect, and I think the minister does as well. He is left in a completely untenable position 
if the argument goes forward that he can present nothing new. That would be an immense shame for the state of 
Western Australia. It would damage his reputation and the reputation of the EPA. 
By the same token, we cannot have the same proposal put forward again. I think effectively the same set of 
guidelines put forward would hamstring the state of Western Australia. I have been trying to promote a solution, 
which I have put into a submission to the EPA’s consultation process, and that the minister will no doubt read at 
some point. It suggests an alternative, the one I put to this house before; that is, if the EPA puts forward its proposal 
as an environmental protection policy under part III of the Environmental Protection Act 1986, this Parliament 
and the government will decide whether that is an appropriate response and an appropriate policy setting. This is 
the place where that should happen. If that happens, the Environmental Protection Authority and its chair, 
Tom Hatton, a man of enormous credentials, who obviously believes in the proposal he put forward the first time 
or he would not have put it forward, will be left with some dignity in the process. It is the political process—a 
government process—of overall state policy development that will make the decision about whether it is an 
appropriate policy for this state. I urge the government to urge the EPA to consider this as an alternative model. 

To all those groups that are stridently saying that they can make this go away by simply attacking the EPA, it is 
not going to work, because in the end the validity, value and independence of the EPA will be undermined in the 
same way that, in my view, the EPA would be undermined if it put forward the same guidelines as a second 
proposal. That would put the EPA at odds with the government ad infinitum until there was a change in those 
guidelines. Effectively, it would be warfare between the government and the EPA until such time that the EPA 
backed down or the government gave in. I do not think that would be good for the EPA and the government’s 
working relationship, whatever side is in government. For the next 21 months it will be the current government, 
but hopefully there will be a change of government after that. The reality is that any future government will have 
a toxic relationship with the EPA if we continue down this consultative path that is all or nothing—that it can do 
nothing or re-present the same guidelines and be at war. I urge all members, if they get the opportunity, to seek an 
alternative outcome. I am certainly doing so and trying to provide a win–win, so that the values and the opinions 
of the chair of the EPA are taken into account and respected, even if they are not necessarily agreed with and acted 
upon by the government or the Parliament. That would be a far better outcome and I urge the government and all 
parties to have a serious look at it. Maybe there is an alternative that I have missed that is not all or nothing. 
I cannot find another alternative that is not under part III of the Environmental Protection Authority Act and an 
environmental protection policy. Maybe I have missed it. My wife tells me repeatedly that I do not know 
everything. Maybe I have missed a solution. But if people are just coming to the debate to say the EPA cannot do 
it, or it has to put back the original proposal, they are part of the problem and not part of the solution. I urge the 
government and all involved to try to be part of the solution. I hope the government and the minister will take that 
on board. 
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